HOMER, PARMENIDES, AND THE ROAD TO
DEMONSTRATION

It is widely agreed that Parmenides invented extended deductive argumentation
and the practice of demonstration, a transformative event in the history of
thought. But how did he manage this seminal accomplishment? In this book,
Benjamin Folit-Weinberg finally provides an answer. At the heart of this story is
the image of the hodos, the road and the journey. Brilliantly deploying the tools
and insights of literary criticism, conceptual history, and archaeology, Folit-
Weinberg illuminates how Parmenides adopts and adapts this image from
Homer, especially the Odyssey, forging from it his pioneering intellectual
approaches. Reinserting Parmenides into the physical world and poetic culture
of archaic Greece, Folit-Weinberg reveals both how deeply traditional and how
radical was Parmenides’ new way of thinking and speaking. By taking this first
step towards providing a history of the concept of method, this volume uncovers
the genealogy of philosophy in poetry and poetic imagery.

BENJAMIN FOLIT-WEINBERG is A. G. Leventis Research Fellow at the Institute
for Greece, Rome, and the Classical Tradition at the University of Bristol.
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INTRODUCTION

Demonstration has been the cornerstone of claims to knowledge
since at least the time of Aristotle." But demonstration, and, more
specifically, the extended deductive argumentation that forms its
backbone, has a history. As is widely agreed, that history begins
with Parmenides of Elea, in whose poem we find the first recorded
extended deductive argument — and with it, the first outline of
a demonstration.”

This is not the only reason why Parmenides has won acclaim,
even veneration, from leading Western thinkers. Since the time of
Plato® (and — to judge from Parmenides’ influence on Zeno,
Melissus, Democritus, and others — probably before), philosophers
of many stripes, from Hegel* to Heidegger,’ Russell® to Popper” to
Anscombe,® have celebrated Parmenides’ unique importance as

See esp. Arist. Top. 100a2 ff.

See especially Lloyd (1979) 67—79; Lloyd (1990) 81-83; Lloyd (2000) 244—45. More
generally, see also the comments in e.g. Mansfeld (1990) 17-18; Kirk, Raven, and
Schofield (2007); Schofield (2003) 61-64; McKirahan (2010) esp. 150-51, 172—73;
Osborne (2004) 39—50 (and the critical Osborne (2006)); and Warren (2007) 79.

See e.g. P1. Soph. 241d, Tht. 183e—84a.

See e.g. Hegel (1833) 296—7: ‘Mit Parmenides hat das eigentliche Philosophieren
angefangen.” (‘Real philosophy begins with Parmenides.”)

See e.g. the rhapsodic remarks at Heidegger (2000) 100-03, 145-54, where he enshrines
Parmenides as the founder of Being (even, with Heraclitus, ‘the founder of all thinking’,
p. 145), the first thinker to thematize Being-as-such and so open the field of ontology.

See e.g. Russell (1972) 55: “What makes Parmenides historically important is that he
invented a form of metaphysical argument that ... is to be found in most subsequent
metaphysicians down to and including Hegel. He is often said to have invented logic, but
what he really invented was metaphysics based on logic.’

See e.g. Popper (1998a) 146, where we read of ‘the almost unlimited power still exerted
over Western scientific thought by the ideas of a great man who lived about 2,500 years
ago: Parmenides of Elea’; see the same work for a discussion of Parmenides’ revolution-
ary conception of knowledge as the defining feature of Western science and rationalism
(pp- 159-60). It is telling that Heidegger and Popper, whose mutual contempt was as deep
as their ideas were incompatible, should both revere Parmenides as a heroic oecist of the
city of logos.

Who one-upped Whitehead by declaring that ‘subsequent philosophy is footnotes on
Parmenides’: Anscombe (1981) xi.

N

ENEN
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Introduction

the grandfather of their profession — though not always for the
same reason. Historians of ancient philosophy and science simi-
larly agree on the epochal importance of Parmenides’ contribution
to Western thought but disagree on where, precisely, this import-
ance lies. Some herald Parmenides for his primordial articulation
of the notion of modality;® others laud his groundbreaking
advances in astronomy, especially his remarkable observation
that the moon reflects the sun’s light (and, therefore, that the
earth is spherical);'® others still foreground his seminal position
in the atomic tradition."' Whatever their differences, however,
nearly all acknowledge that Parmenides is the first recorded person
to make an extended deductive argument, and nearly all accept
that his poem shares key features with what Aristotle will later call
apodeixis or ‘demonstration’. As one of the 20th century’s leading
historians of ancient thought put it, ‘the aims of The Way of Truth
are clear: Parmenides sets out to establish a set of inescapable
conclusions by strict deductive arguments from a starting point
that itself has to be accepted. Those are features it shares with later
demonstrations.”"?

Parmenides’ many other astonishing achievements do not,
however, eclipse the fact that his confection of these three fea-
tures — (i) proceeding from a starting point that has to be accepted
(i1) by strict deductive arguments (iii) to establish an inescapable
conclusion — marks a fundamental inflection point in the history
of Western thought. The clarity with which we may state this is
matched only by the intractable obscurity surrounding the devel-
opment and fusion of these three features in Parmenides’ poem.
This remains so despite agreement about Parmenides’ import-
ance, and despite the quantity (and quality) of recent scholarship
devoted to understanding Parmenides in relation to his

9 See e.g. Palmer (2009).

' See e.g. Popper (1998d), Popper (1998¢c), Popper (1998b), Popper (1998¢), Cerri
(2000), Cerri (2011), Graham (2002b), Graham (2006), Graham (2013), Mourelatos
(2013b).

See e.g. Curd (1998b), Curd (2006) 47—49, Graham (2006) and Graham (2013), Palmer
(2009), Cerri et al. (2018).

Lloyd (2000) 244—45. See also Lloyd (1979) 67—79; Lloyd (1990) 81-86; and, more
recently, and for an even more macroscopic perspective, Lloyd (2009) esp. 15-17;
Lloyd (2017b) esp. 58-87; Lloyd (2018) esp. 39—56; and now Lloyd and Zhao (2018),
for a comparison with ancient Chinese thought.
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Two Enduring Problems

Presocratic predecessors and successors.'? Exploring the origins
of this complex of features (i—iii) and providing an account of
their emergence, both as individual items and as a complex
formed from them (viz. a ‘demonstration’), forms the central
task of this book.

Two Enduring Problems: A Parmenidean Greek Miracle,
and ‘Why Verse?’

There are good reasons for this intractability. The task of relocat-
ing Parmenides in his intellectual context is beset by deep, even
potentially insurmountable challenges. The few ipsissima verba of
Parmenides’ Milesian predecessors are embedded in settings,
doxographical or otherwise, strongly marked by their pursuit of
other, post-Parmenidean, agendas.'# Unless new original frag-
ments appear, or a new understanding of the spread of people,
information, and ideas can be persuasively established — or both —
attempts to pin down the relationships between Parmenides and
Xenophanes, or Anaximander, or Anaximenes'> (not to mention
Heraclitus)"® will remain largely speculative'” (and may say more

'3 Following the initial move by Barnes (1982), Curd (1998b) and Curd (2006), Osborne
(2006), and Palmer (2009) re-examine Parmenides’ relationship to Empedocles,
Anaxagoras, and the atomists. For predecessors and possible contemporaries, see nn.
15-17 below.

See e.g. Osborne (1987), also Coxon (2009) [1986] 1—7, Mansfeld (1999) and Mansfeld
(2015), and Runia (2008) for overviews, Palmer (2009) 1—45 for discussion and
bibliography; see also esp. Cordero (1987) for Parmenides’ poem itself.

For a sophisticated treatment of ‘grand narrative’ approaches from Zeller (1892 and
1919) through Cherniss (1935) and Guthrie (1962), Guthrie (1965) to the surveys of
Barnes (1982) and Kirk, Raven, and Schofield (2007), see Palmer (2009) 1—45, esp.
20—25; and also Graham (2006), Graham (2010), Graham (2013). The critique of
Osborne (2006) remains trenchant. Much good work on Xenophanes has appeared in
the last two decades, considerable portions of which have a bearing on his relationship to
Parmenides; see esp. Lesher (1999); Lesher (2008); Lesher (2013); Mourelatos (2002);
Mourelatos (2008a); Mourelatos (2008b) xxii—xxiii, xxii n. 14; Mourelatos (2013b);
Mourelatos (2016a); Mogyorodi (2006); Bryan (2012); also discussion in Curd (2011)
10-13, and now esp. Tor (2017).

See e.g. the deflationary comments of Cordero (2004) 8. Embers of the debate still
smoulder: see e.g. Graham (2002a) and Nehamas (2002), followed up by Hermann
(2009); Osborne (2006) 23137 offers a different perspective on the controversy.

Not to mention possible relationships with Orphic and Pythagorean thought, and/or the
myths and rituals of mystery cults; see n. 82 below.
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Introduction

about our own conception of how ‘philosophy’ ought to work than
anything else)."®

Furthermore, our knowledge of the social, political, and intel-
lectual dynamics of archaic poleis, especially in Magna Graecia, is
too lacunose to identify with precision the influence of existing
cultural, political, and legal institutions and practices on
Parmenides.'® Vernant, responding to the connection between
Hesiod and the Milesians posited by Cornford, mocked Burnet’s
notion of the ‘Greek Miracle’, as if ‘[a]ll of a sudden, on the soil of
Ionia, logos presumably broke free from myth, as the scales fell
from the blind man’s eyes. And the light of that reason, revealed
once and for all, has never ceased to guide the progress of the
human mind.”*® These words first appeared more than half
a century ago, and in the interim an army of distinguished scholars
has laboured to disassemble the Greek Miracle edifice block by
block. Parmenides’ great foundation stone has escaped untouched,
however: even now, we still have no detailed account that would
explain just how Parmenides invented deductive argumentation,
nor even one that links it to his predecessors’ modes of speaking
and writing persuasively. Before Parmenides, Presocratics merely
asserted;”" after him, they argued, and attempted to demonstrate.**
It is still as if, all of a sudden, on the soil of Elea, deductive
argumentation and the practice of demonstration broke free from
mere assertion, as the scales fell ... In practice, the result is, as
Malcolm Schofield put it, that ‘it is nowadays commonly supposed
that Parmenides was a creative genius not much in debt to
s 23

anybody’.

'8 See esp. Osborne (2004) and Osborne (2006).

9 To the extent that they elucidate larger sociopolitical trends with direct bearing on
Parmenides’ context much more generally, classic studies such as Vlastos (1947),
Vernant (2006g), Vernant (1982), Vernant (2006a), Vernant (2006f), Detienne (1996),
Detienne (2007), Lloyd (1979), Lloyd (1987) help us grapple with the larger ‘“Why?” but
do little to address the ‘How?” of precise developments pertaining to Parmenides (see
e.g. Lloyd (1990) 96). For relatively recent studies on law, see Gagarin (2002) and Asper
(2005). We can now also add interest in archaic architectural practices: see e.g. Tzonis
and Lefaivre (1999), Hahn (2001), and Giannisi (2006).

Vernant (1982) 104.

E.g. Curd (1998a) esp. 5-6; this point will be discussed extensively in Section 6.1,
‘Sema I’ below.

Though see qualifications by Curd (1998b), Osborne (2006), also Barnes (1982) 177.
3 Schofield (2003) 44.
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It is useful to juxtapose the scarcity of our knowledge of
Parmenides’ social, cultural, and political setting with another
quirk of the last century and a half of scholarship on Parmenides.
While we often seem to be able to say too little about the tradition
within, and out of, which Parmenides developed extended deduct-
ive argumentation and the skeleton of demonstration, scholars
have ignored, and even lamented, aspects of his poem about
which we might say much.?* They have registered with dismay
Parmenides’ linguistic extravagance, finding it incongruous with
the triumph of austere reasoning whose birth we are supposed to
witness in the ‘Route to Truth’.>> How could Parmenides have
elected to compose in verse?*® (Especially if, as the consensus
since Diels and Wilamowitz — not to mention Plutarch — has it, that
verse is so defective.)?” What could have motivated him to use
such richly textured, imagistic language to formulate a deductive
argument?*® Why did he deploy the narrative mechanics and

4 See nn. 27-28, 79-81 below, for discussion of earlier treatments of Parmenides as poet.

Fortunately, this book seems to be part of a groundswell of more culturally or poetically
oriented assessments of Parmenides’ poetry, which, to my knowledge, have arisen
independently of each other: see n. 28 below.

This attitude is no mere relic of the past; for a recent example, see Wedin (2014).
Barnes (1982) 155 captures what was until recently the communis opinio: ‘It is hard to
excuse Parmenides’ choice of verse as a medium for his philosophy.” More nuanced
discussions on the topic have appeared sporadically in the last two-plus decades,
including Coxon (2009) [1986], Floyd (1992), Wohrle (1993), Wright (1997),
C. Osborne (1997), Most (1999a) (with concurring remarks in Kahn (2003)), Cerri
(1999), Robbiano (2006), Granger (2008) 3—4, Gemelli Marciano (2008) and Gemelli
Marciano (2013), and now Sassi (2018) 151—55. For predecessors in this debate, see
Mourelatos (2008b) 4-11 and the polemical Taran (1977); I discuss the question at
length in Ch. 2.

Barnes again: ‘the difficulty of understanding his thought is not lightened by any literary
joy: the case presents no adjunct to the Muse’s [sic] diadem’ (Barnes (1982) 155); cf.
Plut. De aud. poet. 45b. Further denigration of Parmenides’ verse at Hussey (1972) 79,
Taran (1977) 653—54, Kirk, Raven, and Schofield (2007) 241; see Wohrle (1993) for
discussion.

See Mourelatos (2008b) 222-63 for an early embrace of linguistic polyvalence in
Parmenides — and, exceptionally even by later standards, not only in the proem. After
a hiatus, one finds Coxon (2009) [1986], Couloubaritsis (1990), Mansfeld (1995), Cerri
(1999), Morgan (2000) 67-87, Miller (2006), Gemelli Marciano (2008) and Gemelli
Marciano (2013), Palmer (2009), and Sassi (2018) — all of whose interests in linguistic
ambiguity or polyvalence focus mostly, or exclusively, on the proem. Thankfully, times
have begun to change. Robbiano (2006) makes use of Iser’s audience-oriented reception
aesthetics (see esp. 22—34) to develop a more multifaceted account of Parmenides’ use
of language and imagery, which are seen to work in service of transforming the audience
itself. A recent entrant into the field, Ranzato (2015), drawing inspiration from Gernet’s
notion of ‘the polyvalence of images’ as ‘a phenomenon of social memory’ (Gernet
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dramatic scenario of myth to stage reason’s great debut in Western
thought?*°

The impulses animating these questions are perhaps under-
standable. It will always be both tempting and, at least to some
extent, unavoidable to read Parmenides backwards through the
prism of the formalized second-order analysis of demonstration
and deductive argumentation established by Aristotle. There is no
obligation, however, to read Parmenides exclusively according to
the rules of this canon, even though, in many of its essential
features, it continues to define the way that we think and argue.>°
In fact, it is precisely because the object of study here is in so many
ways directly connected, and therefore immediately accessible, to
our own intellectual practices, to what intuitively constitutes
‘good thinking’ today, that we must take special care.

How are we to do this? The question gives an extra bite to Geoffrey
Lloyd’s insistence on the value to historians of ancient thought of the
anthropologist’s distinction between ‘actors’ categories’ and ‘obser-
vers’ categories’.®' As a basic methodological principle, anthropolo-
gists attempt ‘to express the ideas, beliefs, [and] practices of the
society in question in the terms used by members of society them-
selves — the actors’.3> What is at stake in doing so0?

(2004) 48, excerpted at length in Ranzato (2015) 16—-17), uses ‘polyvalence’ as a sort of
master term through which to approach Parmenides’ poem (see discussion at
Section 4.3, ‘Concluding Remarks’, and notes 79, 80-82 in this chapter for more general
differences between the respective fields, methods, and aims of our projects). Despite
these differences, the present book operates in broad, if originally unwitting, allegiance
with Ranzato’s work, along with a new generation of reassessments including Tor
(2017), Ferella (2017) and Ferella (2018) (see note 76 below), and Mackenzie (2015),
Mackenzie (2016), and Mackenzie (2017) (see note 79 below), in seeking to relocate
Parmenides in his larger sociocultural, poetic, linguistic, religious, and physical context.
For welcome exceptions, see Most (1999a), Kahn (2003), Nightingale (2007) 190, Laks
(2013), Sassi (2018), also Morgan (2000) 67-87, and the more recent works mentioned
in n. 28 above. Much of the research cited in n. 82 below takes the opposite tack:
emphasizing the mythical aspects of Parmenides’ poem, these scholars deny its status as
a founding document in the Western tradition of philosophical reasoning and argument —
or that it contains arguments at all (in e.g. Gemelli Marciano (2008) and (2013); see n. 83
below for further discussion. As with many of the works cited in n. 28, these discussions
nearly always focus on the proem (on this point, see n. 56 below).

Including, of course, the way that the author of a book such as this one is expected to
argue, here and in what follows; see also remarks in Part III.

See Lloyd (1992) and Lloyd (2004) viii-ix. For similar remarks on the history of
philosophy, see likewise Lloyd (1991a).

3% Lloyd (1992) 566.
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The aim of keeping as close as possible to the actors’ own categories is two-fold.
Negatively, first, it helps to minimize the risks of assimilating alien ideas to our
own, of assuming that the subjects studied have the same conceptual framework
in mind that is suggested by the interpreter’s own (observer) categories.
Positively, second, it allows an alien network of meanings to be built up in its
own terms and be seen for what it is, as alien.?>

Both factors should be carefully considered in the case of Parmenides.
While reading his ‘Route to Truth’ as no more and no less than the
earliest attested example of an extended deductive argument helps us
pinpoint one of Parmenides’ most important contributions to the
history of thought, paradoxically, doing so blocks us from examining
just how he accomplishes the very act — inventing extended deductive
argumentation and the outline of demonstration — that we would study.

This is true on several levels. First, to characterize Parmenides’
poem as a deductive argument is implicitly to bestow upon it from
the start all the qualities we today understand a deductive argument
to possess; suddenly fragments 2, 6, 7, and, especially, 8, as ‘deduct-
ive arguments’, are truth-preserving, and so proceed according to
a specific kind of logical necessity anchored a priori in what we
would call the laws of non-contradiction and the excluded middle.

Or at least they ought to. For, second, labelling the poem
a deductive argument has the consequence of establishing
a distinctive interpretive frame and corresponding set of hermen-
eutic expectations.>* Understanding it as a deductive argument
first and last, one reads the poem against such criteria as validity
and soundness, guards against such things as illicit modal
upgrades® or confusions of necessitas consequentiae and neces-
sitas consequentiis,’® discusses its language and structure in the
philosopher’s idiom of quantification and predication,” claims

33 Lloyd (1992) 566.

34 Again, Barnes is exemplary: ‘Thus I shall ... treat [Fr. 8] as an ordinary deduction’
(Barnes (1982) 177-78).

Hardly a relic of past attitudes: see e.g. discussion in the astute Palmer (2009), and the
arguments of Lewis (2009) and Wedin (2014) for the enduring importance of the
question of the ‘illicit modal upgrade’.

See e.g. Barnes (1982) 164, Goldin (1993), Crystal (2002).

Little wonder that so much confusion surrounded Parmenides’ use of esti for so long — if
one renders his argument in notation whose lexicon includes ‘3’ and ‘px’, one is not only
trapped in the anachronism diagnosed by Brown (1994), one is perhaps blind to this very
possibility, and thus also prevented in advance from transcending it.

35
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made de dicto and de re.3® Appropriate intertexts become the
Discourse on Method®® or the Critique of Pure Reason,** ‘On
Denoting’#" or the Tractatus.** This has consequences. Judged
by rules unformed and standards yet unknown for hundreds or
thousands of years, Parmenides is perpetually — but also, given his
nonpareil innovation as a practising logician, inexplicably — on the
verge of suffering amateurish lapses or committing schoolboy
blunders.*?

Even more significantly for the present discussion, such a stance
excludes from analysis — because by definition they should have
no bearing on the deductive validity of the argument itself — the
imagery that shapes, guides, and inflects the language and struc-
ture of Parmenides’ argument; the argument’s dramatic framing;
its intertextual relations (except insofar as these intertexts are other
deductive arguments); and its relationship to its sociocultural and
historical context. In fact, such a hermeneutic stance not only

3% Barnes (1982) is not alone in succumbing to the urge to render Parmenides’ argument in

formal logical notation; analysts as diverse as Wedin (2014) and Mourelatos (2008b) do
the same.

Owen (1960) 95—96, Gallop (1979) 71, Hintikka (1980), M. Mackenzie (1982), among
others, examine the analogy with Descartes’s cogito. See remarks in Schofield (2003)
44, also Ch. 5 below.

‘Burnet once said ... that we must not (as Th. Gomperz did) interpret Parmenides as
Kant before Kant . . . But this is exactly what we must do’ (Popper (1998¢) 143—44); see
also Mourelatos (2008b) xlii—xliv and Mourelatos (2013b).

Owen’s ‘Russellian’ interpretation of Fr. 2 remains influential: see Kirk, Raven, and
Schofield (2007), esp. 245—46, and the discussions in Palmer (2009) 19—25, 74—82 and
Mourelatos (2016b).

Wittgenstein remains the most popular point of comparison in the anglophone world
(though not only here — see also Jantzen (1976)); see, inter alia, Owen (1960) and Owen
(1974) 275—76, Kahn (2009b), Williams (1981), the explicitly Wittgensteinian
Mourelatos (2008b), M. Mackenzie (1982), Austin (1986) 15-16, and Wedin (2014).
To this list we might also add Wilfred Sellars, a comparison detailed at length by
Mourelatos (2008b) xliv—xlix and Mourelatos (2013b); Spinoza, Berkeley, Meinong
are also in the mix (see e.g. Mourelatos (2013a) 161-63). The phenomenon is not strictly
limited to latter-day philosophers; one even finds comparisons to Stephen Hawking’s
A Brief History of Time (Cerri (2000) 67-69), while Popper is happy to place
Parmenides’ ideas alongside those of Boltzmann, Einstein, Godel (see here also
Wedin (2014)), and Schrodinger (Popper (1998a)).

See some of the discussions cited in nn. 37—38, esp. Barnes (1982) and Lewis (2009). In
response, some would-be ‘defenders’ of Parmenides, such as Wedin (2014), must find
ways to explain that Parmenides actually ‘got it right’. More subtly, this impulse can
become a guiding interpretative assumption through a charitable desire to ‘make
Parmenides’ arguments good’ (Sedley (1999), McKirahan (2008) 173, Palmer (2009)
63—105). This last remark is an observation, not a criticism; see Ch. 6, esp. n. 164, for
further discussion.

3
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prevents these dimensions from being considered, but configures
basic features of the text as problems. Why verse for a deductive
argument?* Why the dramatic encounter between kouros and
goddess in a proof about the nature of what-is?*> Why so many
images, such figurative language?

Similarly, referring to the poem as (simply) a deductive argu-
ment makes it hard to avoid retrojecting onto the poem’s earliest
audiences a sense of the privileged status deductive argumentation
today enjoys as the authoritative means by which to prove the
validity of a claim. But why should a contemporary of Parmenides
have found the sequence into which he ordered his claims com-
pelling in and of itself?4°

Third, to approach the ‘Route to Truth’ from the presumption
that one is reading a deductive argument is to accept as a fait
accompli the very achievement one wishes to examine as the
product of a complex process. The notion of a systematic argu-
ment of interlinked claims which begins from a necessary point of
departure, proceeds from one claim to the next according to some
kind of necessity, and ultimately arrives at a final destination, is all
taken for granted of a demonstration (not least since these are
among its defining features). But these are precisely the new
elements that Parmenides introduces onto the discursive scene.
To refer to Parmenides’ argumentative style as ‘deductive’ (and
leave the matter there) is therefore to accept as a finished article
that which we are in fact seeing fashioned before our eyes.

And this in turn, fourth, short-circuits from the start any attempt
to examine the specific strategies and techniques by which
Parmenides develops these new elements — precisely what we
are interested in here. Calling this portion of his poem no less
and no more than a deductive argument makes it seem as if this
specific manner of advancing a claim (obviously and inherently
superior, on this view, to its predecessors) had always been sitting
around waiting to be discovered. To refer to Parmenides’

44 See nn. 26 and 27 above.

4 See nn. 28 and 29 above.

46 See e.g. Detienne (1996). The question is of course only as strange as, for example, the
fact that the ancient Chinese felt little need to bother much with rigorous argumentation
or proof; see Lloyd and Sivin (2002), Osborne (2006).
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fragments 2—8 as a ‘deductive argument’ or a ‘demonstration’,
with no further elaboration, thus threatens ipso facto to prevent
us from gaining fundamental insights into the process by which
deductive argumentation emerges, the very techniques and
strategies Parmenides used to make this manner of expressing
claims about the nature of what-is seem plausible, or even
intelligible.

The Two Problems Resolve Each Other

Against this backdrop, Lloyd’s remark concerning the benefits of
allowing ‘an alien network of meanings to be built up’ could hardly
be more salutary. It is true that ‘the terminology in which
[Parmenides] describes what he is doing is a very limited one’ and
that ‘[h]e has no word for deduction’.#” (Indeed, why would he?) But
Parmenides does have language to describe the arguments that span
fragments 2, 6, 7, and 8: and this centres on the programmatically
repeated notion of what he calls a hodos dizesios or ‘route of
inquiry’#® What is more, if this ‘terminology’ is indeed ‘limited’
insofar as it is not part of a larger system of technical vocabulary
coined for special purposes, it is in other ways far richer, deeper, and
of more subtle texture for precisely the same reason. These terms, not
being ‘technical’, remain the more powerfully charged by the cur-
rents of polysemy, ambiguity, intertextuality, and the play of signifier
and signified, for remaining enmeshed in the web of language.

Or, rather, network. For in light of Lloyd’s call to use actors’
categories (and not — or not only*® — our own), the gap (between
Parmenides and his predecessors) and the excess (in Parmenides’
use of language and imagery) discussed above can be seen to form
two sides of the very same Parmenidean coin. More: these two
mysteries (where did Parmenides’ extended deductive argument

47 See also Lloyd (1990) 81-84. One must be fair: the (important) point Lloyd makes
concerns the importance of a well-developed technical vocabulary and other aspects of
formalization, systematization, and other second-order activities.

4% Mourelatos (2008b) makes a strong case for this translation; for the semantics of the
word hodos, which can mean, inter alia, ‘road’, ‘route’, ‘way’, or ‘journey’, see Folit-
Weinberg (forthcoming, 2022) and Section 1.2 below.

49 Ttis ultimately, of course, the interplay between Parmenides’ terms and our own that will
be of interest to us.
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and move towards demonstration come from? Why the poetry, the
polyvalent language, and myth’s mosaic of imagery?), once
viewed together, cease to be mysteries at all. Rather, each can be
seen to provide the key that unlocks the other. To address the
question of how Parmenides invented extended deductive argu-
mentation, that is, we must return to his poem prepared to read it as
a poem: to attend to the densely imbricated richness of his lan-
guage and the many layers of resonance compressed in, and
radiating out from, key words; to trace with care the imagery
that Parmenides puts into circulation and mobilizes, activates,
and exploits; to read and hear this poem alongside its major
predecessors in dactylic hexameter, with ears sharply attuned to
echoes in linguistic and imagistic detail, dramatic setting, plot
mechanics, and formal organization and structure; and to relocate
this poem in the physical and social reality of its time and place.
In the ‘network of meanings’ Parmenides builds up in his poem,
no nexus of language and imagery bears a greater symbolic
charge, or is asked to do more work, than the figure of the hodos
just cited and its related language of roads, travel, and
journeying.’® My core claims are premised on the idea that pro-
viding an account of Parmenides’ invention of extended deductive
argumentation requires that we examine the network emanating
from, and compressed into, the phrase hodos dizésios along three
axes: the relationship between word and world, the relationship

5° Its major role is often acknowledged, only to slip from view immediately. Cordero

(2004) is exemplary: we read that ‘it is precisely the image of the journey and the way
(i.e. route) . .. that will be central in Parmenides’ philosophy. Indeed, this will become
the presentation of the single way for thought to travel, and the demonstration of the
foundations establishing that only this way exists. The notion of “way,”
represented . .. mainly by /odos, appears 15 times in the Poem. This fact, which is
not accidental, shows that for Parmenides, knowledge is gained by a “route,”
a “journey,” a conceptual course, ... we may say that with Parmenides’ Poem, the
image of the way, or more broadly, that of a “journey” as a method of access to the
truth, makes its entry in definitive form into the domain of philosophy’ (p. 23,
emphasis original). Even as he acknowledges that ‘[w]ith respect to this image in
Parmenides, the most complete study continues to be Chapter 1 of Mourelatos (1970)’
(Cordero (2004) 23 n. 68), he develops this line of analysis no further, and the point
does not reappear; Couloubaritsis (1990) deserves mention as an exception of sorts.
See even now: ‘although the Parmenidean image or motif of the way (hodos) has
a decisive function and far-reaching consequences ... it has been somewhat neg-
lected’ (Hiilsz Piccone (2013) 153).
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between signifier and signified, and the relationship between text
and intertext. I shall address these points in turn.

The Agenda: A General Outline of the Book

First: archaic Greek roads were not at all like our own. The
physical nature and social function of archaic Greek roads (to be
discussed in Chapter 1.1) have been neglected by analysts of
Parmenides, but have a crucial bearing on our understanding of
Fragment 8. One of the most striking features of Parmenides’ text
is the notion of necessity that defines the claims he advances and,
depending on one’s interpretation, the sequence in which these
claims are advanced.’’ The multifarious techniques he uses to
express this notion — including the invocation of personified
forms of diké, ananke, moira, and (possibly) themis; the deploy-
ment of images of binding or fettering (frs. 8.14, 8.26, 8.31, 8.37)
and reference to ‘bounds’ or ‘limits’ (Fr. 8.26); and, most arrest-
ingly, the repeated use of the words chré and chreon with a sense
that is still hotly disputed>* — have been much discussed, with one
exception: the physical nature of ancient Greek roads.

Second: the semantics of the word Ahodos and its neighbours in
the Homeric semantic field impose a distinctive shape upon the
overarching contours of Parmenides’ hodos dizésios.>* The
semantic analysis conducted in Chapter 1.2 will suggest
a conceptual footprint whose outlines are defined by the fact that
in the Homeric semantic field, a hodos is always a hodos to some-
where, a journey oriented towards, and undertaken with reference
to, a fixed, stable final destination, to an end.>* The thematic use of
the word hodos thus inscribes the endeavour denoted by the phrase
hodos dizésios within a distinctively teleological framework.

The relationship between different interpretations of Fragment 8 and this point will be
discussed at length in Ch. 6 below.

See e.g. Mourelatos (2008b) 2529, 27778 for an analysis of what Mourelatos terms
the ‘Fate-Constraint’ and his study of the semantics of chré and chreon, respectively; see
also Benardete (1965) and Palmer (2009).

Here I draw inspiration from the theoretical framework of Skinner (2002a) and esp.
Skinner (2002b) 160-62, and the applied practice of Nightingale (2004) 1-93, esp.
40-71.

This is part of a larger study of the semantics of road words in Homer; see Folit-
Weinberg (forthcoming, 2022).
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Finally, Parmenides’ use of the figure of the hodos orchestrates
a complex web of associations with the use of the word and image
in the Odyssey, and Odyssey 10-12 (and especially 12) more
precisely. Here we are fortunate to be able to draw on two import-
ant studies of this relationship. Nearly six decades ago Eric
Havelock first made the case for a Parmenides inspired by
Odyssey 10—-12:

We suggest . .. that he composed a philosophical poem partly in the mood of an
Odysseus, voyaging successively to Hades and past the Planctae and Scylla and
Charybdis to Thrinacia’s isle ... Once books ten to twelve of the Odyssey (or
a section approximating thereto) are accepted as his central frame of reference,
the patterning of his poem becomes clearer and some of his symbols become
easier to interpret.>>

Another of Havelock’s major insights was to reject the com-
monplace — still evident even in many sophisticated contemporary
accounts — that one should draw a clear distinction between
Fragment 1, with its symbolism, imagery, and narrative mode of
organization, and the remaining fragments, particularly 2-8,
where the ‘real philosophizing’ is thought to occur; his insistence
that the influence of the ‘Homeric echoes’ in Parmenides ‘is not
confined to the “proem” but affects also the general structure of
Parmenides’ philosophical argument’ is of decisive importance.°

Alexander Mourelatos’s influential 1970 study, The Route of
Parmenides, developed this fundamental insight in a number of
essential ways.’” One important step forward was his elabor-
ation of Havelock’s vague parallels between the itineraries
Circe narrates to Odysseus and those Parmenides’ goddess

35 Havelock (1958) 137-38. Havelock (pp. 138—40) teases out five points that constitute
this ‘central frame of reference’ for an intertextual reading of Parmenides alongside
Odyssey 10-12: (i) a journey of questing/inquiry that involves (ii) a hodos that splits and
(iii) traverses terrain beyond normal human bounds through a domain of special
knowledge (iv) under supernatural directive (v) to a place where there is no becoming
and no passing away.

Havelock (1958) 135—36; he continues: ‘It is one of the oddities of all this criticism [of
Parmenides’ poem] that while most — though not all — of the Homeric echoes in
Parmenides have been noted, the evocative contexts in Homer, from which they are
mostly drawn, have been ignored’.

Mourelatos (2008b) 146, esp. 16-25, 29—34, 39—41. For Havelock’s personal influence
on Mourelatos, see Mourelatos (2008b) xvii—xviii. In addition to these two studies, see
Pfeiffer (1975); Bohme (1986) 35-85; and Coxon (2009), esp. 7-11; as well as Cassin
(1987); Cassin (2011); Floyd (1992) 251-60; and Granger (2008).
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narrates to the kouros.>® Perhaps even more importantly,

Mourelatos explicitly theorizes the relationship between these
two texts, pairing the distinction between ‘motifs’ and ‘themes’
with a theory of metaphor according to which a metaphor
sometimes ‘fashions a new outlook, a new concept’.>® Just as
when metaphors of this type are used, ‘old words, old motifs,
old images are appropriated and extended towards the expres-
sion of ideas and concepts which are still in the process of
development and formation’, so Mourelatos claims that
‘Parmenides uses old words, old motifs, old themes, and old
images precisely in order to think new thoughts in them and
through them.’®® Specifically, ‘the image of the route mediates
a new concept of the nature of thinking and knowing’.®"

By pointing the way towards a reading of Parmenides that identi-
fies the profound influence of Homer on his poem, Havelock and
Mourelatos have each taken us forward a long way. Even so, their
analyses leave several fundamental questions unanswered. Just how
does Parmenides actually accomplish his mediation of a new concept
of thinking and knowing? What specific role does the figure of the
hodos actually play? In other words, how does the surface level of
language (words, motifs, images) examined by Mourelatos relate to
the ‘general structure of argument’ that Havelock invokes? And how
do the individual words and images that Mourelatos studies achieve
the revolutionary outcome — an ‘entirely new mode of thinking and
knowing’ — that he identifies? Between individual words and general
structure lies the entire domain of argumentation — its principles of
construction, its architecture, its patterns of formation. And between

58 Mourelatos (2008b) 24: ‘In both cases, we have in this order: (a) an initial choice

between two routes; (b) an explanation that one of these invariably leads to plané (cf. the
very name Planktai in the Odyssey, the adjective panapeuthea in Parmenides);
(c) a further explanation that the remaining route calls for expert navigation and that
most mortals fail at it (Od. 12.73-110; cf. B6, B7); (d) detailed instructions for the
correct navigation of this remaining route (Od. 12.115-26; cf. BS).’

See Mourelatos (2008b) 11-12, 37—38 for his discussion of Erwin Panofksy’s and Max
Black’s theories of metaphor, respectively. Mourelatos insists that the image of the route
is a motif and not a theme; to call it a theme would require that ‘Parmenides intended to
give us an allegory of Odysseus’ return journey to Ithaca’ (p. 32) — an interpretation that
Mourelatos resists, but Cassin (1987) advances.

Mourelatos (2008b) 39.

Mourelatos (2008b) 39.
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the whence of the image and the whither of a new mode of thinking®*
lies the entirety of the (mef)hodos.%® The terrain that forms these
‘betweens’ is what we shall explore in chapters 3 and 4 (on Homer,
and Odyssey 12 in particular) and chapters 5 and 6 (on Parmenides’
‘Route to Truth’, and especially fragments 2 and 8, respectively).

(Met)hodology

But how? We began with Geoffrey Lloyd’s observation that it was
Parmenides ‘who was — as all recognize — the first to produce
a sustained deductive argument’.®* Note Lloyd’s use of the word
‘argument’ rather than ‘reasoning’. Though the relationship between
argumentation and reasoning is theorized differently by different
thinkers, Lloyd’s use of ‘argument’ undoubtedly refers to
a discursive undertaking, as opposed to the mental activity often
captured by the term ‘reasoning’.® It is thus the domain of discourse

%2 As Aristotle has it at EN 1174b5-6, for which see e.g. Ackrill (1997) [1965] and Graham
(1980).
% As has been observed on occasion, Parmenides’ ‘hodos of inquiry’ represents the
decisive first step in the transition from hodos to ‘method’ (meta + hodos), a transition
I am currently examining elsewhere.
Lloyd (1979) 69. Lloyd takes as one of his ‘principal questions’ the relationship of
dependence between ‘the development of philosophy and science’ and ‘the deployment
of new techniques of argument’ (p. 66, emphasis mine); see Lloyd’s ch. 2 more
generally, esp. 67—79.
See here both Harman (1986) esp. 3—20, a prominent analytic philosopher, and Walton
(1990), a prominent argumentation theorist. As Walton puts it: ‘note that “argument”
and “reasoning” are conceived here as two different terms. Reasoning is used in
argument ... we define reasoning as occurring within discourse or argument’
(pp. 402-03). Other aspects of the distinction between reasoning and argument: where
reasoning involves beliefs, argument is merely formal. As a result, arguments are
‘cumulative in a way’ that reasoning ‘need not be. In argument one accumulates
conclusions; things are always added, never subtracted. Reasoned revision ... can
subtract from one’s views as well as add to it’ (Harman (1986) 4, emphasis original).
It should be emphasized that the value of the dichotomy as it is deployed here does not
depend on the specific terminology one uses to articulate it (see e.g. Hacking (2012) 600,
where hand-work as well as head-work come under the umbrella of ‘reasoning’, for
a different way of parcelling up the field). Rather, the three benefits to the reasoning/argument
distinction as deployed here are: (i) emphasizing that Parmenides’ accomplishment is
a discursive phenomenon, and must be studied accordingly; (ii) avoiding the misunderstand-
ing that I want to claim that Parmenides is the first person to perform deductive inferences of
any kind (I do not); and (iii) anticipating the possible objection that deductive inference is
a fundamental cognitive capability with no history. Finally, note that unlike Netz (1999) (see
esp. 67, and also Hacking (2012) 606-07), in this book I make no attempt to exceed the
realm of discourse by linking my research to any field in the larger domain of cognitive
studies (though I do not claim that to do so is necessarily mistaken).

6.
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that Lloyd identifies as the decisive locus of innovation of
Parmenides’ contribution to early Greek thought in this case.

This is a crucial insight. The distinction between reasoning and
argument allows us to formulate a much more precise account of
Parmenides’ place in the history of thought. If it would be absurd to
say that Parmenides was the first person to reason deductively, it is of
the utmost importance that he is the first person we have any record
of attempting to articulate his deductive reasoning in the form of an
explicit (and extended) discursive framework. Accordingly, any
attempt to examine the origins and early evolution of deductive
argumentation, or to examine the strategies by which Parmenides
develops it, must be located at the level of formal discursive organ-
ization. My claim will be that in its formal organization — in the
articulation of its arguments and in the manner in which these
arguments are connected to each other — Parmenides’ revolutionary
sequence of deductive arguments is deeply influenced by the
Homeric strategies of narration deployed in Odyssey 12. These,
I shall contend, form the basic underlying architecture of
Parmenides’ epoch-making arguments.

To tie all these threads together: if Parmenides’ main achieve-
ment occurs at the level of discourse (not reasoning), and if his
indebtedness to Homer can be found not only at the level of
language or motif (as Mourelatos has it) but at the level of the
poem’s structure and organization (as intimated by Havelock), what
we need is a theoretical apparatus that allows us to identify, at the
level of discourse (i.e. spanning the levels of both the individual
word and, especially, ‘general structure’), the structural continuities
that link Parmenides’ fragments 2, 6, 7, and 8 to Odyssey 12.

Michel Foucault’s analysis of discursive regularities, under-
taken in his Archaeology of Knowledge, offers just such an appar-
atus. Although this neglected masterpiece has been criticized for
presupposing too static a view of discursive regularities (and
therefore having difficulty accommodating, let alone explain-
ing, change), this quality is precisely what makes it so valu-
able in this setting:®® for all that Parmenides’ deductive

6 Though the accusation is misguided; see esp. Kusch (1991) for a thorough defence of
Foucault’s project.
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argumentation has traditionally been presented as a radical
rupture with the past, one of my main goals in this book is
to emphasize its fundamental similarity to the mode of narra-
tion that structures Odyssey 12.

Explaining how Foucault’s notion of ‘discursive regularities’
can help us identify more precisely the level at which Parmenides
most relies on — and best analyse the specific ways he refashions —
the Homeric poem he inherits requires a brief discussion of
Archaeology of Knowledge.”” Tt is helpful to understand the
Archaeology of Knowledge as expressing a kind of methodological
manifesto for a programme of an Annaliste epistemological
history;®® this is so insofar as it fuses the French Annales
School’s interest in the formation of series, viewed from the
perspective of the longue durée, with a focus on the processes of
knowledge production and a fine-grained concern for distinctive
layers or strata of continuity and discontinuity that define the
relationships between these different processes.®

One of the fundamental units of analysis produced by this
fusion is the discursive regularity. For the Annales School so
closely associated with it, investigating the longue durée involved
looking at regular patterns or ‘structures’ formed by the relation-
ship between such things as, for example, ‘geographical frame-
works, certain biological realities, certain limits to productivity’
and specific patterns of human activity — such as, for example, ‘the

7 Incidentally, the focus here will primarily be on just one component of discursive
regularities, namely the ‘level of concepts’, and, even more specifically, the sublevel
of ‘“forms of succession’ (see esp. Foucault (1972) 34—43, 79-88, and discussion in Ch. 3
below).

See remarks in Foucault (1972) 3—22. Kusch (1991) 12—40 gives a thorough overview of
both the Annales School and the French tradition of epistemological historiography;
though it treats matters from a different perspective, Hacking (2002a) is also illuminat-
ing, as is Gutting (1989) esp. 227-60.

It is with respect to this complex of features that the term ‘archaeology’ comes to the
fore. Other parallels include: an interest in prehistory, either of a culture or of a discipline
or science; the use of a relative, rather than an absolute, chronology where what matters
is whether strata come above or below each other; and an interest in delimiting discrete
strata that are linked by regular or repeated instantiations, either of material culture or of
discursive productions. See especially the charts in Kusch (1991) 108 and Elwick (2012)
622; these can help us conceptualize the different levels at which Parmenides might be
influenced both by Homer on the one hand (e.g. at the level of concepts), and thinkers
such as Anaximander, Anaximenes, Xenophanes, or Heraclitus on the other (e.g. at the
level of objects) — or both (e.g. at the level of enunciative modalities).
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persistence of certain sectors of marine life, the endurance of roads
and trade routes, and the surprising unchangeability of the geo-
graphical boundaries of civilizations’ — that they shape.”® For
Foucault, the patterns of human activity to be investigated are
made of words: Foucault’s structures are formed by series of
utterances, inscriptions, texts — of discursive events.

The ‘event’ in ‘discursive event’ is important. Foucault sets his
sights not merely on what might (according to the rules of gram-
mar or logic) have been written or said, but rather on what was
actually written or said — at a particular moment, by a particular
historical actor using a particular conceptual vocabulary, in
a particular format, and via a particular form of publication. As
suggested, however, it is not single events but rather series of them
that are of interest. And just as any historical set of events can form
a series, so discursive events, in the fact of their being said or
written (when other linguistic sequences could have been pro-
duced, but were not), can form a series, too. Likewise, just as the
series that members of the Annales School investigated have their
own underlying patterns and rules of production and accumula-
tion, so, too, will the category of series formed by discursive
events: namely, a discursive regularity.”"

What Foucault’s notion of discursive regularities provides his-
torians of thought, then, is an excellent set of tools to examine
discursive landscapes from the perspective of the longue durée. It
is precisely in this landscape that, as we saw, Parmenides’ great
innovation is located — and also where his relationship to Homer’s
Odyssey must be excavated. We can therefore restate Mourelatos’s

7° Braudel and Wallerstein (2009) 178—79. Taken together, these form various levels of
‘slow history’ that collectively form an ‘infrastructure’ (Braudel and Wallerstein (2009)
181) which ‘traditional history has covered with a thick layer of events’ (Foucault
(1972) 3); see also Wallerstein (2009) for an illuminating excursus on the notion of the
longue durée. It would also be possible to frame this project’s topic of investigation in
terms of a discursive infrastructure underlying Parmenides’ pioneering use of extended
deductive argumentation.

For example, between statements; ‘between groups of statements thus established (even
if these groups do not concern the same, or even adjacent, fields . . .); relations between
statements and groups of statements and events of quite a different kind’. Provided one
‘defines the conditions clearly’ it would be ‘legitimate to constitute, on the basis of
correctly described relations, discursive groups that are not arbitrary, and yet remain
invisible’ (Foucault (1972) 22). This network of relations, then, is what Foucault
attempts to capture with the phrases ‘discursive regularity’ and ‘discursive formation’.
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premise — ‘the image of the route mediates a new concept of the
nature of thinking and knowing’”* — with a new level of specificity
and insight: the discursive regularities (explored in chapters 3, 4,
5, and 6) that link Parmenides to Homer mediate the transition
from the Odyssey’s narration of human movement through phys-
ical space in time to Parmenides’ path-breaking deductive argu-
mentation (movement through logical space in discursive
sequence) and move towards demonstration. Even more specific-
ally, and to preview one of my primary claims here in full: Circe’s
hodos lays before our eyes a blueprint of the discursive architec-
ture that Parmenides used to build the first attested sequence of
extended deductive argumentation in Western thought.

Aims: What Is and Is Not at Stake

Above, [ emphasized the importance of reading Parmenides’ poem
as a poem, not merely an argument; this is particularly important,
I suggested, where the relationship between Parmenides’ poem
and Homer’s Odyssey, particularly book 12, is considered. This
might imply that I intend to proceed according to the rules of
intertextuality as normally understood: namely, line up two bits
of text; show, via distinctive features common to both, that there is
a high probability that the later text interacts with the former; and
then tell a good story about how part of the second text’s meaning
is generated as a result of this interaction.”® Inevitably, some
version of ‘lining up the texts’ will indeed occupy much of what
follows, and I shall discuss in a number of places the points of
overlap between Odyssey 12 and Parmenides’ poem that are
sufficiently marked to justify the exercise.”* This procedure
remains an invaluable component of sound textual analysis in
my view; indeed, it is worth emphasizing that the fundamental

72 See n. 61 above.

73 See e.g. Fowler (1997a) and Hinds (1998) for lucid discussions at a general level, and
esp. Kelly (2015), along with Bakker (2013) 157-69 and Currie (2016) 33-36 for
versions of this conversation specific to archaic poetry.

74 See in particular chs. 5 and 6, also Section 2.5, ‘Parmenidean Strategies’ and
Section 4.3, ‘Concluding Remarks’. But, as always, there are also places where the
level of markedness is less clear-cut, and one should be careful not to press the point too
far; see again esp. Section 4.3.
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observation that prompted the current study is the deep but
hitherto unobserved set of similarities between Odyssey 12 and
Parmenides’ ‘Route to Truth’, and that these similarities remain
the starting point, and the anchor, for all that follows below.

Intertextuality takes many forms, however, and can be evalu-
ated from many perspectives. The crucial difference between this
endeavour and most literary criticism now practised in Classics is
that what the two poems under consideration here share most of all
is a discursive architecture, a similar manner of structuring differ-
ent units of text. That is to say that the intertextuality between
Parmenides’ poem and Odyssey 12 does not so much generate
meaning in the former text (though it may also do this at times) as
provide a framework or structure for its shape at a variety of
different levels. It is for this reason that I referred above to the
‘discursive blueprint’ that Odyssey 12 offers Parmenides, and it is
for this reason that the toolkit offered us by Foucault’s
Archaeology of Knowledge is so valuable.” It is because my aim
is to confront this last relic of the Greek Miracle — the genius
Parmenides indebted to no one for his invention of extended
deductive argumentation — that I have given such prominence to
Foucauldian archaeology.”®

75 See Section 4.2.3, and especially Ch. 4 nn. 62 and 63 for further discussion of Bakker,
Kelly, and Currie in the context of the intertextual relationship between Parmenides’
poem and Homer.

It is this specificity of insight provided by Foucault’s toolkit that I believe justifies the
decision not to discuss in terms of metaphor the relationship between Homer and
Parmenides, word and concept, and image and structure, as Mourelatos and others do.
As noted above, what Mourelatos’s account lacks is a clear connection between the
micro-structure of word and image and the formal macro-structure of deductive argu-
mentation and the other two features of demonstration highlighted above. At best, the
framework of metaphor simply does not offer the same highly nuanced and precise level
of insight as Foucault’s system.

There may also be other reasons for caution, however. In light of the distinction
between actors’ and observers’ categories, if one takes seriously Lloyd’s analysis of
Aristotle’s (highly polemic) invention of the concept ‘metaphor’ (see especially Lloyd
(1987), but also important subsequent discussions in Lloyd (1990), Lloyd (2004), Lloyd
(2012) 72-92, Lloyd (2015), Lloyd (2017a), and Lloyd (2017b)), there would be
important risks associated with relying on a dichotomy between the literal and the
metaphorical when discussing Parmenides. For, as others have shown, the concept of
the literal is surprisingly difficult to pin down when discussing early Greek texts (see e.g.
Padel (1992) 9—11, 4142 on ‘pores’, and Stevens (2003), esp. 69—92 on the ‘long arm of
Zeus’ in lliad 15.694—95). In Parmenides’ poem, one might ask which kodoi are ‘literal’
and which ‘metaphorical’? And — no less importantly — what precisely is to be gained
from making such a distinction in the first place?

5
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In Chapter 2 I argue that, since Parmenides is operating within the
same cultural and poetic milieu as his late archaic comrades in
verse, we should approach his poem with the same general assump-
tions about late archaic receptions of Homer that we bring to bear on
his fellow poets. I therefore assume that Parmenides is interacting
directly with a Homeric text that is relatively fixed, and that this text
is largely similar to the one that has come down to us. I have adopted
this position partly for convenience, since doing so enables me to
‘line up the texts’ and compare their discursive architecture and
other features in the most concrete fashion. Incidentally, I also take
the view that this assumption is in fact correct, a point I shall touch
on again at the beginning of Chapter 2, where I discuss late archaic
receptions of Homer in greater detail. It does not seem to me,
however, that the core thesis for which I argue below would be
much damaged should one adopt a different perspective on any
number of Homeric questions. Provided that one’s view of the
process of Homeric textualization or canonization still allows one
coherently to discuss, for example, the A-B-C pattern, or the notion
of catalogic discourse in Homer, there is ample scope to discuss the
possibility of a similar discursive phenomenon associated with
narrating the itinerary of a sodos.

If the markedly close correspondences between Odyssey 12 and
Parmenides’ proem and the ‘Route to Truth’ allow us to posit an
intertextual relationship between the two texts, there is no need to
commit to a more specific characterization of this intertextuality.
Whether this intertextuality is ‘deliberate’, whether Parmenides’
‘Route to Truth’ is part of a larger discursive regularity involving
not only Homer, but an entire body of now-vanished poems

There is, finally, one more concern regarding the kind of analysis to which discussion of
Parmenides’ poem in terms of ‘metaphor’, such as Ferella (2017) and Ferella (2018), often
leads. Cognitive theories of metaphor begin from the ahistorical, socioculturally
ungrounded assumption that the essential nature of the human mind and body make the
‘conceptual metaphor AN ARGUMENT DEFINES A PATH’ a sort of pre-discursive,
universal Ur-notion (presumably somehow prior to language), of which Parmenides’
poem is but ‘one linguistic realization” (Ferella (2017) 107-08). But what evidence should
compel us to find such a view persuasive, especially in light of research demonstrating
fundamental differences in spatial cognition across cultures? (See e.g. Levinson (2003) and
remarks in Lloyd (2007) 23—38 and Lloyd (2017b) 336-39.) Indeed, my analysis will in fact
attempt to show that, as a historical matter of fact, precisely the opposite is true: in
Parmenides’ poem, and thus, so far as we know, in the development of extended deductive
argument as such, it is rather the case that the path (=hodos) defined the argument.
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portions of which were organized by the figure of the hodos
(or whether both are or can be true!), are questions about which
I remain agnostic.”” What matters is that the texts are so similar in
the way intimated above and analysed below. I submit that the
primary discussion that follows in chapters 3—6 stands up just as
well whether one chooses to see these similarities as emerging
organically out of a thought culture for which Homer is our best
witness or as the product of deliberate invocation of Homer — or
indeed to see them as anything in between.”® In every case, what
remains true is that, once one accepts the discursive similarities
between Homer and Parmenides, the latter is no longer a ‘creative
genius in debt to nobody’.

These questions about the relationship between Homer and
Parmenides having been addressed, it is important to take a step
back. By staking out this field (Parmenides’ poem, along with the
necessary context: physical, linguistic, cultural, and, above all,
poetic and discursive), this method (Foucauldian archaeology, sup-
plemented both by more traditional literary criticism and by attend-
ing to discussions of Parmenides’ arguments), and, most of all, this
strictly delimited aim (explaining Parmenides’ invention of the
outline of demonstration and the practice of extended deductive
argumentation), my intention is to avoid a number of other possible
issues. Despite my insistence on the importance of reading
Parmenides’ poem as a poem, it is not my goal to examine
Parmenides’ relationship to the larger hexameter tradition or the
rich world of archaic poetry as a whole.” While I shall indeed
conduct a strategically targeted survey of these topics in Chapter 2,
because my principal goal is to provide an account of Parmenides’
invention of extended deductive argumentation and the practice of
demonstration, the main task is to identify and articulate the ties that

77 In an ideal world, one could recapture one of the main virtues of the term ‘intertextual-
ity” as originally used, namely, the ability to sidestep questions of authorial intentional-
ity that do not seem to be of great consequence for the present discussion.

78 1 owe the formulation of the above dichotomy to an anonymous reader for Cambridge
University Press.

79 For a study along these more comprehensive lines — though one which, in keeping with
the ideas of Gernet (2004), centres around myth rather than poetry strictly — see Ranzato
(2015), also Tor (2017).
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bind the extended deductive argument and characteristic moves of
demonstration that Parmenides makes in fragments 2, 6, 7, and
especially 8, specifically to his time, place, and linguistic and poetic
milieu. This is not, of course, to deny or devalue the connections
between Parmenides and other predecessors in hexameter verse,
notably Hesiod and notably in the proem;® rather, these simply do
not have a great bearing on a discussion of Parmenides’ invention of
extended deductive argumentation. Similarly, my interest in siting
Parmenides within the world in which he lived and, especially, in
relation to his poetic predecessors, means that, while I shall make
some strategic comparisons between Parmenides and his poetic con-
temporaries — especially Pindar® —in Chapter 2, I shall not attempt to
examine these relationships in a comprehensive way. Illuminating
and valuable though such a project would be, it is not clear this would
shed much light on Parmenides’ use of extended deductive
argumentation.

A similar point may also be made regarding the tradition of
reading Parmenides’ poem against the backdrop of ritual, mystic,
mantic, or other religious texts and contexts. Attempts to reconsider
Parmenides in his sociocultural context or to attend to the poetic
texture of his language have often come from scholars who have
searched for evidence to support readings in this vein.®* However

80 As examined in e.g. Friankel (1975)[1930]; Frinkel (1973)[1951]; Fréankel (1968)
[1955]; Bowra (1937); Gigon (1945); Jaeger (1948); Dolin (1962); Schwabl (1963);
Furley (1973) 3—4; Heitsch (1966) 201—02; Heitsch (1974); Pfeiffer (1975); Pellikaan-
Engel (1978); Kirk, Raven, and Schofield (2007)[1983] 256 n. 1, 262; Couloubaritsis
(1990); Wohrle (1993) 172—73; Tulli (2000); Miller (2006) 7-9; Robbiano (2006) esp.
150-54; Most (2007) 80—-84; Palmer (2009) esp. 54—55; Kraus (2013) 454. See now
especially Ranzato (2015), and extensive discussion in Tor (2017). For a fuller discus-
sion of Parmenides and Hesiod, see Ch. 2 below.

For Pindar, in addition to the works by Frénkel and Bowra cited in n. 80 above, see notably
Deichgréber (1959); Mansfeld (1964); Woodbury (1966); Pfeiffer (1975) 68—69; Bohme
(1986); D’Alessio (1995); also Morrison (1955) 60; Durante (1976) 123—34, esp. 131-33;
Slaveva-Griffin (2003) 231-32; Ranzato (2015) esp. 2526, 128-29, 148—49.

See esp. Burkert (1969), Feyerabend (1984), Sassi (1988), Kingsley (1999), Gemelli
Marciano (2008) and Gemelli Marciano (2013), and Ustinova (2009) and Ustinova
(2018), many of which are developed by Robbiano (2006), Ranzato (2015), and Tor
(2017) 265—77 (see also discussion below in Section 4.2.3, ‘Krisis: Assessments and
Cautions’, where extensive bibliography can be found). One of the main challenges to the
view that we misread Parmenides’ poem by failing to locate it primarily within a mystic
tradition is the fact that, as Mourelatos (2013a) 163 points out, ‘within less than
a generation, Parmenides’ text was placed in the same genre as the works of Melissus,
Philolaus, Anaxagoras, Leucippus, Democritus, Diogenes of Apollonia’, while these
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stimulating these discussions may be in their own right, however,
they too have little bearing on the task of accounting for
Parmenides’ invention of extended deductive argumentation. This
is partly because much of this branch of scholarship focuses on the
proem, and is much less convincing when it moves beyond this,
especially to fragments 2-8, the main focus of my analysis.®

While this line of thinking does little to illuminate Parmenides’
invention of extended deductive argumentation in its own right,
the two strands of scholarship are neither necessarily hostile nor
incompatible. As has recently been argued, accepting the notion
that Parmenides’ poem represents, or is the product of, a divine
revelation, or is otherwise tied to mystic rituals, does not preclude
an interest in the rigour or origins of his argumentation.®* In short,
however rich this vein of research is, it operates at a tangent to the
current inquiry into the emergence of extended deductive argu-
mentation and the practice of demonstration.®3

On another note, despite my insistence on the value of Foucauldian
archaeology to the endeavour at hand, I do not claim to have delin-
eated any kind of larger archaic Greek discursive regularity or regu-
larities per se. It is tempting, of course, to consider how the topics
discussed below might constitute some part of such a thing, and the
discussion in Chapter 3 of A-B-C patterns and catalogic discourse, for
example, gestures towards what part of a hypothetical discursive
regularity of this sort might look like; likewise, the common features
shared by the two hodoi described in Odyssey 10 and 12 offer us
enticing grounds for speculation. The overwhelming absence of other
texts from this period, however, prohibits us from going further.

Comments of a similar sort might also be made regarding the so-
called Doxa portion of Parmenides’ poem. Much of the most exciting

thinkers ‘found in Parmenides’ text arguments and challenges to which they felt compelled
to respond’.

See particularly Mourelatos (2013a) for a powerful response to the attempt in Gemelli
Marciano (2013) to push the line of thinking presented by the works cited in n. 82 into
the argumentation that makes up frs. 2, 6, 7, and 8.

See Tor (2017) 10-60 (esp. 10-19), 339-46. See also remarks in Gemelli Marciano
(2013) 46 and the perceptive response in Mourelatos (2013a) 176—77.

For example, though one may strongly disagree with the thrust of the readings advanced
in Gemelli Marciano (2008) and Gemelli Marciano (2013), one can still learn a great
deal from the many fine observations on display there concerning the poetic texture of
Parmenides’ poetry.
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recent scholarship on Parmenides has involved reconsidering the old,
vexed question about the relationship between Doxa and the ‘Route to
Truth’.®® These discussions of Doxa have certainly given us a more
robust understanding of what Parmenides hoped to accomplish in his
poem, and they are an important step forward. Be that as it may, the
question of Parmenides’ invention of extended deductive argumenta-
tion and the outline of demonstration are not, so far as we can tell,
immediately connected to the Doxa section of his poem. As a result,
the only occasion to discuss it will come in the final section of this
book (Part III: Doxai), a deliberate non-conclusion that offers more
general reflections on the Doxa section’s relationship to the ‘Route to
Truth’, particularly in the light of the Homeric analysis developed
here.

If it is not my goal to provide an exhaustive view of Parmenides
in relation to his poetic or religious context, neither will it be my
concern to advance my own specific interpretation of Parmenides’
arguments,®” less still to stake out a view on what precisely
Parmenides’ larger philosophical positions are. (Though in
Chapter 6 I shall examine how the view advanced in the pages
below might square with various interpretations of Parmenides’
arguments presented by others, and what new light the account
offered here can shed on these interpretations.) By the same token,
however, 1 do claim that those who in the future wish to offer
specific interpretations of Parmenides’ arguments will need to
explain how their interpretations can be reconciled with the ana-
lysis undertaken in this project. The point is not categorically to
deny that a given thinker, on account of thinking from within
a specific tradition, is able to argue in a specific way or to make
specific arguments (especially when that thinker is as radical and
innovative as Parmenides).*® But no such categorical denial need
be presumed here; if some readers will insist that form cannot

8 See, among many others, e.g. Curd (1998b), Granger (2002), Graham (2006), Robbiano
(2006), Miller (2006), Thanassas (2007), esp. Palmer (2009) 159-88, Cordero (2011),
the material summarized in Curd (2011), Mourelatos (2013b), Kraus (2013) 48996,
Cosgrove (2014), and now the valuable Tor (2017) esp. 155—221 (where further
bibliography can be found) and Bryan (2018).

87 Though I intend to address this in forthcoming publications.

8 Though one could nevertheless imagine a set of claims approaching this; see e.g.
Hacking (2002b).
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determine content, we must equally insist that form does neces-
sarily shape the matrix of possibilities for content in a distinctive
way. To conclude: if the domain explored in this project is not
deemed prior to philosophical analysis of Parmenides’ arguments,
neither should philosophical analyses of Parmenides’ arguments
take rigorous priority over considering the argumentative form in
which they are expressed. That is, should the claims advanced
in this book be found persuasive, they would need to be borne in
mind as a crucial set of factors for scholars to use in formulating
their understanding of Parmenides’ arguments. From this, it also
follows that the findings presented here ought to serve as one of the
main criteria by which the strengths and weaknesses of interpret-
ations of Parmenides can be assessed.

One final observation: I do not actually get down to the nuts and
bolts — the particles, the modally charged negations, the aspects
and tenses — of Parmenides’ text until Chapter 5, halfway through
the ‘Routes’ portion of the book. In structuring my overarching
argument this way, and in the manner in which I have elected to
style the book’s larger programme and Table of Contents, I have
assumed a relatively high degree of familiarity with Parmenides’
poem on the part of the reader; without this, the relevance and
importance of the material discussed in chapters 1, 2, and espe-
cially 3 and 4, to the problem at hand will be less clear. This
strategy is mnot without its risks. Parmenides is hardly
a ubiquitous presence in the contemporary Classics curriculum,
and proceeding on this assumption may induce some frustration in
a portion of my potential audience. Nevertheless, I hope that
scholars of the archaic reception of Homer, and of Homer himself,
will find material of value in Chapter 2, and in chapters 3 and 4,
respectively; likewise, I hope that all who have occasion to con-
sider ancient Greek roads and their associated lexicon will find
something useful in Chapter 1. On the other hand, I have faced
a challenge of the reverse nature in writing Chapter 2, where my
goal is to bring the discussion of Parmenides into contact with
recent advances in the study of the archaic reception of Homer;
here I have tried to make the discussion rich enough to be fruitful
for scholars of Parmenides without being tiresome for scholars in
the field of literature. This proved a delicate balancing act; in view
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of the risks and rewards of writing for different — and sometimes

rather distant — subfields of the discipline, I ask forbearance from

readers who would have charted the hodos of argument otherwise.
sk

These, then, are the stakes. From one perspective, the scale of this
project might be deemed enormously ambitious: to trace the
origins and early evolution of extended deductive argumentation
and the practice of demonstration, thereby delineating a key por-
tion of the genealogy of the Western conception of knowledge.
From another, however, the domain of inquiry is narrow and its
epistemic stance humble: this is simply an attempt to read a poem
with attention to the richness of its language and imagery, in
relation to its cultural context, and alongside its poetic predeces-
sors — no more and no less than what any poem deserves. To
perform an archaeological excavation of this buried hodos and
recover the first instalment of this invention of the concept of
method — a pUBos 68oio, if ever there was one — we must rethink
and re-examine the methods of our hodos and the hodos of
method.

27

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009047562.001 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009047562.001

PART I

PROOIMIA

Published online by Cambridge University Press



Published online by Cambridge University Press



2

PARMENIDES THE LATE ARCHAIC POET

The mid- to late sixth century into which Parmenides was born
was a time of profound changes that touched nearly every aspect
of society, from poetry to politics, architecture to astronomy,
economics to epistemology.' During this period and in the decades
before it, new settlements, including Parmenides’ own Elea,

' Parmenides’ dates are notoriously controversial. The two main possibilities for his birth
are 544—541 or c. 515 BCE, and in many ways the question comes down to whether one
finds greater reason to doubt the timeline provided by Diogenes Laertius (9.21-23),
likely on the authority of Apollodorus (see e.g. Cordero (2004) 5-6 and footnotes), or
Plato in his Parmenides (esp. 127a—c).

One can undermine the historical accuracy of both sources with unnerving ease. As
has been pointed out, the earlier date creates a suspiciously tidy chronology of events
related to Parmenides; thus his birth would coincide neatly with the foundation of Elea
and the floruit of Xenophanes, and his own floruit precisely with Zeno’s birth; see e.g.
Burnet (1930) 170; Coxon (2009) 40; Kirk, Raven, and Schofield (2007) 240.

On the other hand, if one takes Plato to be a virtuoso dramatist, it is tempting to see
motives other than strict historical accuracy behind his account. Plato clearly has much to
gain from staging a contest between, for example, a young Socrates, who presents a well-
developed Theory of Forms (something which should in itself make us suspicious), and
the venerable old master who critiques it; as has been observed (see e.g. Mansfeld (1990)
64—68 and esp. Cordero (2004) 5-8), it is attractive to see Plato as undertaking
a (philosophically Parmenidean) revision of his own Theory of Forms by ventriloquizing
his self-criticism through the suitably august figure of Parmenides. What is more, the
precision of Plato’s dating need not imply, as Guthrie had it, that Plato ‘had no reason to
give such exact information about their ages unless he knew it to be correct’ (Guthrie
(1965) 2); as Thanassas, who observes that such precise datings are more or less
unparalleled in the Platonic corpus, suggests, ‘the reverse is actually the case: Plato
would have had no reason to provide such trivial details unless he wanted to present as
credible something that in reality could not have taken place’ (Thanassas (2007) 10 1. 5).
There are of course other instances where Plato’s dates are notably unreliable; in Timaeus
20d, Solon is presented as twenty to thirty years younger than is possible; see
Untersteiner (1958) 19.

Finally, scholars of archaic poetry have also found the earlier date attractive for
reasons entirely unrelated to doubts about the strict historicity of Plato’s account; see
here D’Alessio (1995), whose primary interest is Pindar’s relationship to Parmenides.
Another striking feature of this debate is that some of those who plump for the later date,
including West (1983) and West (2011b), still date Parmenides’ poem to about 490 BCE
on the premise that the figure of the kouros is autobiographical and the poem composed
shortly after the event it describes. Conversely, if one is inclined to doubt Plato’s dating,
but sees in the kouros nothing more than a literary construction, one easily ends up at
a similar date of composition.
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continued to spring up all around the Mediterranean and Black
Sea;? Persian encroachments across the Greek east scattered west-
ward lonian refugees and their cultural and intellectual traditions;
the monumental Greek temple as we know it was coming into its
own.3 Prose was born;* so was the map; so, too, was (non-alloyed)
money.> For the purposes of this chapter, however, one of the most
important developments was the series of fundamental shifts that
were playing out in the world of archaic poetry during this era,
particularly concerning the social status and conceptualization of
Homer. If sections 1.1 and 1.2 of the previous chapter located
Parmenides in his physical environment and linguistic milieu,
respectively, this chapter will in turn locate him in the world of
late archaic poetry in which he worked.

Doing so yields three benefits. The first concerns Homer’s
position of unparalleled cultural prominence and social prestige
in Parmenides’ era. In recent decades, scholars have begun assem-
bling a mosaic of evidence that suggests important changes during
this time in how Homer and the poems attributed to him were
conceptualized and how poets of the day interacted with him. By
the late archaic period, thinking one’s social and aesthetic values,
one’s views on the nature of knowledge and poetic craft through,
against, or otherwise alongside Homer had become a widespread
phenomenon. Moreover, when Parmenides was composing his
poem, creative reappropriation of the Homeric poems was becom-
ing an established habit. Just as we would miss something of deep
importance were we to fail to appreciate the physical nature of the
actual roads with which Parmenides and his audience would have
been familiar, or were we to elide the semantic nuances of the road
vocabulary that Parmenides makes central to his poem, so must we
also grapple with how Parmenides fits into the dynamics that
defined the relationship between late archaic poets and the epic
poems they used and abused, adapted and critiqued. What, gener-
ally speaking, were other poets in Parmenides’ era doing?

2

See Osborne (2009) 117-18.

3 See Osborne (2009) 249-50.

4 Usually credited to Anaximander or Pherecydes of Syros. Notable discussions in e.g.
Goldhill (2002), Kahn (2003), and Granger (2007); for Pherecydes, see Schibli (1990).

> See table at Osborne (2009) 239—41 with accompanying discussion at 23745, more

generally von Reden (1995), Kurke (1999), Schapps (2004), and Seaford (2004).
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Working and reworking Homer, and reworking Homer yet
again. In this and subsequent chapters of this book,
I unquestionably privilege Homer in my reading of Parmenides —
perhaps, as scholars with other interpretative perspectives on
Parmenides may argue, excessively so. But as scholars of late
archaic poetry have recently demonstrated, and as I shall empha-
size in this chapter, poets in the late archaic period accorded
Homer a place of unusually exalted privliege. Accordingly, our
understanding of Parmenides’ poem will benefit from incorpor-
ating the insights gained by recent scholarship on late archaic
poetry generally, and the early reception of Homer more specif-
ically. Put differently, my emphasis on reading Parmenides
against Homer is simply a reflection of, and commensurate
with, the level of cultural influence Homer had earned in
Parmenides’ own time.®

Second, resituating Parmenides in his time and place will open
up new perspectives on the precise nature of Parmenides’ engage-
ments with Homer. As so often when discussing both archaic Greek
poetry and ‘the Presocratics’, what appears normal or exceptional
often depends on how we narrativize and periodize the develop-
ment of individual thinkers and patterns of thought, poets and poetic
traditions, and alongside whom we do, or do not, place the poet or
thinker in question. When Parmenides is viewed not as a successor
to Thales, Anaximander, Anaximenes, or Xenophanes, nor as
a predecessor to Zeno, Melissus, Empedocles, or Plato (and, even-
tually, Aristotle, the Stoics, the Cynics, and, ultimately, as is not
uncommon, Russell and Wittgenstein, or Heidegger and Derrida),
but rather alongside his late archaic companions in verse such as
Ibycus, Simonides, and Pindar, we get a different picture of import-
ant features of his poem. This is particularly true concerning his use
of dactylic hexameter, the dramatic scenario of his proem, his
epistemological orientations and aims, and key words, phrases,
and lines in his proem and the ‘Route to Truth’.

This brings us to the third, and most consequential, point.
Relocating Parmenides in his poetic context will help us

© Though I should emphasize that by no means do I wish to minimize the effect of other
influences, much less to rule them out entirely; my interest lies in making the case for
a significant interaction with Homer, rather than against the influence of others.
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understand more precisely both the intellectual challenges he
faced and the set of cultural and poetic resources he had at his
disposal in facing them. Of central importance on this score is the
extraordinary epistemological tumult of Parmenides’ era and the
decades immediately preceding him. One key current in this
epistemological fomentation is a poetic and intellectual tradition
that runs from Hesiod by way of Xenophanes, two thinkers with
whom scholars have often seen Parmenides engaging.” 1 shall
thus begin this chapter by building on recent scholarship on this
theme to outline the poetic and intellectual state of play that
Parmenides would have inherited from these poet-thinkers, and
the precise challenges their work would have presented him.
Framing the discussion this way does not, however, mean we
should understand this Hesiodic-Xenophanean line of thinking
as disconnected from the conception of, and engagement with,
Homer that seems to have played such an important role in the
late archaic poetry of Parmenides’ peers and near-
contemporaries; rather we must be prepared to see how these
two stories intersect and are intertwined. Thus, having proceeded
by way of other examples of late and mid- to late archaic engage-
ments with Homer (especially in poems by Ibycus, Pindar, and
Simonides) and the epistemological stakes at play in these
engagements, I shall ultimately loop back to Parmenides’ place
in the Hesiodic-Xenophanean tradition armed with fresh insights
into Parmenides’ strategies for addressing the challenges this
tradition presented.

To summarize: three strands of the backdrop to Parmenides must
be examined. My argument in this chapter will be as follows. First,
I shall set the stage by exploring the challenge to which Parmenides
needed to respond and the larger epistemic framework within which
he needed to work (in Section 2.1, ‘Hesiod’s Muses, Xenophanes’
Doubt’). Second, I shall look at the late archaic period’s interest in
Homer, especially the Invocation of the Muses in /liad 2, and the

For Parmenides and Hesiod, see Introduction, n. 80. One of the most important develop-
ments in Presocratic scholarship in the last few decades is the rehabilitation of
Xenophanes’ reputation and the new perspectives this has opened on Parmenides’
work; see Introduction, n. 15.
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resources this provided Parmenides in meeting that challenge (in
Section 2.2, ‘Archaic Receptions of Homer’). Third, I shall consider
the larger epistemico-poetic milieu within which Parmenides would
have been operating in order to appreciate more fully his response to
the Hesiodic-Xenophanean tradition (in Section 2.3, ‘Poetics and
Epistemology’). Finally, building on these three sections, I shall
explore how Parmenides, finding himself in the situation described
in the third section, deploys the resources explored in the second to
overcome the challenge outlined in the first (in Section 2.4,
‘Parmenidean Strategies’).

2.1 Hesiod’s Muses, Xenophanes’ Doubt

The best way to establish the larger stakes at play in this chapter,
then, is to consider Parmenides’ rather more well-established
place in the poetic and intellectual tradition that begins with
Hesiod and moves primarily by way of Xenophanes. Scholarship
on this topic often centres on the infamous lines 27—28 of the
Theogony. There the Olympian Muses, having withdrawn from
their idyllic perch on ‘highest Helicon’ (Th. 25), quite literally
condescend to address Hesiod while he tends his flocks in the
human world below; underscoring his lowly status (7%. 26), they
make the following declaration (7h. 27—28):

I8pev weudea TOAAK Aéyewv éTUpoloy dpola,
1Buev &, 0T é8éAwopey, dAnBéa ynploachal.

We know how to compose many lies indistinguishable from
things that are real,
And we know, when we wish, to pronounce things that are true.

Shaul Tor’s recent study Mortal and Divine in Early Greek
Epistemology can help us make sense of the bewildering implica-
tions of these lines and the reams of scholarship that they have
justifiably provoked.® One of the virtues of Tor’s analysis is that it

8 Tor (2017), with 61-103 devoted to Hesiod and an excellent discussion of lines Th. 2728
at pp. 62—64. I will not attempt a bibliography of the vast discussion on these vexed lines,
especially since a comprehensive, systematic account can be found at Tor (2017) 6264,
with extensive bibliography in the footnotes, of the ‘truths only’, ‘lying Muses’, and
‘ambiguous’ interpretations. I have also been influenced by Clay (2003) 49-80, and
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transcends the usual impasses — do Hesiod’s Muses lie to others
but tell the truth to him, and, if so, does he gain knowledge from
them? Do Hesiod’s Muses lie to him? Is there any way of know-
ing? — by reassessing the place of these lines in the Hesiodic
corpus more generally. Seen from this perspective, Hesiod’s
Muses are not staking out an epistemological position (that
Hesiod’s Muses reject Homeric epic, for example, and authorize
his own) but rather constructing an epistemological framework.”
This framework is premised on the idea that only by interacting
with the divine is Hesiod’s poetry possible, and can be broken
down into three parts.'® First (i) is the need to assess ‘what mortals
and gods are like’, especially by attaining insight into the nature of
‘the epistemic capacities and limitations of mortals’; second (ii),
as follows from the limitations of mortals established in the first
point, ‘it is only through a special and privileged interaction with
the divine that the mortal poet can produce potentially true (since
divinely disclosed) accounts of matters that lie beyond human
cognition’; finally (iii), ‘the mortal cannot know the truth-value
of these accounts’.""

There are two fundamental benefits to framing matters this way.
First, of use both immediately and later in the chapter, this
analysis allows for a concise comparison between the views of
Hesiod, Xenophanes, and Parmenides.'* Following Hesiod, both
Xenophanes and Parmenides agree on the importance of point (i).
Xenophanes, however, rejects the possibility of point (ii), denying
that mortals (poets or otherwise) ‘can produce potentially true
(since divinely disclosed) accounts of matters that lie beyond
human cognition’; Xenophanes also develops a particularly strong
and explicit version of point (iii)."*> This is an excellent starting
point for discussing the intellectual state of play Parmenides
would have inherited.

I express my gratitude to the author of Vogel (2019) for discussing this passage with me.
For a different view, see e.g. Heiden (2007).

See esp. Tor (2017) 72—94, 102.

Tor (2017) 64.

Tor (2017) 310; see Tor (2017) 83—93 for the Theogony, and pp. 97—103 for Works and
Days and general conclusions.

Tor (2017) 310.

'3 Tor (2017) 310-11.
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Second, of value at the end of this chapter, this perspective helps
liberate us from the old dichotomy between rationality and
irrationality, between reasoning and divine disclosure. More spe-
cifically, we would no longer need to see an incompatibility
between the terms that form these traditional dichotomies: the
reasoning in Parmenides’ poem may be intimately related to, and
indeed perhaps made possible by, the fact that it is divinely
disclosed."*

Xenophanes’ rejection of point (ii) and development of point
(iii) are particularly apparent in Fragment 34:"3

kol TO ptv oUv oagts oUTis dvfp 18ev oUdE Tis FoTan
€idcos Guel Bedv Te kai &ooa Aéyw Tepl TEVTWY

€l y&p kal T& p&AIoTa TUYXOL TETEAETUEVOV ELTTGV,
alTS duws oUk 01de” dokos &’ &1l Tdo1 TETUKTAL

And indeed that which is clear and certain truth no man has seen

Nor will there be anyone who knows about the gods and what I say
about all things;

For even if, in the best case, someone happened to speak just of what
has been fulfilled [someone chanced to say the complete truth],

Still he himself would not know; but opinion/belief is allotted to all.

As has often been remarked, it is precisely the kind of poetic
inspiration described in Homer’s famous Invocation of the
Muses in /liad 2 that must be at least one of the main targets
of Xenophanes® critique;"® whatever the ambiguity embedded
in Hesiod’s own poetic or theological epistemology,
Xenophanes declares the hotline (or, no less importantly, the
perceived and socially accredited hotline) to the Muses defini-
tively severed. Dokos, ‘opinion’ or ‘belief’, is the best that
mortals ever get."”

Considering matters from this perspective helps us more clearly
take stock of the challenges facing Parmenides and the strategies

4 See Tor (2017) 10-60, esp. 10-19.

Translation mine, influenced by Tor (2017) 128-31; see Lesher (1992) 15657, Tor
(2013) 10 1. 23, Tor (2017) 128-29 and notes. See also Fragment 18.

See e.g. Lesher (1992); Mogyorddi (2006); Lesher (2008); Graziosi and Haubold (2009)
110; also Tor (2017) 13031, in whose view Xenophanes targets primarily mantic and
divinatory practices.

Though, as we shall discuss in Ch. 6 below, Fr. 18 does allow for a temporally extended
process by which human understanding can be developed and improved.
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he deploys to negotiate and overcome them, a question to which
I shall return in the final movement of this chapter (‘Parmenidean
Strategies’). We can now summarize Parmenides’ position vis-a-
vis this strand of Hesiodic-Xenophanean thinking as follows. In
the background stand two Hesiodic premises. Owing to the nature
of god and man, truth (because divinely disclosed) can come only
via an epistemically significant interaction with the divine; never-
theless, owing to the nature of mortals’ own limitations, they
cannot be certain of the truth-value of the information they receive
in this transaction with divinity. The view Parmenides would
oppose is expressed by Xenophanes, who flatly denies the possi-
bility of any unmediated disclosure from divinity, and forcefully
underscores the inability of mortals to know the truth (as opposed
to merely believing the claims at which they arrive in the course of
their inquiries)."®

In short, and setting the stage for this chapter’s final section,
meeting the challenge that Xenophanes set down thus involves (a)
effecting an encounter with a Muse-like divinity, that she may
disclose truth, and (b) finding a way to abolish any doubt as to
whether what has been disclosed actually is the truth. I shall return
below to Parmenides’ strategies for meeting these challenges; in
order to understand these strategies, however, it will first be
necessary to examine aspects of the archaic reception of Homer
(in the next section, ‘Archaic Receptions of Homer’) and the larger
epistemic and poetic context in which Parmenides was working
(Section 2.3, ‘Poetics and Epistemology”).

2.2 Archaic Receptions of Homer

As discussed above, with the exception of Havelock and
Mourelatos, scholars have often been reluctant to read
Parmenides alongside Homer. It is precisely, however, in
Parmenides’ time that a revolution occurs in the way that Homer
is conceptualized and, more pertinently here, that Homer ascends

¥ See above and nn. 15-17 regarding Fragment 18. For the evidence of Parmenides’
engagement with Xenophanes, see esp. Bryan (2012) 97-100; for verbal echoes, see
discussions in Coxon (2009) [1986] 18—20; Long (1996) 143; Palmer (2009) 329—30;
Tor (2017); 314—26.
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to the dominant cultural position with which we now associate
him; one might even say that it is in this time that Homer first
becomes inescapable.' It is during this period that the name
‘Homeros’ first appears — not incidentally, in the mouths of critics
like Xenophanes, who could proclaim that ¢¢ dpxfs ka8 “Opnpov
¢rel pepabnxoot mwévtes (‘from the beginning, all have learned
from Homer’, B10),>° or Heraclitus, for whom Tév e
“‘Opnpov ... &Gov éxk TV &ywvwy ékPAAMecBor kal pamileofo
(‘Homer deserves to be kicked out of the agones and beaten with
a stick’, B42).?" They would in due course be followed by, among
others, Simonides, Pindar, and Bacchylides, though these often
took a less acerbic tone.”” In the fragments of Stesichorus (like
Parmenides, a western Greek),”? scholars now detect a level of
detailed interaction with the //iad and the Odyssey qualitatively
different from anything that had come before, and recherché
enough in nature to suggest an intertextual engagement.** In the
Hymn to Apollo, speculated by some to have been performed on
Delos in 523/22 BCE,* we see in the notorious boast concerning
‘a blind man, living in rocky Chios, all of whose songs are the best
among posterity’ (H.Ap. 172—73) the first surviving allusion to
Homer as the ‘absolute classic’ he has been ever since.?® The

' Depending, of course, on how one dates both Parmenides and certain events in the
reception, conceptualization, and performance of Homer; see n. 1 above and the
scholarship cited in n. 27 below. More generally, see esp. Burkert (2001), West
(1999), Cassio (2002), Graziosi (2002), Graziosi (2013), Graziosi and Haubold
(2015). See also remarks in Graziosi (2013) 10 n. 6 and Clay (2011a) 14-15.

See also Xenoph. Fr. 11.

See also Heraclitus B 56. For the implications of these fragments from both Xenophanes
and Heraclitus for our understanding of Homer, see esp. Burkert (2001) 45; Graziosi
(2002) 57-60; Graziosi (2008) 28.

Simon. 11.15-18 (discussed below), 19.1-2, 20.13—15; PMG 564; Pind. frs. 264, 265,
Pyth. 4.277, 3.112—15, Nem. 7.20-23, Isth. 4.37—42, Pae. 7b.11 (discussed below);
Bacchyl. Fr. 48, 1.92. For discussion, see West (1999) 377-82, esp. 378—79; for Pindar
and Homer, see Graziosi (2002) 57-60 and West (2011a), esp. 51—56. West also notes an
epigram on a herm in the Athenian agora which names Homer; this was set up following
the capture of Eion in 475 (Aeschin. /n Ctes. 183; Plut. Cim. 7.6; FGE, 257 1l. 841—42).
See discussions in Ercoles (2013) and Finglass and Davies (2014) 6—18 for Stesichorus’
dates and location.

See e.g. Burkert (2001) and Kelly (2015) (the adjective recherché is his: p. 39); also,
from a slightly different perspective, Carey (2015), esp. 54.

See Burkert (1979), esp. 54—58; Burkert (2001) 110-13, with bibliography on the debate
at 110 n. 61; Janko (1982) 109—14; West (2011b) 241; see also further discussion below.
See esp. Burkert (2001) 110-13; Kelly (2015).
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establishment of the Great Panathenaea and the institution of
regular recitations of the //iad and the Odyssey (also possibly in
522 BCE) has long been advanced as another seminal moment
reflecting (or announcing) the canonicity of Homer, the stabiliza-
tion of the Homeric text, or both.>” Perhaps his first out-and-out
literary critic, the allegorist Theagenes of Rhegium (a polis not far
from Elea)*® seems to date from around this time as well.?

The tremendous impact of this shift on late archaic cultural
production has been carefully examined in the last several dec-
ades. One particularly rich vein of this scholarship explores the
relationship between Odysseus’ preamble to the Phaeacians at
Od. 9.2—11, the so-called ‘Golden Verses’, and different kinds of
late archaic poetry and thought, particularly in relation to the
symposium.3° This is not the place to delve into this scholarship,
but a few of its key findings, which encompass a range of late
archaic poets and thinkers including Xenophanes, Heraclitus,
Simonides, Bacchylides, and Pindar, may be listed here. One is
that addressing the question of ‘what is finest’ that Odysseus
broaches in Od. 9.2—11 became central to the process of self-
fashioning in sympotic poetry and its associated cultural
milieu.3" Another, notable in the context of Parmenides’ relation-
ship to Homer, is that one strategy for answering this question
successfully involved quoting, troping, recontextualizing, and
reworking bits of the Homeric text.?” Finally, this in turn reveals
the enormous cultural prestige attached to the lines of Homer; as

*7 The event is given a position of definitive importance by scholars who otherwise find
little to agree on in matters Homeric, including e.g. West (1999); Janko (1998) 13; Janko
(1992) 29-32; Nagy (1996a) 66—-67; and Cassio (2002), esp. 115. See M. Finkelberg
(2017) for an up-to-date discussion (with bibliography) of this large and contested topic.
For the interesting possible connections between the Ionic colony of Elea and the Doric
outpost of Rhegium, see Cassio (1996) Cassio (2002).
9 Tatianus, Ad Gr. 31 (= DK 8.1). See West (1999) 378 n. 41 for discussion; also Cassio
(2002).
3 See esp. Ford (1999). See also Frinkel (1950) 407-08; Ford (1997) 92-93; Ford (2002)
29-31; and now Hunter (2018), esp. 92—93 and 110-18. For difficulties in tracing this
relationship precisely, particularly in the earlier phases of the archaic era, see Slater
(1990) 213; Murray (1991) 95; Ford (1999) 12; Ford (2002) 27 n. 9; Murray (2008);
Murray (2016); Wecowski (2014) 191—248; Hunter (2018) 97.
See e.g. Ford (1999) 11-12; Ford (1997) 92—-101, esp. 92—93; Ford (2002), esp. 41—42;
Hunter (2018) 116, 122. See also Ford (1999) 12—15; Ford (2002) 32; Hobden (2013).
3% See esp. Ford (1997), Ford (1999), and Ford (2002). For similar effects with Hesiod, see
Hunter (2014) 123—26 and Hunter (2018) 113.
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Andrew Ford’s discussion of the citation of //. 6.146 in Simonides
19 (IEG) makes clear, these lines ‘draw their authority from being
accepted as words said by Homer himself and not by another’.33 In
sum, this strand of scholarship gives us a window onto a cultural
milieu where chunks of Homeric text were a kind of precious
metal that could be collected, beaten into new forms, recast with
one’s own visage imprinted on the front, and put into circulation
anew. Homerizing, that is, was rampant in the late archaic period.

These well-known points are worth recapitulating here for two
reasons. First, my argument in subsequent chapters relies on
Parmenides’ dealing with something like the Odyssey that we
have now. I say ‘like’ because the core of the analysis I shall
undertake below does not ultimately hinge on word-by-word
intertextual readings.>* Nevertheless, there are many features
shared by Parmenides’ poem and Homer’s text (particularly
Odyssey 12, my main point of comparison in chapters 3—6) that
do take place at the level of language; and since Parmenides, if he
engaged with Homer’s Odyssey 12 word by word, line by line,
would have had to have done so with some version of the Odyssey,
I shall not shy away from presuming an intertextual relationship
between the two poems at times to bolster my case. It is therefore
very helpful — though again, in the last analysis, not absolutely
necessary — to proceed on the basis that the Odyssey 12 that
Parmenides would have encountered closely resembled the one
we have at our disposal today.3°

33 Ford (1997) 101. That is, should a unit of text be ‘adduced and accepted as Homer’s

words’, it ‘demands attention in itself because of its source’. Notably, this presupposes
some kind of fixed and canonical Homeric text.

Rather, I shall claim that certain elements of Parmenides’ poem — and, most importantly,
its discursive architecture (discussed in Ch. 3) —are inherited from, and rework, Odyssey
12. See also discussion above in the ‘Aims’ section of the Introduction.

For claims that Stesichorus engaged with Homer in this way, see Kelly (2015), esp. 43.
For a good discussion of evidence for Pindar’s literate engagement with Homer, see e.g.
West (2011a) and Spelman (2018a) 101—110 with notes.

Incidentally, one could support this position equally well with an account of the Homeric
poems’ influence that emphasized either a process of canonicity or a process of
textualization, provided one accepted that by the late archaic period this process was
already well underway. See Nagy (2014) for a good recent summary of his views; for
criticism of Nagy and his school, see e.g. Janko (1998), Finkelberg (2000), Cassio
(2002), Graziosi and Haubold (2015), and Ready (2017) 500-04, many of whom focus
on increasing canonicity.
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Second, that Homer was ascending to a place of unparalleled
prestige in the late archaic era is a point that, as we have seen, has
been severely underappreciated by scholars of Parmenides.
Exploring what this widespread ‘Homerizing” during the late
archaic era meant for Parmenides’ contemporaries, and especially
his fellow poets, will provide a crucial context for my own inter-
pretation of Parmenides. With this background in mind, my next
goal in this chapter will be to examine a specific example that
demonstrates these dynamics at work in the late archaic era. In
particular, a brief look at a series of receptions of Homer’s
Invocation of the Muses from /liad 12, in Ibycus’ so-called
‘Polycrates Ode’, Pindar’s Paean 6 and Paean 7b, and Simonides’
‘Plataca Elegy’, will provide powerful evidence of the kind of
detailed engagement with a Homeric text very much resembling
our own that I think we should see in Parmenides’ poem
(Section 2.2.1, ‘Invoking the Muse(s)’).3” On the other hand, juxta-
posing the overlaps between Solon’s so-called ‘Eunomia’ (3 G.-P.=
4 W?) and Homer and between Parmenides’ poem and Homer
(Section 2.2.2, ‘Far from the Beaten Track of Men”), a brief digres-
sion from my larger argument, will also bring into sharp focus
aspects of Parmenides’ poem that have often been acknowledged
but are not always discussed at the length they deserve.

2.2.1 Invoking the Muse(s)

"EoeTe vOv pot MoUoan ‘OAUuTa Scopat’ Exouoal —
Upels yap Beal éote TapeoTE Te loTé TE MAVTA,
fiuels 8¢ kAfos olov dkovouev oUdé T1 1dpev.

Tell me now, Muses, who dwell upon Olympus —
For you are goddesses, and are present and know everything,
While we hear only rumour, and know nothing.

37 Not coincidentally, Dr Henry Spelman has used these poems by Ibycus, Pindar, and
Simonides as case studies for examining late archaic intertextual engagements with
Homer; I am most grateful to Dr Spelman for sharing unpublished work with me, and
commend to the reader his forthcoming publication on the topic, my debt to which will
be very clear.
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So begins one of the most memorable and distinctive passages
in the entire Homeric corpus, the Invocation of the Muses
(I1. 2.484—93) that precedes the Catalogue of Ships (2.494—759).3°

Although it used to be commonly assumed that poets
throughout the archaic period engaged with the Homeric
poems in a detailed, textualized way, scholars now take
a more cautious view regarding such early archaic poets as
Archilochus, Mimnermus, and Alcman.3® How best to assess
the relationship between archaic poetry and Homeric epic
remains one of the thornier problems occupying scholars of
ancient Greek literature.*® Even so, with Ibycus’ so-called
‘Polycrates Ode’, almost certain to have been written before
Polycrates’ demise in 522 BCE (and perhaps dating from as
early as c¢. 560 BCE),*' even sceptical scholars have found
firmer ground upon which to posit an intertextual engagement
with Homer.** The Invocation of the Muses and Catalogue of
Ships in Iliad 2 are widely agreed to be a major point of
reference;* one finds Homeric resonances that run the gamut
from Ibycus’ use of particles to his compressed treatment of
the Catalogue of Ships.** Most pertinently here, as in the
Invocation of the Muses, Ibycus juxtaposes the limited cap-
abilities of the mortal poet to the superior powers of the
Muses.*

38 For the distinctive features of the ten-line invocation, see esp. Krischer (1965) and de

Jong (1987).

See comments in e.g. West (1999) and Kelly (2015) for Mimnermus, Swift (2012) and
Swift (2019) — where further bibliography can be found — for Archilochus.

For a summary of the current state of play, see e.g. Kelly (2015) and Currie (2016), esp.
33-36.

For the possibility of the early date, see Wilkinson (2013) 8-12, esp. 12. For a date
between the late 530s and 522 BCE, see Hutchinson (2001), esp. 231—32, and
Hutchinson (2001) 257-59; for an extended discussion of Ibycus’ dates in general,
see Hutchinson (2001) 228-35.

Notable here are the remarks of Fowler (1987) 36-37.

For detailed analysis of the poem alongside the Catalogue of Ships, see Barron (1969)
133—34; Woodbury (1985); Fowler (1987) 36—37; Goldhill (1991) 116—17; Hutchinson
(2001) 235-36, 24446, 253—56; Wilkinson (2013) 55-58, 71—73; Hardie (2013);
Budelmann (2018) 172; and n. 37 above.

See e.g. Budelmann (2018) 172.

This is true whether one takes the first word of line 25 to be thnatos, as advocated by
Hutchinson (2001) 244—46 and Wilkinson (2013) 71—73, or autos, as suggested by West
(1966b) 152—53 and West (1975) 307. For further discussion, see Woodbury (1985) 197
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Similarly, Pindar’s Paean 6.50-61 and Paean 7b.10—20

seem to interact closely with the [liad’s Invocation of the
Muses.*® Here Pindar, too, mirrors specific features of the
Invocation’s phraseology and grammar, especially in Paean
6.54—57.47 More notably here, in contrast to the omniscience
attributed to the Muses, mortal men are in both cases
expressly characterized by their fundamentally limited epi-
stemic status.*® As Pindar puts it (Pae. 6.51-53):%°

46

47

48
4

°

... TaUTa Beolon [u]tv
m8eiv copoy[s] SuvaTdv,
BpoToiow & dudyavo[veu]peuev. . .

... It is possible for the gods
To persuade wise men of these things,
But for mortals there is no means to discover them. . .

n. 10; also Hardie (2013) 10 n. 2. Following Wilkinson (2013) 50—52, the key portion of
the text is (lines 23—26):

kad T& pgv[&v] Moioan ogcogi[op]évan
€U ‘EAikwvid[es] éppaiev TASywl1,
Bvar[o]st 87 of k[e]y dvhp

Siep[os . .. . .]. T& EkaoTa it . . .

These things the skilled Heliconian Muses could embark upon (?) in speech well,
but no living mortal man (?) could tell every detail . ..

For Paean 6, see Radt (1958) 121-26; Maehler (1963); Ferrari (1992) 145; Rutherford
(2001a); Scodel (2001) 123 n. 30; Granger (2008) 410. For Paean 7b, see Clay (1983)
12; Woodbury (1985) 197; Ford (1992) 81-82; D’Alessio (1992) 366-67; and
Rutherford (2001a).

If one accepts SM ii, 2732, Pae. 6.54-55, o8’ [6]1[1], Moloa, | wévTa is a clear echo of
foté Te w&VTO (I1. 2.485). Spelman (n. 37) will provide a detailed analysis of this point,
and also grammatical similarities; for a different view on how to punctuate Pae. 6.54—
57, see Rutherford (20012) 309 n. 13.

See for now Woodbury (1985) 19798 for a comparison of these four passages.
Following Rutherford (2001a) 299. The antecedent of tauta in line 51 is missing; though
supplements have proliferated, what is required of Pindar is to recount an episode from
the mythical past, and it is to this — be that the episode itself, or the labour of telling it —
that tauta almost certainly refers; what is at stake in both cases is the accuracy of the
account that follows.
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Similar dynamics define the scenario in Paean 7b.15-20.%°

Scholars have also found much in Simonides’ so-called ‘Plataca
Elegy’ that echoes the Invocation of the Muses and the Catalogue
of Ships, especially in different aspects of its apparent sequence
and structure.>' Most saliently for the present discussion, much of
the oblique reference to Homer in lines 15-18 seems to be
a summary of the Invocation of the Muses (15-17):%>

a9 3

olow ¥’ &B&]vaTov kéxuTon KAfos &v[Bpos] EknTi
8s rap’ lomr|Aok&pwy 8é€ato Tepid[cov
T&oav dAn]Beiny.

On them [sc. ‘the Danaan leaders in battle’ (14)]
immortal kleos has been poured by the will of a man
Who received from the violet-tressed Pierians

The entire truth.

3% As e.g. West (2011a) does, I follow the text of Rutherford (2001a) 243-45:

g]medyo[pan] 87 OUpowol T° 2UmémAmt BuyaTpl
Mvap[o]oU[v]on képaiot T’ eU-
payoviaw 8186uev.

Tlupa[i y&]p dvdpdov ppéves,

8loTis &veu®’ EAkwoviddwy

BaBeiow e..[..].cov épeuvdn copias 68v.

I pray to the well-robed daughter of Uranus,
Mnemosyne, and her girls
To provide a resource.

For blind are the minds of men

Whoever without the Heliconians

... seeks out the deep path of wisdom.

See discussion of these lines at Rutherford (2001a) 247—49 and Stamatopoulou (2017)
43—45. A primary debt here is to D’Alessio (1992) and D’Alessio (1995), with further
debates in Ferarri (2002), Di Benedetto (2003), and D’ Alessio (2004).

For the relationship between Simonides’ ‘Plataca Elegy’ and Homer generally, see
West (1993), esp. 9; Clay (2001); Stehle (2001); Kowerski (2005) 100-06; Rawles
(2018) 78-106; and n. 37 above. For discussions about Homer’s Muses and
Simonides’ Muse: Rutherford (2001b) 45—46; Aloni (2001) 94—95; Stehle
(2001); Clay (2001); Kowerski (2005) 123-26. For the ‘Plataca Elegy’ and Iliad
2 in particular, see Obbink (2001), esp. 69; Stehle (2001), esp. 108, ITI.

3% Text from West (1993). The supplement w&oav &An]8einv, offered by Parsons in the

editio princeps, is widely (though not universally) accepted.
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The foregoing cases, however briefly sketched, provide
a programmatic set of examples supporting the view that in the
late archaic period, poets working across a range of genres, from
elegy to epinician to the paean, were engaged in a deep and fine-
grained way with what seems to be a fixed text of Homer that
resembled our own. More specifically, /liad 2’s Invocation of the
Muses, one of the very few places in Homer where the poet/narrator
does identify himself (or herself) in the first person and speak
directly in his (or her) own voice, seems to have been an object of
unusual fascination for poets in this period.>* We shall return to this
point in the final section of this chapter (‘Parmenidean Strategies”).

2.2.2 Far from the Beaten Track of Men

First, however, it will be beneficial to entertain a brief digression
contrasting Parmenides’ relationship to Homer with that of
Solon’s so-called ‘EBunomia’ (3 G.-P.> = 4 W?) to Od. 9.2-11.
Most pertinent are lines 7—-10:7%

Snuou & fyspdvwy &dikos vdos, olot EToiuov
Uppros ék ey dAns EAyea TTOAAK TTaBeiv

oU y&p éTioTavTal KATEXEW KOPOV 0UdE TTapoUcas
eUQpPOooUVas Koouely daiTos év ouyint.

And unjust is the noos> of the leaders of the démos, and they are certain
To suffer many woes from their great hybris:

For they do not know how to restrain excess, nor

To conduct in an orderly and peaceful manner the festivities
of the banquet at hand.

It is not possible to pin down the precise relationship between
Solon’s poem and the Odyssey with much confidence.5® Be that
as it may, the breadth and depth of this poem’s parallels with
Od. 9.2—11 justify its inclusion in this discussion, as does the

Graziosi (2013); also Richardson (1990) 181; de Jong (1987).

Translation adapted from Gerber (1999) 113.

See Noussia-Fantuzzi (2010) 229.

See n. 30 above for scholarship on the larger question of the relationship between elegy
and Homer.
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striking way this handful of lines presents many of the paradigmatic
items of vocabulary and concerns of elegiac poetry.”’ As Odysseus
establishes links between euphrosyné (Od. 9.6), the demos (Od. 9.6),
and the orderliness of the banqueters (hémenoi hekseiés, Od. 9.8), so
Solon’s poem links these elements in their absence from the dis-
orderly city (cf. 1l. 9-10).5® In both cases, the feast and feast-like
setting of the symposium frame reflections on man’s place in the
world in respect to material abundance, good governance, society at
large, and the question of justice more broadly.>”

In this, the relationship between these portions of the Odyssey
and Solon’s ‘Eunomia’ (however we should understand it) pro-
vides a striking point of contrast with Parmenides. Too often,
perhaps, we are in a hurry to pinpoint — or litigate — connections
between passages of archaic poetry and Homer, rather than con-
sidering which specific portions of Homer may be connected to
these passages — and, most importantly, why.

The similarities between Odysseus’ observations at the well-
laid table of Alcinous and its negative image in the perverted feasts
of the suitors and the disorderly tables of Solon’s city in turmoil
are in every sense a world apart from Parmenides’ poem. This also
suggests an important contrast between Parmenides’ poem and the
genre of elegy of which Solon’s is so fine a specimen. With
the heroic feast and the institution of the symposium, we arrive
at the heart of archaic sites of reflection on well-ordered forms of
human society and right relations between men. Unlike epic, elegy
takes place not in the distant past of heroes but in the time of men;
a common topic is the history of the symposiasts’ polis, and
recounting this in the elite, aristocratic setting of the symposium
consolidates a shared class identity by emphasizing the basis on
which it is asserted.

7 Slater (1981); Slater (1990); Murray (1983) 262-65; Ford (2002) 29-30; Hunter (2018)

112 and n. 47.

On similarities between these two passages, see Ford (1999) 9-10; Ford (2002) 35-37;

Irwin (2005) 126-32, esp. 126—28.

39 See e.g. Jaeger (1966), 77-99, esp. 82—90. See also Adkins (1985) 114; Anhalt (1993)
74—78, 110-13; Mulke (2002) ad loc.; Irwin (2005), esp. 113—18; Noussia-Fantuzzi
(2010) 226. For the relationship between sympotic and political orderliness more
generally, see e.g. Bielohlawek (1940); West (1978) 56; Slater (1981) 205-15; Slater
(1990), esp. 216—19; Murray (1983) 262—65; Schmitt-Pantel (1992); Ford (2002) 46—60,
esp. 54—58; Hobden (2013); Gagné (2013), esp. 226-249.
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One could hardly think of a topic or set of concerns more remote
from Parmenides’ sphere of interest. His poem is precisely not
grounded in the time of men; unlike elegiac poetry, its theme has
precisely nothing to with the common past of any specific class, or
any particular polis, its history, foundation myths and common
heroes, or collective identity.®® In fact, a considerable portion of
the proem’s labours are dedicated to distinguishing the nature and
context of the poem as emphatically as possible from the world of
men in which the civically oriented poetry of the sympotic or
‘historical’ elegists is embedded. If the city is mentioned
(Fr. 1.3), it is left behind immediately;®" from the opening lines
of the proem, the poem is located ‘far from the beaten track of
men’ (&’ dvBpomwy éxTds TaTou, Fr. 1.27). Similarly, if any
question concerning man’s fate arises in the proem, this is only
for it to be dismissed quickly by the divinity into whose protective
custody the kouros is taken (e.g. Fr. 1.26, where it is announced
that no ‘evil fate’ [poipa xaxt] has brought the kouros this far).
Similarly, Parmenides’ poem is untouched by words of, for
example, the semantic fields of hybris (cf. ‘Eunomia’ 8),
euphrosyné (cf. ‘Eunomia’ 9), the até family, habrosyné, or any
of the other terms used so ubiquitously in elegy to invoke the just
calibration of cause and effect, behaviour and consequence, action
and outcome. Parmenides’ grand but static Dike guards the
entrance to the goddesses’ transcendental Beyond, her agency
restricted to the domain of guardswoman and gatekeeper
(Fr. 1.14—17) — a far cry from the vast supervisory and regulatory
power she is arrogated by Solon, for example.®? Though the
greeting between goddess and mortal is warm, we find no hint of

" Also noted by Nightingale (2007) 191, who addresses a similar nexus of topics in
classical philosophy in Nightingale (2004). In light of Parmenides’ influence on Plato,
and thus, at least indirectly, later thinkers, I consider the following paragraphs to have
major implications for the later tradition that Nightingale (2004) examines; many
aspects of the conceptual footprint of philosophic theoria that Plato develops would
seem to be a very clear Parmenidean legacy.

For the textual crux at Fr. 1.3, see e.g. Coxon (2009) [1986], Lesher (1994b), Cosgrove
(2011), Palmer (2009) 376—78, where further discussion and bibliography can be found,
also Ch. 5, n. 8 below.

See Burkert (1969) 13, Furley (1973) 3 n. 10, and, with further bibliography, Bryan
(2012) for the former, Noussia-Fantuzzi (2010) 148—49 and Gagné (2013) 238—49 (with
good further bibliography) for the latter.
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feasting, the drinking of wine, or anything that hints at sympotic
practice or culture.®> Similarly, there can be no question of the
right relations between man and his city, or even man and his
fellow man, for it is precisely to leave behind the world of men that
the proem marshals its resources. Considering the portions of the
Odyssey that archaic poets found useful for articulating their
perspectives (or at least resembled when they did so) dramatically
underscores that, by contrast, the world of Parmenides’ poem is
a world specifically devoid of other men and their institutions,
their division of wealth, responsibility in war, or the prerogatives
of high status in the social order.

Equally telling is the portion of the Odyssey with which
Parmenides does engage.®* This, too, can be found in the stories
Odysseus embarks upon in his speech to Alcinous: the first half of
Odyssey 12, at just the moment when Odysseus finally prepares to
depart from Circe’s never-never island paradise (to be discussed
below in Chapter 4). As scholars have pointed out, this episode in
many respects represents a climax of the fairy-tale ambience of the
Apologoi, the Elsewhere par excellence against which the Odyssey
articulates its conception of normal human relationships.®s
Arguably, no portion of Homer stands more aloof from the polis
and its metonyms than this divine fantasy.

The inverse point can also be made. Though we are very largely
dependent here on what the trash heaps of Egypt disgorge, the
evidence we do have suggests that the Circe episode does not seem
to have been tremendously popular in the archaic era.®® Nor does
the existing inventory of pottery (again, a regrettably fragmentary
source of evidence) suggest that artists working in other media
were more enthusiastic. This, too, is instructive. It is not difficult to
discern why this passage should have held such little allure for
elegiac poets at the same time as Parmenides found it so attractive,
just as the reverse is true for Od. 9.2—11.

% See Ch. 5 n. 35 below for the significance of the hand gesture, which echoes an
interaction between divinities and a mortal, not mortals and mortal, in Homer.

64 See chs. 5 and 6 below for an extended discussion of the similarities between
Parmenides’ poem and Odyssey 12.

5 E.g. Most (1989), Hartog (1996), Montiglio (2005).

6 Of course, we must be wary here of the ‘what you see is what there is’ fallacy discussed
by Kelly (2015).
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A similar set of points can also be made about Parmenides’
engagement with Hesiod.®” Scholars of elegiac poetry have a long
history of examining the importance of Hesiod for elegiac poets.®®
As the ‘Golden Verses’ of the Odyssey and other scenes from the
world of mortals, such as Odysseus’ interactions with the wicked
suitors, provided an appealing intertextual opportunity to reflect
on the social order and the nature of justice human and divine, so it
is Hesiod’s Works and Days that accounts for the lion’s share of
archaic elegy’s engagements with Hesiod.

The Hesiod we find in Parmenides, however, is not the stern
moralist of the Works and Days but the Muse-sponsored conduit of
facts about the cosmos we find in the Theogony.®® In the proem
especially, scholars have observed a number of striking intertext-
ual links between Parmenides and Hesiod.”® As has been much
discussed, lines 1.11—20 of Parmenides’ proem contain many
points of contact with Theogony 736—66, where Hesiod describes
the ‘great bronze threshold’ that leads to the Underworld.”" The
Hesiod that interests Parmenides, and whose words and images he
reworks, is the Hesiod who sings the birth of gods and the structure
of the cosmos, not the poet of well-tilled soil and the righteous
hearth. What place could a discussion of an Iron Age, or a jeremiad
lamenting its arrival, have in Parmenides’ poem?

2.3 Poetics and Epistemology

Homerizing, then, was a widespread phenomenon in the time of
Parmenides, but Parmenides’ engagements with Homer are

7 For Parmenides and Hesiod, see n. 8 above.

8 In addition to such classics as Jaeger (1966), see more recently Koning (2010), Hunter
(2014), and Stamatapoulou (2017).

Jaeger (1948) 93: ‘“That we need consider only the Theogony as Parmenides’ model, and
need not concern ourselves with the Works and Days, is evident upon closer
comparison.’

See Section 2.4.2, “‘Whose Muse’, below.

See esp. Pellikaan-Engel (1978) 6-10 (and 51—58 for further discussion) for a catalogue
of similar passages in Parmenides’ proem and Hesiod’s Theogony, especially the
passage discussed above. See also Morrison (1955) 59—60; Dolin (1962) 96; Schwabl
(1963); Burkert (1969) 8, 11-13; Pfeiffer (1975) 52—56; Furley (1973) 3—4; Tulli
(2000); Miller (2006) 7—9; Robbiano (2006)150—55; Most (2007) 80-84; Mourelatos
(2008b) 15; Palmer (2009), esp. 54—55; Kraus (2013) 454; Ranzato (2015); Tor (2017)
25456, 351-54.
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distinctive in ways that bring into sharp focus defining features of his
poem. As we move now towards the larger stakes involved in
Parmenides’ relationship to Homer, it is important to put the fore-
going discussion of the importance of //iad 2 for late archaic moments
in its broader social and intellectual context. Of central importance
will be the question of what kind of claim to truth — and made by
whom — would have been possible in Parmenides’ time.

We discussed above the powerful currents of epistemological
change, driven in part by thinkers such as Xenophanes, that swept
through the mid- to late archaic world.”” Into this world of chan-
ging knowledge entered a dizzying array of new men, each staking
their claim to wisdom and the truth — statesman-sages, cosmolo-
gists, mythographers, physicians, as well as diviners, prophets,
seers, and other clairvoyants claiming insight into the will of the
gods.”® Alongside these social and political developments, the
more widespread advent of writing, as well as an increasingly
pervasive process of the Panhellenization of myth, may well
have resulted in the proliferation of incompatible versions of the
same myths, whose differences, now being fixed in writing for
comparison, were more conspicuous.’* In short, Parmenides was
born into a time of radical epistemological fomentation.

The various late archaic echoes of the Invocation of the Muses
examined above provide a fascinating glimpse (albeit through the
distinctive lens of poetry) into this changing conceptualization of
knowledge by allowing us to trace the shifting contours of the
relationship between poet and Muse. One way to tell the story of
these shifting contours requires us to set matters against the
backdrop of epic (or at least Homeric epic) as characterized by,
and itself embodying, a maximalist conception of truth and

7% See esp. R. Osborne (1997), also Lloyd (1979), esp. 257-59; Lloyd (1987); and works
cited in n. 73 below.

See, alongside Lloyd (1979) and Lloyd (1987) (and earlier classics such as Detienne
(1996), Vernant (1982), and Vernant (2006g)), e.g. Kahn (2003); Dillery (2005); and,
Granger (2007) 406—11. The point will also be discussed with reference to Xenophanes
in Chapter 6 below.

Scodel (2001), esp. 125. For a detailed study of this question in regard to Pindar, see
West (2011a). As he concludes: ‘Pindar acknowledges that these poetic sources have an
authority that he cannot simply ignore but must re-evaluate by insight into the nature of
the tradition’ (p. 67). Scodel is responding in part to Nagy (1990b) 52—-81. See also
Finkelberg (1998) 166-67 and Thomas (1992) 115.
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truthfulness. Scholars have developed this conception through
a variety of rubrics, which include a ‘poetics of truth’, comple-
mented in turn by a ‘rhetoric of traditionality’ (and, alongside this,
a ‘rhetoric of universality’ and a ‘rhetoric of indifference’),
grounded in part within a ‘semblance of fixity’ of epic language
and its status as ‘special speech’, and the ‘traditional referentiality’
characteristic of bardic practice.”>

According to the notion of a poetics of truth, the Muses are
understood very literally to be eyewitnesses who have first-hand
knowledge of the events to be narrated, and they convey these
accurately, completely, and unproblematically to the bard via
divine inspiration; he in turn acts as their mouthpiece, transmitting
the information the Muses have witnessed first-hand directly
through his song.”® This poetics of truth is expressed through,
and supported and complemented by, the rhetorical stances char-
acteristic of Homeric epic listed above.”” These stances have been
discussed partly in terms of epic’s general reluctance to fore-
ground the persona of the poet. If the poet’s persona is often
introduced for the purpose of establishing a relationship with
a specific audience, keeping the individual singer out of the picture
allows epic to preserve a ‘notional equidistance from all
audiences’;”® by eliding their own presence, bards also emphasize
that the song derives directly from the Muses. What is more, any
new innovations to the story are added as subtly and discreetly as
possible, and are even referred to as if they were already common

75 For the ‘poetics of truth’, see Finkelberg (1998); for the rhetorics of traditionality,
indifference, and universality, Scodel (2002); for the ‘semblance of fixity’, Kahane
(1997) and Bakker (1997); for ‘special speech’ see Bakker (2005) 47—55 (who builds on
Nagy (1990a)); for ‘traditional referentiality’, esp. Foley (1999).

See esp. Finkelberg (1998) 68—73. (Put differently, ‘for Homer, everything in poetry is truth’:
Finkelberg (1998) 73.) As she observes, the seriousness with which we should take idea that
the Muses were conceived of as literal eyewitnesses is underscored by the way Hesiod and
other theogonists handled the issue of describing affairs that occurred before the Muses
themselves were born (p. 72). See also e.g. Ford (1992) 80-82; Thomas (1992) 115; Pratt
(1993); also discussed in Granger (2007), but with problems — see below.

See esp. Scodel (2002) 65-89 and Scodel (2001) 109—12.

Griffiths (1983) 44; Graziosi and Haubold (2009) 107. This also ensures that what the
poet says can be trusted, since it has not been distorted by the pressures of tailoring the
story told to this or that specific audience and its social demands (viz. it adheres to ‘a
rhetorics of indifference’; see Scodel (2002) 65-89, esp. 70—73). See esp. Nagy (1990b)
52-81, esp. 68-69, for a discussion of this question in terms of rejecting the local and
epichoric in favour of the Panhellenic.
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knowledge.” The effect is immeasurably heightened for being
expressed in the special repertoire of epithets, patronymics, and
other formulae that make epic ‘special speech’ and, along with
type scenes, familiar tropes, and plot points that are encompassed
by the notion of epic traditional referentiality.

If parts of this argument draw heavily on the Invocation of the
Muses in lliad 2, this picture of the relationship between bard,
Muse, and truth contrasts notably with the relationship to the
Muses fashioned in the late archaic poems that, we have seen
above, were indebted to this purple passage of the [lliad.
Remarkably, in his ‘Ode to Polycrates’, Ibycus styles his Muses
cecopiopévan, ‘practical, technically skilled/clever’ (23).%'
Questions of truth (or falsity, for that matter) are conspicuously
absent from this poem; what matters in the ‘Polycrates Ode’ is
precisely that which the poet of the //iad suggests is inferior to the
Muses’ knowledge (cf. 1/. 2.485-6): kleos — who gets it, who gives
it, and how (46—48).** Simonides’ task in the ‘Plataca Elegy’,
meanwhile, is not to transmit otherwise-unknowable information
about the mythical past, but to transform the facts of a recent event
into an account worthy of its magnitude.®3 Accordingly, the poet,
who asks his Muse to serve as epikouros, a ‘(foreign) auxiliary’
(21), designates her share in the poetic labour as ‘preparing the
charming adornment of our song’ (peAippova kdopov &oidfs |
fAuetépns, 23—24).%4 Both poets allude to /liad 2 to draw pointed
contrasts that highlight the distinctiveness of their own themes,
goals, and modes of expression from the Homeric predecessor
whom they glorify at the same moment as they depart from him.®>
Similarly, on the reconstruction of the texts currently favoured, in

79 Scodel (2001) 111-12. As Scodel (2002) 88 points out, this practice ‘could not be
sustained if other versions were directly available for comparison’. See also Scodel
(2017); Graziosi and Haubold (2009) 107-08.

For the repertoires, see Kahane (1997), Bakker (1997); for special speech, see Bakker
(2005); for traditional referentiality, see esp. Foley (1991) and Foley (1999).

See esp. Woodbury (1985) 200-01, Goldhill (1991), Steiner (2005), Hardie (2013),
Stamatopoulou (2017).

For what is at stake in lines 4648, see esp. Goldhill (1991) 117-19; for a different view,
see Spelman (2018a).

83 See Aloni (2001), esp. 95; Stehle (2001); Obbink (2001); Rutherford (2001b).

84 For an intriguing comparison with Parmenides Fr. 8.53, see Rutherford (2001b) 46.

85 See in this vein Barron (1969), Woodbury (1985), and Steiner (2005).

81

82

87

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009047562.003 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009047562.003

Parmenides the Late Archaic Poet

Paean 6 and especially 7b, engagement with Homer becomes
a site for Pindar to radically refashion his poetic persona.®® The
Invocation of the Muses in //iad 2 seems to have offered later poets
a powerful site for expressing claims about their social function
and status as poets, articulating their aesthetic and epistemological
positions, and crafting their own poetic identities.

This perspective accords with a popular view concerning
Pindar’s epinicians. As in the case of praising a living patron, or
valorizing in song a recent battle of great importance, celebrating
avictor and his recent victory would seem to require no recourse to
an apparatus of truth-telling — the fact of the victory is self-evident,
the accuracy of what is being reported for celebration hardly in
question. Even when he recounts myths, however, nowhere in the
large corpus of his surviving epinicians does Pindar claim recourse
to the Muses to vouchsafe the veracity of the account he
provides.®” Rather, not dissimilar to what we have seen Ibycus
and Simonides do, Pindar appeals to them on matters concerning
the beauty and propriety of his songs.®® The late archaic Muses of
Ibycus, Simonides, and Pindar’s epinicians cut rather a different
set of figures from their epic sisters, more honey-voiced techni-
cians or arbiters of propriety than guarantors of truth; their aegis
bears the sign of poetic craft and social decorum, not epistemo-
logical absolutism.

86 See esp. D’Alessio (1995) 178-81; 170; Rutherford (2001a) 24849 (who bases his
argument on content, not form); and, from a slightly different angle, Stamatoupoulou
(2017) 45—47. D’ Alessio’s interpretation of Pindar’s relationship to Homer would take
on an ironic cast in light of the relationship between Parmenides and Homer that
I propose below. As I shall argue, Parmenides responds to an epistemological crisis,
precipitated in part by those who reject Homer as an authoritative source of truth, by —
among other things — returning to Homer’s epic hexameters, his use of mythical
narrative (including specific Homeric dramatic scenarios), and his close relationship
to the omniscient Muse(s); on D’Alessio’s view ((1992) 369—73; (1995) 178—180), it is
precisely Homer’s verses that Pindar rejects. Parmenides is ‘far from the beaten track of
men’ in that he rejects the answers offered by e.g. his Milesian predecessors, or perhaps
Xenophanes, and partly due to his conservatively rebellious return to Homer; the ‘beaten
path’ Pindar travels far from, by contrast, would be none other than Homer’s own. This
also highlights the importance of genre and the traditions in which each poet works; the
trope by which one poet-thinker cloaks his return to Homer can just as easily be the trope
another poet-thinker uses to reject him.

Scodel (2001); nor, for that matter, does he appeal to them regarding any other matter
involving truthfulness.

Scodel (2001) 123-37, esp. 123—25 (she cites in particular Ol. 6.19—21; one could also
look at N. 1-19). See also Pratt (1993) 123—28; Finkelberg (1998) 160—71.
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2.3 Poetics and Epistemology
2.3.1 Diachronic Change or Generic Difference?

What does this imply for the epistemological milieu within which
Parmenides would have been composing his verse? Answering
this question depends in part on whether we see the differences
between [liad 2 and subsequent reworkings of it as the result of
being products of different eras or of different genres.

The former case has found many advocates. It is easy to set the
differences between Homer, and Ibycus, Simonides, and Pindar’s
epinicians against the backdrop of the enormous ‘revolution in
wisdom’ that took place during the archaic period, largely as
a result of, and in turn partly as a cause of, the many different
features cited in the opening paragraphs of this chapter and this
section, respectively.®® Particularly pertinent would be the ques-
tion of writing discussed above, whose effects we may already
have observed in the discussion of Pindar’s Paean 6 and 7b.”°
Thus ‘both Pindar and Hecataeus ... faced with multiple and
contradictory versions [of myths] . .. acknowledge the impossibility
of believing everything the tradition has handed down ... Pindar
argues for his modifications, while Hecataeus expects the reader to
share his understanding of what is likely’.°" On this view, Pindar
‘cannot use the Muse to support the truth of his claims, because
poetry has already made claims that he wishes to reject’.”* That is to
say, in the world of late archaic poetry, ‘[tlhe Muses do not bear
witness or take an oath. The poet must stand by his own words.”*?

Not long after Ruth Scodel, an expert on archaic poetry, con-
cluded her study of Pindar’s epinicians with the remarks quoted
above, a more philosophically oriented scholar could cite the
paeans of the same poet to argue for quite a different story of
epistemological change in the mid- to late archaic period; thus
Herbert Granger claims that ‘Pindar never gives up his reliance on

89
0

See nn. 2—5, 72—73 above.

See esp. n. 74 above.

Scodel (2001) 136. See also West’s study ‘Pindar as a Man of Letters’ in West
(2011a) 66.

Scodel (2001) 125. See also Most (1985) 176—77; Pratt (1993) 123-28; Finkelberg
(1998) 170; and West (2011a).

5 Scodel (2001) 124; the same holds true for other ostensibly truth-seeking and truth-
recording endeavours, such as those undertaken by Hecataeus.
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the Muses for truths that are difficult to get at’.”* The incomplete-
ness of our evidence does not allow us to determine whether we
should best understand a possible contrast between the Muse of
Pindar’s epinicians and those of his paeans as a negative statement
about the nature of the epinician — that, like the Muse of elegy,”>
the epinician Muse is not there to be a conduit of truth — or
a positive statement about the (Pindaric) paean, or perhaps both.
With respect to Paean 6 and 7b, at any rate, it is hard to imagine
that the holy nature of the performance setting and the poetic genre
are not important. The speaker of Paean 6 begins by appealing, by
Zeus, to ‘Golden Pytho, famed for seers’ (1—2), to welcome him,
‘a prophatas of the Pierians, famed in song’ (5-6) in the sacred
time (5) of the Delphic theoxenia (cf. lines 60-61);° this is not the
occasion to entertain questions of fictionality, or lying Muses, or
anything but the most sombre, most ardent commitment to the
truth.®” One can see why an allusion to the most epistemically
aspirational portion of all epic would be valuable.

Even so, the dynamic described by Scodel does not seem to be
ameliorated. In fact, the contrary seems to be true — local legends
surrounding the origins of the festival apparently create a conflict
with the cyclic (i.e. ‘Homeric’) account, and it is precisely this
which appears to precipitate Pindar’s appeal to the Muses in the
first place®® — one needs to undertake major strategic manoeuvres
if one is to convince the audience to trust an account that contra-
venes Homer’s. Even in this unusually sacred context, however,
the best one can do is be persuaded by the Muses and, having been
persuaded, persuade other men who, for their part, display (or

94 Granger (2007) 410; he cites the two paeans discussed above and a non-epinician
fragment (Fr. 150 Machler, also Bacchyl. Fr. 9.1-6).

See discussions in Finkelberg (1998) 160—71; Pratt (1993) 123-28; Ford (2002);
Halliwell (20171).

On the Delphic theoxenia, a Panhellenic festival for Apollo (cf. lines 60-62) see e.g.
Rutherford (2001a) 310-11; Kurke (2005) 97-101, esp. 97 with footnotes.

One could extend the argument to the genre of pacans generally. What little consensus
there is suggests that this is an important expression on behalf of society at large; see the
slew of excellent studies on the topic since 1990, including Kappel (1992), esp. 13, 34,
6266, 341—49; Schrdder (1999), esp. 22—31; Rutherford (2001b), esp. 85-86, 183—185;
Ford (2006). Useful, too, are these scholars’ reviews of each other’s work, including
Rutherford (2001¢) on Schroder, and Képpel (2002) on Rutherford; see also D’ Alessio
(1994) and D’Alessio (2000).

Rutherford (2001a), Kurke (2005); see n. 37 above.
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prove?) their wisdom by being persuaded in turn. A similar
dynamic appears to be in play in Paean 7b. There, the best the
speaker can hope for from the Muses is a ‘resource’ or ‘facility’ to
‘seek the deep path of wisdom’ (18—20) — a far cry from the direct
transmission of knowledge depicted in //iad 2. The stakes of the
matter are brought to the fore clearly in line 42: before introducing
two alternative stories concerning the origins of Delos that are
hard to reconcile, the speaker of the poem”® asks: Ti Teicoua(1];
(‘what will I believe?”)."*° In the end, invoking the Muses cannot
resolve the problem of impossibly accreted accounts (some of
them in the authoritative name of Homer) or of incompatibilities
between local and Panhellenic traditions; all it can do, especially
when bolstered by the holiness of time, place, and rite, is endow
with a special gravitas the ethical criteria or political motivations
that have shaped the poet’s account.'®" On this view, that is, the
Muses are a strategy for coping with poetic belatedness and the
narrative overdetermination that would be one of its primary
symptoms; and, as the question at Paean 7b.42 emphasizes —
‘what will I believe?’ — it is a strategy with clear limits.

If anything, then, the examples of Paeans 6 and 7b seem to
reveal precisely the limitations of the poet’s recourse to the Muses
as guarantors of truth, even in a setting where getting the story
right would be a matter of the utmost significance. Even in a poetic
genre of direct appeal to a divinity at that divinity’s holy festival,
truth is not transmitted directly from the all-knowing Muse but,
rather, in the face of multiple and contradictory accounts and with
no means to discover it (Bpotoiow & dudyavol[v eu]péuev), wise
men must be persuaded, that they may in turn persuade others.
Whatever poyovia (Paean 7b.18, cf. Paean 6.53) one manages to

99 Following D’Alessio (1992) 371—72 and Rutherford (2001a) 250-51.

'°® One alternative, involving an attempted rape by Zeus, the speaker quickly deems
incredible (&moTd p[o]s, line 45); other details gesturing to another story — one that
stands at odds with key portions of the Hymn to Apollo — are then asserted, some of
them, it would seem, simply on the poet’s own authority. See Rutherford (1988) 68—70
and Rutherford (2001a) 250—52 for analysis of Pindar’s accounts vis-a-vis the Homeric
Hymn to Apollo. Just how difficult it is to reconcile the different versions presented by
Pindar and the Hymn to Apollo is up for debate; see e.g. Rutherford (2001a) 252 and
n. 37 above (also pertinent for other matters in this paragraph).

! See e.g. Scodel (2001) 133.
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get from the Muses, and however one understands this term,'®* the
relationship between man and Muse is plainly far more mediated
and circuitous than in //iad 2.

More challenging to a strictly diachronic account, according to
which a ‘poetics of truth’ was ‘superseded’ by a poetics of some
other kind, may be the Homeric Hymns, and especially the Hymn
to Apollo.'®® The dating of this poem is of course contested,
though it is notable that three heavyweights of twentieth-century
classical scholarship should converge on an account that would
see portions of the Hymn to Apollo dated to Parmenides’ lifetime,
or merely a handful of years before his birth.'®* As with Pindar’s
Paean 6 and Delphi, if one envisions a performance in 523/22 on
Delos, are we really to expect that a poem dedicated to the god at
a grand festival celebrating him on his own holy isle is best
understood within the frame of a ‘poetics of fiction’? This is
a doubtful proposition.'®> However clearly self-aware the poem
is, and however cleverly the poet constructs, or fabricates, his own
identity, in the end this is serious stuff, one can only assume its
story was proposed, and intended to be received, as fact.’®®

By the same token, the dynamics of divine interaction and
poetic identity in the Homeric Hymns differ fundamentally from

92 D’ Alessio (1995) 17071 observes the relationship between the edpayavia for which
Pindar appeals to the Muses (Pae. 7b.16—-17, cf. Pae. 6.53) and the condition of
&unyavin that plagues mortals in Parm. Fr. 6.5 — in both cases, mortals are afflicted
by blindness (Tughot at Parm. Fr. 6.7; [T]ugAa(i] . . . ppéves at Pae. 7b.18) and struggle to
find the correct sodos. See also Ranzato (2015) 12829, 142 n. 56. Finally, some
scholars reject that poyovia has any epistemological valence; for Stamatopoulou
(2017) 47, the term denotes poetic competence instead.

See esp. Rutherford (2000), and also Halliwell (2011), ch. 2. Interestingly, the Homeric
Hymns are not discussed by Finkelberg or her critics, such as Rutherford or Halliwell.
194 Burkert (1979) 62; Burkert (2001) 110-12; Janko (1982) 112-13; West (2003) 9—12;
West (2011b) 241. See also Aloni (1989) and Aloni (1998) 65—78. It is striking to see
West and Janko so closely in agreement, though they disagree on which portion came
first (notably, others, including Clay (1989), assert that the poem was composed all at
once; see Chappell (2011) for further discussion). Burkert (1979) 42 points out that the
Delian portion of the poem presupposes the construction of a temple to Apollo and
Delos, which has been dated to 540-530.

The more so if one accepts the view that the Homeric Hymns fill the gap between
Hesiod’s Theogony and the age of heroes recounted in Homeric epic and that ‘[e]ach
hymn describes an epoch-making moment in the mythic chronology of Olympus and,
as such, inaugurates a new era in the divine and human cosmos’ (Clay (1989) 15). For
a useful overview of scholarship on this topic, see Chappell (2011).

196 See further e.g. Burkert (2001), West (2003), Chappell (2011), Spelman (2018b).
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those in the //iad and the Odyssey. The Homeric Hymns begin with
the speaker’s ‘I’ and close with a farewell to the divinity in
the second person, thus ‘differentiat[ing] the hymn from epic
recitation where the Muse is asked to sing and the speaker
appears to submerge or meld his own voice with hers’."”
A hymn'’s second-person parting salutation to the divinity hymned
contrasts notably with the naming of the god in the third person in
the standard opening of the hymns;"°® over the course of a hymn
itself, that is to say, the gap between human and divine has been
bridged, the bard having ‘somehow precipitated an epiphany of
the god’ in and through the very act of singing."® Once again,
attention to genre is critical. Where Paean 6 and the Hymn to
Apollo both address the same god at a sacred festival hosted at one
of his major hubs of worship, the dactylic hexameter of the hymn
goes hand in hand with a far more immediate relationship not only
to the divinity, but to truth; the epistemic complexity we find in
Paean 6.50-58 and Paean 7b.15-20 only underscores the imme-
diacy of access presumed — or indeed effected — by the hymn.""®
However epistemically constrained a late archaic composer of
paeans or epinicians might have been, a poet roughly contempor-
ary with Parmenides could nevertheless still claim the kind of
access to divinity presupposed by a poetics of truth — but only in
the specific parameters of the hexameter Homeric hymn.

There is one final consideration to take into account before
moving on to Parmenides. If a diachronic story about a ‘poetics
of truth’ giving way to a ‘poetics of fiction” has come under fire on
the grounds that (in certain genres) a ‘poetics of truth’ persisted
into the late archaic era, so, too, critics have challenged this
paradigm from the other direction. As Stephen Halliwell has
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Clay (2011b) 235.

Calame (2005) 1935, Clay (2011b) 235-36; see also Calame (2011) esp. 334—36, also
Norden (1913) 168—76.

Clay (2011b) 235. Put differently: ‘if epic makes the heroic past present, the Hymns
make the divine present’ (Clay (2011b) 236).

Finally, if the Hymn to Apollo we have was formed by merging two pre-existing poems,
or by adding a second portion to an older hymn to Apollo, we would see one example of
the epic rhetoric of traditionality in action; unlike Pindar, who highlights a number of
different versions of the same myth, and then evaluates the veracity, or at least the
merits, of each, the poet responsible for the Hymn to Apollo would have found an
ingenious way of incorporating both into a single, true, whole.

108

109

93

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009047562.003 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009047562.003

Parmenides the Late Archaic Poet

argued, to the extent that we can discern a Homeric poetics, it
contains more than just truth."'" No doubt Halliwell is correct to
insist that even as far back as Homer we should see a more
complicated dialectic between a ‘poetics of truth’ and an under-
standing of poetry as ‘a powerfully transformative agency which
carries hearers ... outside of themselves’;'"” indeed his argu-
ments on this score provide an important corrective to the view
that the Homeric Muses are only there to guarantee the truth of
the bard’s story. That is not to say, however, that they cannot do
both. Acknowledging the power of the Homeric Muses to
‘transmut[e] even the extremes of human unhappiness into an
experience of intense beauty worthy of immortal minds’ need not
necessarily imply that the old position — that ‘Homeric epic
predicates of itself a mode of truth-telling which amounts to
a kind of historical veracity, the full and accurate relating of
a heroic past in songs performed by human bards but informed
by the divine knowledge of the Muses’ — is in fact ‘far less secure
than it is often taken be’."'3 This is a point we shall take up in the
next section.

2.4 Parmenidean Strategies: A Culmination

We are now in a position to tie the three threads of the above
sections together. As we saw in Section 2.1, in Hesiod’s epistemic
framework, truth (because divinely disclosed) can come only as
the result of an epistemically significant interaction with the div-
ine; but, owing to the nature of their own limitations, mortals
cannot be certain of the truth-value of the information they receive
from this divinity. Xenophanes then flatly denies the possibility of
any unmediated disclosure from divinity, and forcefully under-
scores the inability of mortals to know the truth, as opposed to
merely believing the claims at which they arrive in the course of
their inquiries. Meeting the challenge set down by Xenophanes
thus involves, first, effecting an encounter with a Muse-like divin-
ity, that she may disclose truth, and, second, finding a way to

"' Halliwell (2011) esp. 36-81.
"2 Halliwell (2011) vi and 67, respectively.
'3 Halliwell (2011) 67 and 54, respectively.
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abolish any doubt as to whether what has been disclosed actually is
the truth.

What resources would Parmenides have had at his disposal to
meet these two challenges? In Section 2.3 (‘Poetics and
Epistemology’) we examined the possibility that there was
a bardic ideal that, couched in rhetorics of traditionality, univer-
sality, and indifference, operated according to a poetics of truth.
What might this have meant in Parmenides’ time? We saw that
Halliwell seemed to question whether there was any such ideal at
all. Whether critics today accept this is an open question — but,
crucially, that is a separate matter from whether late archaic poets
and thinkers would have done so. In essaying an answer to
this second question, one may observe that the analyses of
Halliwell and Finkelberg suggest that much of one’s view of
Homeric poetics depends on how much prominence one gives
the Invocation of the Muses in //iad 2, which provides the strong-
est evidence for the position Halliwell finds less secure than is
assumed. Though she examines a number of episodes with meta-
poetic significance, Finkelberg (as is not uncommon in modern
discussions of Homeric poetics)''# invests /. 2.484-93 with pro-
grammatic significance, citing it in full at two pivotal moments in
her argument."' "> Halliwell, by contrast, begins his analysis with
the opening lines of the //iad, and relegates the Invocation of the
Muses in Iliad 2 to a footnote.""®

The claim need not be that one position is correct and the other
mistaken with respect to Homeric poetics itself. Rather, what
matters, | suggest, appears to be which of the Homeric invocations

14 The pattern is hardly limited to fellow travellers: see e.g. Ledbetter (2003), who gives
the Greek and the English in full twice (pp. 17, 21) and translates the English again at
p- 47; likewise Pratt (1993) 47-52. Clay (2011a), who begins her discussion of
Homeric poetics by quoting /1. 2.484-93 in full, observes that this is the locus classicus
‘from which every discussion of Homeric poetics takes its start’ (16); see, since then,
Graziosi (2013) 71—72, and earlier classics such as Nagy (1979) 16, Ford (1992) 60-62,
Scodel (2001) 109, and Scodel (2002) 71-72.

Finkelberg (1998) 48, and esp. 71, where //. 2.484-93 provides the foundation for her
discussion of Homeric poetics in the crucial third chapter of her book.

Halliwell (2011) 58, and see 61 n. 49 for the sole discussion of I/iad 2’s Invocation of
the Muses in its own right; it is downgraded on Halliwell’s telling to one of five
‘localized’ ‘invocations ... tied to particular narrative details” (p. 61). See also 57
n. 39, a section on invocations in general.
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to the Muses or other metapoetic moments one makes exemplary
in forming one’s opinion of Homeric poetics; make //. 2.484-93
your programmatic example, and it is unsurprising if you end up
with a poetics of truth (and perhaps it would even be surprising if
you did not).

If this is so, there would seem to be important implications for
assessing how late archaic poets viewed Homer. Here the discus-
sion in Section 2.2 (‘Archaic Receptions of Homer’) can help
provide us with an answer. The recurring interest in /liad 2’s
Invocation of the Muses we have observed suggests that the
answer to the question ‘Is the “poetics of truth” position less
secure than thought?” must, for the late archaic period, be at
least a qualified ‘no’. The qualifications are important. There
may indeed be gaps between Homeric theory and practice,""”
and whether the original audiences of Homer deemed all the
poetry they heard to be truthful is a separate question. As ever,
the patchiness of the evidence we do have, both in terms of the
scarcity of poems that remain, and of the fragmentary state of the
papyri we are lucky enough to possess, means that any conclusions
we reach about them must be tentative. This does not mean,
however, that we cannot make good use of the evidence we
have. And what we appear to find, particularly in Ibycus’
‘Polycrates Ode’ and Simonides’ ‘Plataca Elegy’, suggests that
these archaic poets did in fact attribute a poetics of truth to Homer,
even if — or perhaps precisely because — they wished to forge
different generic and poetic paths. As Pindar’s reworkings of
lliad 2 in his Paeans appear to indicate, however, the possibility
of realizing this ideal in full in one’s own poetry was by this time
severely constrained, if not entirely foreclosed. Finally, we have
seen that roughly contemporary with Parmenides were at least
a few poets who maintained an implicit belief in the power of
poetry to effect a more direct, less mediated relationship with the
divine: the poets behind the Homeric Hymns, composed in
a version of the dactylic hexameter Kunstsprache.

"7 Finkelberg (1998) 131-50. See also Rutherford (2000) and Halliwell (2011) 57 n. 40;
for bardic practice and bardic self-presentation, see e.g. Ford (1992) 9o—130.

96

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009047562.003 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009047562.003

2.4 Parmenidean Strategies: A Culmination

With this evidence in mind, here is the view of Parmenides’ task
that 1 propose. Parmenides, product of the late archaic era,
inherited an epistemological framework articulated by Hesiod
and further developed by Xenophanes. Alongside this Hesiodic
framework there was also an ideal, however inaccessible by this
date, of a bardic poetics of truth. Constrained by the Hesiodic-
Xenophanean framework but with the resources of the second
tradition at his disposal, Parmenides’ aim was to reinstall (or
even, perhaps, properly to install for the first time) a maximalist
epistemological position and stake a credible claim to an iron-clad
epic poetics of truth."'®

2.4.1 Contact with the Divine: Reinstalling the Muse

Parmenides’ proem represents a multipronged strategy designed
to fulfil this aim.""® The first task is to reinitiate contact with the
divine, in order that an epistemically significant interaction with
this divinity might occur. Hesiod’s Muses descended to earth to
ambush Hesiod on his own turf. Perhaps this was the first sign of
trouble for the poetics of truth — the divine truth-tellers lower
themselves to the domain of mortals, ‘mere bellies’ though they
are (cf. Th. 26). Not so with Parmenides, who, as we have seen,
works overtime to locate his encounter with the divine as far as
possible from the world of men, ‘far from the beaten track of men’
(&’ dvBpdrmeov kTos TToU éoTiv, Fr. 1.27). The Homeric Hymns
offered a strategy for making not the epic past but rather the divine
present; through the hymn itself, the poet would effect an epiph-
any. But the hymns do so by summoning the gods into the world of
men. Parmenides does one better: his proem does not appeal to the

"8 Less pressing would have been the challenges facing Pindar or even Hecataeus, that of
being crowded out by competing and incompatible versions of myths, some of them
already in Homer’s name; rather, it is Xenophanean scepticism, and perhaps Ionian
enantiomorphism, that would have provided his chief obstacles and targets. For
enantiomorphism and adjacent concepts, see esp. Curd (1998b), also Mourelatos
(1973), Mourelatos (1999), Miller (2006), and Tor (2017).

Robbiano (2006) 62—74 makes good use of Genette’s notion of a ‘paratext’ to charac-
terize the proem. A paratext is ‘a zone not only of transition but also of transaction’
where one deploys ‘pragmatics and a strategy’, a ‘threshold’, a ‘vestibule’ or
“undefined zone” between the inside and the outside’ (Genette (1997) 1—2; emphasis
original). One could hardly find a more apt description of the proem’s function.
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divine to be present in the world of mortals, but transports the
human kouros to the extraordinary world of the divine."*® Scholars
have debated whether the proem depicts a katabasis or an
anabasis.'>" As usual with Parmenides, there are reasons to
think that the ambiguities are intentional and beneficial.'>* One
proposal that has gained favour recently sheds light on the essence
of what the journey in the proem accomplishes; namely, that it is
best understood as an apobasis: a journey that goes not necessarily
“up nor down, but away from and beyond appearances and the
world of the senses’."?3 The proem thus dramatizes a journey to an
Elsewhere, a literally transcendental ‘Beyond’ that can serve as
the right place for divine disclosure to occur.

2.4.2 Whose Muse?

A journey to what kind of divinity? Scholars have long debated the
identity of the goddess.">* Again, one strongly suspects that
Parmenides’ ambiguity is strategic.'*> Functionally, however,
the goddess plays precisely the same role in Parmenides’ poem

2% Also noted by Tor (2017) 313. For another discussion of Parmenides and the genre of
the hymn — with some characteristically sharp insights — see Calame (2013).

See Ch. 5 below, also Tor (2017) 347—59 for a systematic analysis of scholarship on the
proem.

See n. 125, also Section 2.4.5 below; for an example of this logic applied to the proem
in a fruitful way, see e.g. Miller (20060).

Cosgrove (2011) 38—39. Cosgrove (38 n. 65) attributes the term to Mourelatos, who
first suggested a similar interpretation in print in 1970; he also cites approvingly
Boeder’s conclusion that the goddess ‘empfingt ihn dem “Jenseits” zu allen
Erscheinungen’ ((1962) 121). This view accords with what Tor (2017) 359, following
Curd, styles the ‘we’re not in Kansas anymore” view. Schofield (1987) 357 frames the
matter well: ‘[t]he implicit question tackled in Fr. 1 is: “What puts someone in the
position to raise and understand the goddess’s questions of Fr. 27"’

Some of the many possibilities include Night (e.g. Morrison (1955) 60, Palmer (2009)
58-59, Primavesi (2013); see also West (1983) 21314, Ferrari (2007)); Persephone
(e.g. Kingsley (1999) 92—100, Cerri (1995) and (2000) 107-10, Sassi (2018) 156—57);
Mnemosyne (e.g. Pugliese Carratelli (1988) and Cassio (1996)); Dike (e.g.
Deichgriber (1959) 6—7, Mansfeld (1964) 261—73, and Popper (1998c)); and Peitho
(Mourelatos (2008b) 161). For a good discussion of earlier views, see Burkert (1969);
see also Tor (2017) 355 n. 25.

See e.g. Taran (1965) 15-16, 31; Mourelatos (2008b) [1970]; Coxon (2009) 280-81;
Floyd (1992) 255; Miller (2006); Tor (2017) 355 n. 25. If, as I shall discuss below,
Parmenides’ situation requires him to mobilize as fully as possible the resources of
myth, religious ritual, and extended deductive argument, why close doors to any
powerful registers of meaning-making and cultural practices that could be of service
in this great struggle to announce truth? See also pp. 109-110, 24147 below.
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as the Muses do for the poet. That Parmenides’ goddess plays
a role functionally similar to an epic Muse is not a new idea."2°
But, in contrast to most earlier forms of this claim, I think we
should see Parmenides’ goddess as much closer in kin, not to
Hesiod’s cunning Heliconides, but rather, in light of the above
discussion, to the Homeric underwriters of an absolute and incon-
testable epistemological guarantee to a mortal who would other-
wise be constrained by crippling epistemic limitations."*”
Consider the following comparison. Scholars have from time to
time remarked on the similarities between 7/. 27—28 and Parmenides’
Fragment 1.29-30."2® Immediately preceding Fr. 1.29-30, the god-
dess has graciously received the kouros, and after a short preamble
observing that the journey was ratified by Themis and Dike, informs
him that ‘it is right that you should learn all things’ (xpec 8¢ ot TévTat
mubécban, Fr. 1.28). This is elaborated to mean (Fr. 1.29-30):

Auév dAnBeing eUkukAtos > &rpeuts fTop

Nn¢ PpoTddv Bd8as, Tfis oUk Evt TrioTis GANBTS.

Both the unshaken heart of well-rounded reality
And the notions of mortals, in which there is no genuine trust.

The Hesiodic passage, which is indeed similar in important ways,
is worth repeating (7h. 27—28):

iBpev peudea TOAAK Aéyew éTUolo dpola,
Buev &, 0T 20éAwpev, &Anbéa ynpuoaotal.

We know how to compose many lies indistinguishable from
things that are real,
And we know, when we wish, to pronounce things that are true.

Finally, consider again the Invocation of the Muses in //. 2.485-86:

12 See esp. Jaeger (1948) 94; also Gigon (1945) 24647, Frinkel (1973) 353, Dolin
(1962), Guthrie (1965) 10, and Long (1985) 248.

"7 Nightingale (2007) 190, and Granger (2008), to be discussed at greater length below,
are welcome exceptions to the tendency to focus solely on Hesiod’s Muses at Homer’s
Muses’ expense.

28 Observed, though for a variety of purposes, by Gigon (1945) 246-47; Dolin (1962) 94;
Schwabl (1963); Heitsch (1966) 201; Mourelatos (2008b) 33, 219; Pellikaan-Engel
(1978) 6-7; Kirk, Raven, and Schofield (2007) 256 n. 1, 262; Wohrle (1993) 172—73;
Robbiano (2006) 41; Most (2007) 283-84; Tor (2017) 312—13; Guthrie (1965) 10.

29 See e.g. Palmer (2009) 378380 for discussion and e.g. Mourelatos (2008b) xxxiv for a
counterpoint.
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Upels yap Beal éote apeoTe Te ToTé TE TAVTA,

fuels 8¢ kAfos olov dxolopev oUdE T 1duev.

For you are goddesses, and are present and know everything,
While we hear only rumour, and know nothing.

Which of these earlier engagements with the epic Muses do
Parmenides’ lines more closely resemble? Tor’s discussion is
again instructive, though this time because it embodies the schol-
arly consensus on the answer to this question. In his discussion of
these lines, he observes that ‘like Hesiod, and unlike Homer who
remains more in the background, Parmenides makes central the
figure of the mortal agent who is identified with the poetic
voice’."3° But this is mistaken in two ways: Tor’s dismissal of
Homer is unjustified, and it is in fact Homer, and not Hesiod, who
provides tighter parallels in several important respects.'3’

In fact, as the dichotomy #eis. . ./UpeTs. . .8ead underscores, we
find here precisely in //. 2.485—86 what Tor goes on to claim is
missing, on account of which he relegates Homer to the back-
ground: namely, ‘a first-person encounter with an all-female div-
ine apparatus’.'3* As has been suggested, one reason that I/iad 2’s
Invocation of the Muses proved such a focal point for the early
reception of epic is precisely because it is one of the few places in
Homer where the poet/narrator does identify himself in the first
person and speaks directly in his own voice ("Ecmete viv ot
Motoan, 11. 2.484);'33 and his addressee is none other than ‘an all-
female divine apparatus’ (Uueis ... 8eai). Placing Parmenides’
Fr. 1.29—30 alongside //. 2.484-86 shows that the case for relegat-
ing Homer to the background is not a strong one.

In fact, the reverse is true: not only should we not relegate
Homer to the background, but proper consideration of all three

130

Tor (2017) 312.

It should be acknowledged that asserting a strong set of links between Hesiod and
Parmenides is one of the core planks of Tor’s thesis, and it is thus understandable that
Hesiod should be the main point of bardic reference (as indeed Homer is in this book).
It is nevertheless still wrong to relegate Homer to the background and ignore the closer
connections between //. 2.485-86 and Od. 12.27-141 and Parm. Fr. 1.29—-30 and what
follows.

Tor (2017) 312.

33 See e.g. de Jong (1987) 47-52; Richardson (1990) 181; Graziosi (2013).
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passages makes clear that we must rather place him even more
squarely in the foreground than Hesiod. In //. 2.485-86, we find
a dichotomy between epistemic extremes (loté Te TdvTx . .. 0UBE
T115pev); these are mapped onto an ontological distinction between
divine and (by implication) mortal (Upeis . . . 8ead éoTe . . . fluels). In
Hesiod, the first dichotomy is transformed from an epistemo-
logical to a discursive statement (i.e. from knowledge of the
truth to the accurate or specious communication of this know-
ledge); the distinction between gods and mortals, meanwhile, is no
longer expressed.'3* In Parmenides, as in the Homeric Invocation
of the Muse, we find the first dichotomy articulated in epistemic
terms once again: the distinction is between true knowledge of
reality (&Anfsins eUxukAéos dtpeués fitop) and a lack, or defective-
ness, of knowledge (56€as, Tfis oUk &v1 ioTis &Andns). Likewise, as
in 1. 2.485-86, this also coincides with, or is mapped onto,
a distinction between divine and mortal; the inferior option is
expressly linked to the human (Bpotéwv 86€as, Fr. 1.30), while, as
Tor himself persuasively shows, the epistemically superior option
is intimately linked to the divine.'3> The only respect in which
Parmenides’ account more closely resembles Hesiod’s is that it is
his unnamed goddess that announces these dichotomies (ypesc 8¢
oe mévta wubécBor, Fr. 1.28), as do Hesiod’s Muses (i5pev
weUudea ... Adyew ... 1Buev ... dAnBéa ynplooobor, Th. 27—28); in
Homer, the narrator speaks in his own voice to appeal to the Muses
for the transmission of information ("Ecrete viv pou, I1. 2.484).
What we find, then, are unquestionable commonalities across
all three passages that make it valuable to consider Parmenides’
lines as being in dialogue with both his primary epic predecessors.
All three passages establish an epistemically charged relationship
between a mortal narrator, who speaks in the first person, and an
epistemically privileged female divinity or divinities. Like Th. 26—
28 (but not /I. 2.484-86), Parmenides’ lines issue from the all-
female divine apparatus. What Parmenides’ Fr. 1.28-30 and

34 Of course, the dichotomy between gods and mortals suffuses the general ambience of
the opening passage of Hesiod (and may be implied by the derogatory comments of
Th. 26), but it is not stated, and it is not a constitutive feature of the dichotomy
articulated that Hesiod’s Muses do articulate.

'35 Tor (2017).
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1l. 2.484-86 have in common with each other (and not with
Th. 26—28) is much more extensive, however: each (a) articulates
a dichotomy between two epistemic extremes; (b) explicitly affili-
ates the epistemically inferior term with the mortal, and associates
the epistemically superior term with the divine (expressly in the
case of the /liad, implicitly in Parmenides’ poem); and (c), grants
the mortal, who speaks in the first person, apparently unproblem-
atic access to the privileged divine knowledge of the female
divinity/divinities in what follows.

There is in fact another passage of Homer that cements even
more firmly the case for bringing Homer from the background to
make it the primary intertext for Parmenides; since exploring its
connections to Parmenides’ fragments 1.21-8.49 will form much
of the remainder of this book, however, I shall only gesture to it
here. Comparing Parmenides’ goddess to Hesiod’s Muses, Dolin
observes: ‘[t]o replace the specific, well-defined Muses of Hesiod,
Parmenides has created an abstract blend of the sun-daughters of
Thrinacia and Circe’."3® Swap ‘Homer’ for ‘Hesiod” and empha-
size Circe a bit more strongly, and the statement captures the
scenario masterfully. One hardly needs the semantic acrobatics
of the phrase ‘all-female divine apparatus’ to point out that in
Odyssey 12, and especially lines 27-141, a single female divinity
with privileged access to knowledge (Circe) provides an urgently
important, true, and trustworthy account of reality to her male,
mortal charge (Odysseus).'>” Moreover, as we have also seen
above, Odysseus’ speech to Alcinous — and indeed the entire
Apologoi as a whole, of which Odyssey 12 forms so memorable
a part — appealed to poets and thinkers over millennia in part for
the very reason that ‘the figure of the mortal agent is identified

with the poetic voice’."3®

13 Dolin (1962) 96.

37 See esp. Ch. 5, also Ch. 6 for a much deeper elaboration of the many linguistic,
dramatic, conceptual, and discursive connections between the tissue of Parmenides’
fragments 1.21-32, 2, 6, 7, and 8.1—49 and Od. 12.27-141.

38 Tor (2017) 312. Some have even gone so far as to suggest that the birth of historiog-
raphy cannot be understood otherwise; see e.g. Marincola (2007) 35-37, 55—57 for the
influence of Odyssey 9—12 on historiographers from Hecataeus onwards. See also
Granger (2008) 10.
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2.4.3 Crossroads

There is another major advantage to seeing Parmenides’ goddess
as resembling not Hesiod’s cunning Heliconides but rather
a brilliantly crafted fusion of Homer’s trustworthy Muses and
Circe. Recall point (iii) from Section 2.1 above, namely, that
mortals have no way of knowing whether the accounts they get
from the Muses are true or not. As 7h. 2728 makes clear (espe-
cially within the context of Hesiod’s conception of man and god,
and male and female), mortals cannot ever really know what
information they receive from divinity is the truth, and what is
merely lies. Reading Parmenides against Homer’s Invocation of
the Muses rather than Th. 2728 reveals one of his most extraor-
dinary strategies for addressing this issue. All three pairs of lines
establish at least one fundamental dichotomy. The (mortal)
speaker of the Iliad declares an essential distinction between

absolute divine knowledge (Upeis ... Bead éoTe, foTé Te TEVTA)
and abject human ignorance (fuels ... oUd¢ T1 1duev). Hesiod’s
Muses cruelly exploit this ignorance by taking the superior infor-
mation they can offer (idpev ... &Anféa ympUcoaocfar) and

a specious lookalike (15pev weUdea . . . Aéysw éTUpoiow duoia) and
mixing them up, polluting with lies like mud in the water of the
Olympian spring the Muse-derived bardic poetics of truth. Here,
however, Parmenides deploys an ingenious rhetorical stratagem:
by rigorously filtering out the truthful distillate (in the ‘Route to
Truth’), its epistemic purity personally guaranteed by the divine,
and leaving the epistemic sludge (Doxa) to stand on its own,
Parmenides’ Muse-like goddess sanitizes epic discourse once
more."?° She can begin her task of abrogating the Heliconian
mischief of 7h. 27-28 and undoing its epistemological damage
by restoring the Olympian clarity of the interlinked dichotomies of
1. 2.485-86; these neatly differentiate between high and low
epistemic positions and map them onto two separate ontological
domains, the divine and the human, while giving the human

39 And, as in Homeric invocation of the Muse, there is one line for the complete truth of
the immortals and one for the low ignorance of men. Or as in the cave of the Nymphs,
where there are two hodoi, one for the immortals, one for men (Od. 13.109-12); or as
there are two gates for dreams, ivory for the deceptive, horn for the etuma
(Od. 19.560-69).
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(who is also the first-person narrator) otherwise-unobtainable
access to the divine perspective.

In fact, this is only the first move of a multistep programme
that Parmenides’ (Homeric-) Muse-like goddess undertakes to
smelt out the epistemic alloy Parmenides inherits from Hesiod’s
mischievous Muses and separate the pure ore of truth (&An8eing
gUkukAéos' 4 &Tpepts fitop) from doxastic slag (BpoTédv 8é€as, Tiis
oUk £ mrioTis dAndns). Unlike Hesiod’s Muses, who simply tell
Hesiod what they wish and leave it for him to decide what is true
and what merely resembles the truth, when she provides the
kouros her account of reality, Parmenides’ goddess makes
a point of ring-fencing trustworthy from untrustworthy discourse
with a cordon sanitaire at Fragment 8.50—52 (cf. esp. Fr. 8.50:
‘here I end my pistis logos’). What is more, she also has her
master manoeuvre: the hodos. Or rather, hodoi: for she will
distribute the two stuffs, one pure and trustworthy, the other
bankrupt or mixed (depending on how one interprets their rela-
tionship to fragments 6 and 7, and their relationship in turn to
Doxa) to two different paths, the one no longer able to contamin-
ate the other or confuse mortals as to its status. As we shall
explore at length in chapters 4 and 5, the image of the forked
hodos offers Parmenides’ goddess an extraordinary point of
conceptual leverage to prise off the doxastic from the true.

2.4.4 Narrators and Voices

As we saw, this analysis does, however, bring to the fore one
important distinction between /. 2.484—86 and what follows it,
and Parmenides’ Fragment 1.29—30 and what follows it. As in
Theogony 27—28, the goddess(es) speak in her (or their) own
voice, while in //. 2.484 and following all we hear is the appeal
of the first-person mortal narrator.'*' This only reaffirms the
passage’s resemblance to Homer, however — though not

'4¢ See Palmer (2009) 378-80 for discussion; see also e.g. Mourelatos (2008b) xxxiv for

a counterpoint.

The Muses are appealed to, but they register no expressly stated presence, be it in
bodily or vocal form, in the text; see de Jong (1987), esp. 45—53; Richardson (1990)
181-82.
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necessarily with just /liad 2. In the Theogony, all that we hear from
the goddesses themselves is their taunt to the first-person narrator,
who resumes in his own voice immediately after and in the
remainder of what follows. Here again, Odysseus’ conversation
with Circe at Od. 12.27-141 provides a much better parallel.

Even more strikingly, we see yet another benefit of reading
Parmenides’ against the backdrop of Odyssey 12, a comparison
that helps us see more clearly one of Parmenides’ most dazzling
manoeuvres for establishing the trustworthiness of his account,
and banishing any uncertainty about its veracity. TToAA& weUSovTan
&o180i, Solon is said to have warned: ‘the poets tell many lies’
(25 G.-P. =29 W?)."** And even if a poet can somehow be trusted
not to lie, the foregoing discussion of Pindar hints at another major
problem. We saw above the great gulf between the direct trans-
mission from Muses to man in /1. 2.484—93 and the relationship to
the Muses that Pindar depicts in Pae. 6.50—-58 and Pae. 7b.15-20.
In a best-case scenario, epistemically speaking, Pindar was to be
given payavia by the Muses (Pae. 7b.17, cf. Pae. 6.53), but not
even this would prevent him from confronting fundamental apor-
iai (cf. Pae. 7b.42—52) which he lacks the resources to surmount
beyond what his own moral compass and sense of credibility can
provide. The very asking of the question Ti weicopat; (Pae. 7b.42)
is deeply telling. Can one imagine the epic bard asking a similar
question as he contemplates a dubious account of, say, the effects
of Achilles’ wrath on the Trojan War? Even were a poet’s com-
mitment not to lie were known to be absolute, how could an
audience know that he or she, having to ask i weioopau;, really
had unmediated access to the truth?

The precise nature of this complex of problems becomes clear
when one considers another moment in Paean 6, where the
speaker characterizes himself as a mpogdras of the Muse
(Pae. 6.6), and, likewise, when he (or perhaps a character?)
declares pavteleo, Moloa, mpogateiow & &yw (Fr. 150
Machler).'*> Both passages have provoked a number of

'4? See Noussia-Fantuzzi (2010) 393-98 for a survey of recent interpretations of the line.

43 See discussion in Maehler (1975), Rutherford (2001a), Ledbetter (2003), and Maslov
(2015) 197—200. As we saw above, Fr. 150 is also cited by Granger (2007) in support of
his argument. See here also Bacchylides Fr. 9.1-6 (Maehler). How one translates the
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interpretations, but even on the most epistemically optimistic
reading of these fragmentary texts, such a relationship between
poet and Muse would be of little use to someone trying to respond
to the challenge set down by Xenophanes in his Fr. 18, which
clearly includes a criticism of diviners.'#* This optimistic reading
of Pae. 6.6 and Fr. 150 posits an analogy between, for example, the
Delphic oracle and someone who interprets the meaning of the
oracle, and the Muses and Pindar; just as the first ‘are never
false ... and only their interpretations may be true or false’, so
the Muse never tells the poets anything false, but the poets some-
times misinterpret them.'#> But how does this guarantee the ver-
acity of what poets say? This reading spares the poet from the
accusation of lying, but that is not the same as saying he can
always be relied upon to render the correct interpretation. More
to the point, if Xenophanes rejects the possibility of precisely this
kind of unerring interpretative trenchancy on the part of diviners,
how could one hope to counter his critique by offering a model of
access to the truth analogous to the very same one he questions?
By contrast, the more ‘humble’ reading of Pae. 6.6 and Fr. 150
has it that Pindar is merely the ‘spokesman’ or, quite literally, the
mouthpiece of the Muses (viz. ‘one who speaks on behalf of
others’) just as the ‘Delphic priests are the spokesman of the
Pythia’."¥® Again, however, one must ask how such
a relationship between poet and Muse could be of value to some-
one attempting to respond to Xenophanes’ scepticism. The prob-
lems come clearly into view in what remains of the body of the
paean. As we saw, Pindar there contradicts the Odyssey in his own
telling of the story of Neoptolemus; the implication is that the
Pindaric speaker, not Homer, is the true ‘spokesman of the

Muses’."#” But what is to stop another poet from coming along

phrase depends in part on how one interprets the relationship in question; Race gives:
‘Give me an oracle, Muse, and I shall be your prophet’, Maslov (2015) 197: “Muse, be
a seer, and I will be a prophatas (“prophet/promulgator”).’

Tor (2017) 104-30, esp. 104-16, for discussions of divination in the time of
Xenophanes; Dillery (2005) and Flower (2008) provide an important backdrop here.
Granger (2007) 410, with full argument at 409—11; cf. Pl. Ap. 21b.

Maslov (2015) 201, more generally 197—201. Note that this sense of ‘mouthpiece’ is
thus very different from e.g. Finkelberg’s discussion of Homer’s Muses.

See Maslov (2015), n. 37 above.
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in the future and playing the same game with Pindar’s Paean 6?
And how does one know which mortal poet is the true spokesman
of the Muses, and which merely a Homeric pretender? If
Parmenides’ goal is to eradicate completely any confusion, uncer-
tainty, or ambiguity surrounding the epistemic status of his mes-
sage, being a Pindaric rpogd&ras of the Muse will not suffice, then,
no matter how one interprets the phrase. We are no further than we
were in Section 2.3.

Whether Pindar is to be understood as the interpreter of the Muse
or her mouthpiece, Parmenides can go one better. His Muse needs
no mpogdras: she speaks for herself, directly. We see here what is
perhaps the most important upshot of Parmenides’ engagement
with a portion of the Apologoi (viz. Od. 12.27-141), the one
extended portion of epic narrated in the first person, which thus
sits somewhere between the style of character speech and narration,
whose speaker occupies a role between ‘storyteller and poet’,
speaker of epos and purveyor of aidos."*® Choosing the portion of
the Odyssey that is presented by a (mortal) internal narrator,
Odysseus, who narrates at length his interactions with, inter alios,
figures with special access to knowledge (such as the divinity Circe
or the seer Tiresias), allows Parmenides’ kouros to speak in the first-
person ‘I’, as Odysseus does, while presenting his divinity in her
own words, just as Circe and her epistemically privileged ilk are
presented in the Odyssey. The result is hard truth presented in direct
speech: Parmenides offers us alétheia straight from the source.
A figure of privileged access to knowledge directly akin to the
Muses speaks not through the poet as she might through an epic
bard, in his voice and in his words: instead, the privileged source of
knowledge is itself directly quoted by the speaker, and thus pre-
sented, immediately and unmediatedly, to the audience of the poem.
The Muse no longer speaks through the mouth of the poet; rather,
through an astonishing narratological sleight of hand, the Muse
speaks for herself. By making Circe’s speech to Odysseus in
Odyssey 12 the key intertext that he reworks, that is, Parmenides
goes beyond the epistemic status implicitly asserted for the

4% The dichotomies are to be found in de Jong (1992), esp. the concluding remarks on

p- 10, with reference to categories explored in the Griffin (1986), Beck (2005), and
Bakker (2013).
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remainder of the /l/iad by the Invocation of the Muses. His Muse
needs no mouthpiece to give voice to the truth.

2.4.5 Argument

The goddess still has a final trump card to play, however. Her coup
de grdce, an absolute guarantee rebutting Xenophanes and abol-
ishing once and for all any uncertainty about the truth status of his
claims, able to withstand the most gruelling and rigorous elenchus
(as he puts it in Fr. 7.5) is an extended deductive argument,
beginning from a point that all must accept.'*® As we shall see in
the following chapters, she begins from a point that must be
accepted (for who could reject it? cf. Parm. Fr. 2.7-8); moves on
the rut road of argument (and who could swerve from it?); and
ends at her fixed, final, ultimate, inevitable destination.
Parmenides offers a better criterion for persuasion than the ethical
canon of Pindar: iron-clad argument. We might be tempted to see
here a Parmenidean version of the classic Homeric idea of ‘double
motivation’.">° On the one hand, the extended deductive argument
is the proper complement of the unmediated divine disclosure that
the kouros — and all of us, future listeners and readers — are party
to. On the other, it comes straight from the mouth of the goddess,
the very font of truth incarnate. Of late archaic poetry, Scodel
wrote, ‘[tJhe Muses do not bear witness or take an oath. The poet
must stand by his own words’ (which could also be applied to early
prose writers, like Hecataeus). In Parmenides’ poem, thanks to his
spectacular mythifying (if not versifying) and his breathtaking
narratological pas de deux, the poet does not need to bear witness
or take an oath — the Muse stands by her own words. How could
those words fail to persuade, beginning from a point all must
accept and moving by way of extended deductive arguments to
an inevitable conclusion (delineating, that is, the key outline of
a demonstration)?

Incidentally, it bears emphasizing that the interpretation I have
sketched out here is entirely compatible — or at least not a priori

49 See Introduction, n. 12.
'5% See Dodds (1951) 1-18 and Lesky (1961).
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incompatible — with readings of Parmenides’ poem that focus on
possible links with ritual or initiatory practices, language, or cults
that may have been prevalent in Parmenides’ Elea.">" Here we can
benefit from Tor’s explosion of the dichotomy between reasoning
and revelation,">” and also from, for example, Ranzato’s use of
Gernet’s notion of the ‘polysemy of myth’."53 The benefit of these
interpretative approaches becomes clear when comparing the con-
ception of Parmenides’ goddess for which I advocate here with the
views of, for example, Herbert Granger. As Granger puts it:

Parmenides is endeavoring to reshape the age-old practice of the appeal to
a divine Muse into that which he takes to be the real value that lies behind the
mythology of the Muse and of the whole tradition of divine revelation. The proem
helps prepare us for the appreciation of the goddess as a persona who is symbolic
of non-empirically based reason, and Parmenides is engaged in the demytholo-
gization of the Muse into a priori reason, the exercise of which yields truths
without the aid of evidence provided by our perception.'>*

Some similarities with the arguments made here will be obvious;
Parmenides’ goddess is indeed a rhetorical device with the full
weight of Homeric authority behind her. But she need not only be
this. We may therefore part ways with Granger on two fundamen-
tal points. First, in keeping with Ranzato, Miller, and others, we
should embrace the notion of a Parmenidean poetic discourse that
allows for the goddess to occupy more than one role in more than
one network of mythical or ritual associations at the same time;
this interpretative flexibility would exemplify one kind of major
pay-off that comes from reading Parmenides’ poem as a poem.
Second, liberated from the need to see a tension between the

151

E.g. Kingsley (1999) and Kingsley (2003), Robbiano (2006), Gemelli Marciano
(2008), Gemelli Marciano (2013), Ranzato (2015), Tor (2017), and earlier proposed
or adumbrated by Burkert (1969), Feyerabend (1984), and Sassi (1988). Of course, to
the extent that these readings, such as Gemelli Marciano (2013), are deemed to be
incompatible with an account of Parmenides that emphasizes the role of extended
deductive argumentation, there is indeed ipso facto an incompatibility, but this is
imposed from the other side, as it were.

Tor (2017), esp. 11-60, 338—46.

Ranzato (2015), esp. 15-16; see Introduction, n. 28 for important predecessors.
Granger (2008) 14; he then goes on to discuss this phenomenon in relation to the
Invocation of the Muses in /liad 2 (Granger (2008) 15); see, for similar dynamics, Laks
(2013), who differentiates between ‘phenomena’ and ‘references’, and a process of
rationalization (an analogue of Granger’s demythologization) in the transition from the
first to the second.

152
153
154

109

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009047562.003 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009047562.003

Parmenides the Late Archaic Poet

goddess’s divinely disclosing a revelatory truth or making an
a priori extended deductive argument, we need not be compelled
to claim that Parmenides demythologizes anything. Instead, rather
than seeing him as stripping old symbols of their meaning, we
should see in Parmenides a virtuoso myth-maker who marshals
together meaning-making symbols from different discourses and,
activating their individual powers at different points and in differ-
ent ways, harnesses each of these within one supercharged but
unified, coherent whole. Parmenides’ goddess need not be redu-
cible to any single ‘real’ value, but can have many different faces
that she reveals at different times, or even at the same time
depending on where one stands. So (if the historical Parmenides
did indeed know the cults he is sometimes claimed to have known,
or even if the discourse of his community was strongly affected by
them) she can be like Demeter, Persephone, or Mnemosyne,
depending on one’s preferred ritual context;'>> so she can also
be like a Homeric Muse guaranteeing the absolute truth of the
poem; so she can also, as we will discuss in chapters 5 and 6, be
like Circe in Odyssey 12; and, provided one can make the cases for
historical legitimacy and poetic relevancy properly, so can she
also, perhaps, be like other characters as well. Parmenides loses
nothing on this view except his status as a proto-analytic philoso-
pher, an Enlightenment voice crying out in the archaic wilderness.
And what he gains is the power of the poet, a thinker and user of
language who taps the power of linguistic polysemy and polyva-
lence, socially and religiously charged imagery, pre-existing
poetic traditions and the cultural institutions of his time and
channels them all to the same end.

2.4.6 Dactylic Hexameter

Finally, we may also observe that the foregoing discussion also
bears on Parmenides’ use of verse. As noted above, one conse-
quence of the overwhelming tendency of scholars to read
Parmenides as a philosopher rather than a poet — or, to make

'35 See n. 124 above.
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a slightly different point, of the tendency of scholars of ancient
philosophy, but not of ancient poetry, to read Parmenides — has
been to make it peculiar, at best, and a ‘grievous scandal’, at worst,
for him to have composed in verse."5® It is here that we see clearly
how placing Parmenides within a chronology that does not begin
with the Milesians, and includes or abuts not only Xenophanes,
Heraclitus, or Zeno, but also the likes of Ibycus, Simonides,
Pindar, and the Hymn to Apollo, grants us access to a new face
of the kaleidoscope of his poem.

What has relocating Parmenides in the context of late archaic
poetry added to this topic? Three insights. First, we see even more
clearly how inappropriate the Muse-less form of prose would have
been for his endeavours.>” If overcoming the obstacles estab-
lished by Xenophanes was of major importance for Parmenides’
project, and if this in turn required effecting an encounter with the
divine, what possible use could prose, the medium of the new men
of Tonian empiricism, have been? From this perspective, it would
have been no more appropriate for Parmenides to have written in
prose, one might think, than for a modern-day logician to under-
take a proof in sonnet form.

But, second, and on the one hand, relocating Parmenides in the
context of late archaic poetry should also make his choice of
dactylic hexameter seem even more radical than has usually
been acknowledged. The critics who have denigrated
Parmenides’ poetic abilities universally wish he had opted for
prose instead. Rowett is right to suggest that verse was the default
form for the elevated and authoritative kind of speech act under-
taken by Parmenides.’>® However, as the discussion above has
also made clear, if by the late archaic period verse was still the
authoritative medium in which to convey important ideas of some
length, the ‘special speech’ of dactylic hexameter does not seem to
have been. As we touched on above in our discussion of
Od. 9.2—11 and later elegiac congeners, elegy seems to have
been far and away the preferred medium for examining or

'S Most (1999a) 350. See discussion in the Introduction, esp. pp. 5-6.

57 See n. 4 above.
'8 C. Osborne (1997). See also Cherniss (1951) 227; Long (1985) 246, 248—49; Most
(1999a) esp. 343, 353-55; Robbiano (2006) esp. 42—45.
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announcing vitally important truths during Parmenides’ time.">® It
is true, as Sider points out, that Xenophanes, who wrote long
compositions in elegy, ‘reserves his more scientific and philosophic
writings for hexameters’."® These are all extremely short, however;
whereas his elegiac fragments 1 and 2 clock in at twenty-four and
twenty-two lines, respectively, his longest surviving hexameter
composition is four lines (Fr. 34), and it does not seem that this
was part of a longer continuous treatise."®" By Parmenides’ time,
the great boom in hexameter poetry represented not only by the
1liad and Odyssey but also, inter alia, the Cyclic Epics, the Hymn to
Aphrodite and the Hymn to Demeter, and other poems such as the
Catalogue of Women and the Shield of Heracles, seems to have
slowed to a trickle; this is often taken to go hand in hand with the
development of new modes of poetic expression to treat the topics
of epic myth, often while making liberal use of epic diction, such as
Stesichorean choral lyric."®* Those who did continue to use dactylic
hexameter for compositions of more than just a few lines often seem
to have been associated with special guilds of thapsodes particularly
comfortable dealing with the artificial language of epic."®3

In short, we should entertain the possibility that the gap between
the end of the oral hexameter tradition and Parmenides is a chasm
more expansive than is often acknowledged; to speak the ‘special
speech’ of epic was neither obvious, nor, I suggest, was it easily

39 As Kahn (2003) 156 observes in his discussion of Xenophanes’ use of verse, ‘[i]n the
sixth century, elegiac verse was used for the pamphleteering function that was served
by the funeral oration in Plato’s day’; see also e.g. Sider (2006) and Gagné (2009) esp.
28-30.

Sider (2006) 338-39. For reference, West (2015) 66 imagines the length of
Mimnermus’ elegiac Smyrneis and Simonides’ elegies on the battles of Artemesium
and Plataea to have been of ‘considerable length’, possibly running into the hundreds of
lines; Stesichorus’ Geryoneis is estimated to be 1,300 lines at a minimum (Finglass and
Kelly (2015) 7).

For the debate about whether his histories of the founding of Colophon and Elea are in
elegiac or epic metre, see Lulli (2011) 42—46. The key question concerns the best
interpretation of epé in Diogenes Laertius 9.20. The increasing scholarly interest in
elegy has shifted opinion away from the older idea that Xenophanes composed in
hexameter to the view the composed in elegiacs; see esp. Bowie (1986) 31—32.

See esp. Burkert (2001), Kelly (2015) in relation to Stesichorus, Bowie (1986) in
relation to elegy, and discussion in West (2015).

For discussions of the shadowy guild of bards, such as the Homeridae, see Burkert
(2001) 102-03; Cassio (2002). Such figures as Panyassis and Cheorilus, later to be
elevated by Hellenistic scholars to the all-star club of epic poets including Homer and
Hesiod, should also be taken into account; see here esp. Lulli (2011).
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accomplished in a socially or intellectually persuasive way. That
a thinker should have used verse to express his urgently import-
ant ideas in the late archaic period should come as a surprise to no
one; that he should have done so in dactylic hexameter — and at
such length, and at this late moment in the archaic period —
appears bold. Just as for Pindar it was apparently quite a radical
act to depart from the authority of the ‘well-trodden track’ of
Homer when it came to matters of poetic content, so for
Parmenides — who, to the best of our knowledge, was not
a member of any kind of rhapsodic guild or the like — to return
to the authority of Homer’s dactylic hexameters in choosing the
poetic form in which to compose a poem of more than 160 lines
(and perhaps up to around 500 or 600 lines)'® was also, so it
would seem, quite radical."®3

Third, and on the other hand, the foregoing discussion should
also make dactylic hexameter seem even more desirable for
Parmenides’ purposes in ways that extend beyond what the critics
mentioned above have already proposed.”® The discussion of

%4 The most recent edition of Parmenides’s poem includes 161 lines attributed to
Parmenides; LM 3—4. Scholars have long imagined Doxa to be longer than Alétheia;
according to Diels’s influential reconstruction, the seventy-eight surviving lines of
Aleétheia represent nine tenths of the whole section, while ‘according to a less certain
appraisal, perhaps 1/10 of the Doxa’ is represented by the forty-four verses that survive
(Diels (1897) 25—26). This adds up to thirty-two lines of the proem, roughly eighty-five
lines for Alétheia, and ~400—450 for Doxa, or around 510-560 lines in total (or perhaps
even substantially less: LM 4 reckon the poem’s total length to be 300—400 words). For
a different view, see Kurfess (2016).

While it would be an overstatement to compare this act to Pierre Menard’s twentieth-
century edition of Don Quixote — the lengthy Hymn to Hermes, for example, is often
dated to ~480 BCE (see e.g. West (2011b)) — it is not unhelpful to spend at least a bit of
time examining it in such terms, especially when considering other arguments
advanced to explain Parmenides’ use of verse. This is especially true for what we
might dub an ‘anchoring innovation” school who suggest, first, that the perplexities of
radical new material are rendered more easily digestible by anchoring it in the familiar
old garb of epic; and, second, that the new points thus stand out more clearly, the better
to be brought to the audience’s attention for further examination; see here Pfeiffer
(1975) 61; Wright (1997); Wohrle (1993), esp. 173-74; Most (1999a) 355; Granger
(2008) 14; and for anchoring innovation, Sluiter (2017). The effect of using dactylic
hexameter to expound one’s physical or metaphysical theories will have been far less
radical, of course, for anyone (Empedocles, for example) writing in the shadow of
Parmenides.

For strong arguments that dactylic hexameter is precisely what one would expect from
a Parmenides who puts his message in the mouth of his goddess, see esp. Kahn (2003)
157; Most (19992a) 355; Mansfeld (1964) 273; Taran (1977) 654; Tor (2017); also
Reinhardt (1916) 301-02.
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Ibycus, Simonides, Pindar’s Paean 6 and 7b, and the Homeric
Hymn to Apollo make clear how much the medium dactylic hex-
ameter had to offer a thinker labouring to respond to Xenophanes’
challenge. If in Simonides’ day, the bard of the //iad could be said
to have ‘received the whole truth [w&ocov dAnBeinv]’ from the
Muses, what could be more useful to Parmenides’ purposes than
to assimilate himself to that tradition and claim that same possibil-
ity for himself? If, for Ibycus, the Muses could ‘embark upon’
what ‘no living mortal man could tell’,"®” what could be more
valuable for Parmenides than to reinitiate contact with their kind?
Conversely, if the surest connection to the divine that even so
grand and numinous a figure as Pindar could claim (and at the
Delphic theoxenia no less!) is poxovia, and if the most this
amounts to is to be persuaded by the Muse (if one is wise) and to
persuade other wise men in turn; or to have one’s blindness eased
(but how much?) as one seeks out the deep paths of wisdom, we
see in the gulf between these positions and the scenario depicted in
1l. 2.484-93 just how much Parmenides had to gain from earning
access once again to the use of dactylic hexameter. The one genre
that managed to maintain direct, immediate contact of a kind with
the divine, the Homeric hymn, pointed to a strategy for reanimat-
ing the special speech of epic and reactivating the old rhetorics of
traditionality, indifference, and universality en route to reclaiming
a poetics of truth.

2.5 Conclusion

One of Parmenides’ most urgent aims was to resurrect (or, depend-
ing on how much one wishes to concede to Halliwell’s interpret-
ation, properly to install for the first time) a poetics of truth. From
the perspective of the late archaic era, at least, /liad 2’s Invocation
of the Muses was seen to set out an ideal of epistemological
absolutism. The deep ambiguities inscribed into the foundations

"7 For this translation of the problematic lines 24—26 of Ibycus’ ‘Polycrates Ode’ and for
a discussion of other alternatives, see n. 45 above.
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2.5 Conclusion

of Hesiod’s epistemology (and indeed his entire conception of the
cosmos and the place of mortals within it) both expose the tensions
that may always have been inherent in the epic tradition of the
bards (otherwise, why should a rhetoric of traditionality have been
necessary in the first place?), and also articulate the framework
that would define subsequent conceptions of epistemology. The
other poets of Parmenides’ late archaic era, whether they looked
back on the ideal of /liad 2 with nostalgia or playfully rejected it,
seem both to have entertained this ideal and accepted that matters
of truth and falsity were, in their time at least, more complex.
A revanchist Parmenides set out to revitalize — or realize for the
first time — an ideal that may or may not ever have been unam-
biguously in circulation. His Muse would speak the absolute
truth — and, like Circe to Odysseus, she would do so directly, in
her own voice.

In crafting a socially and intellectually compelling response to
Xenophanes’ challenge, Parmenides was faced with the task of
speaking many languages, telling many stories, producing many
texts at the same time. Reinstating a poetics of truth, invested with
the extraordinary weight of the epic past and its canonical bard
(who had received the whole truth from the violet-tressed Muses)
was a task that only the most rarefied maker of myths — a poet in
the etymological sense — could tackle. In Parmenides’ poem and in
his goddess, we can discern a new kind of ‘double motivation’
(double at the least): to dramatize an effective reunion with an all-
knowing divinity, and in her own domain, her own proper and
carefully guarded site of truth, that a poetics of truth might be (re)
instated once and for all; and, to be absolutely certain, through the
Doom-ful, Fate-ful, unyielding power of necessity, movement via
the path of argument (no turns, no swerves, no other routes
permitted) that no voyager on the ‘Route to Truth’ could fail to
achieve anything short of full knowledge of the truth. The most
elegant versifier to have plied hexameter fields Parmenides may
not have been. But the foregoing analysis reveals a poet whose
dexterous command of mythical and religious imagery can match
even the most brilliant of his near contemporaries. In fact, the case
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presents perhaps the finest adjunct of all to the Muses’s diadem'®®

— not the clear-voiced, honey-tongued Muse of elegy or lyric, but
the Muse who speaks an irrefutable truth in her own voice, directly
to her audience.

168 See Introduction, n. 27.

116

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009047562.003 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009047562.003

PART II

ROUTES

Published online by Cambridge University Press



3
THE HODOS IN HOMER

We discussed in the Introduction how a Foucauldian theoretical
apparatus could help us identify and examine the specific discur-
sive connections linking Parmenides to Homer, extended deduct-
ive argumentation and demonstration to narrative poetry. In fact,
I shall hone in on a rather a small subset of the grand archaeo-
logical system that Foucault details in his Archaeology of
Knowledge. There, in section II of chapter 5, devoted to ‘The
Formation of Concepts’, one finds a discussion of ‘forms of
succession’, the different sets of patterns or rules that dictate the
arrangement of statements in their sequence.' Foucault identifies
three ‘forms of succession’, and these will provide the framework
for the rest of this chapter and much of what follows in the rest of
the book.”

After addressing the Foucauldian apparatus briefly, I shall then
spell out my purposes in using these terms in the remainder of the
book; my strategy will be to contextualize each of these three
‘forms of succession’ within the existing field of scholarship on
Homer and narrative more generally (Section 3.1, ‘The
Theoretical Apparatus in Context’). I shall then put these terms
to work by examining the text of the Odyssey more generally (3.2,
‘How the Hodos Organizes Homeric Discourse’) before address-
ing the portion of that text most crucial for Parmenides, the first
half of book 12, in Chapter 4. What will emerge is that the hodos
has the capacity to organize the shape and structure — the ‘forms of
succession” — of a discourse, in this case Homer’s text, in
a distinctive way. I shall ultimately argue that the shape and
structure of the discursive organization delineated in this chapter

' See Foucault (1972) 62—70 for the formation of concepts, Foucault (1972) 62—63 for the
forms of succession.

> See Figure 3.1 below for a diagram illustrating the relationship between the three
components discussed in the following sections.
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provides a blueprint of Parmenides’ groundbreaking extended
deductive argumentation, the topic of chapters 5 and 6.

Perhaps the most important level of analysis of the ‘forms of
succession’ is the most macroscopic of the three, the level of the
‘rhetorical schema’. Foucault defines this as the rules or patterns
according to which ‘descriptions, deductions, definition, whose
succession characterizes the architecture of the text, are linked
together’.® A core claim developed in chapters 5 and 6 is that one
of the main levels of continuity between the first half of Homer’s
Odyssey 12 and Parmenides’ ‘Route to Truth’ is to be found at the
level of the rhetorical schema. Tracing this continuity will give us
adecisive insight into both Parmenides’ strategies for refashioning
his ‘new way of thinking and knowing’ and the underlying ‘archi-
tecture of the text’ that determines the shape and structure of his
extended deductive argument.

The second and third levels Foucault articulates are the ‘ordering
of enunciative series’ and the ‘levels of dependence’, respectively.
The categories discussed under the rubric ‘ordering of enunciative
series’ are in fact the same categories that elsewhere traffic under the
name ‘Discourse Modes’, ‘Text-Types’, or, more traditionally,
‘Rhetorical Modes’.* In Foucault’s scheme these are three in number:
we may refer to them here by their more familiar names, ‘narration’,
‘description’, and ‘argument/inference’. Foucault does not define the
‘levels of dependence’, electing instead simply to exemplify them;
the examples given include ‘hypothesis/verification, assertion/cri-
tique, general law/particular application’. Although Foucault stresses
that ‘types of dependence’ between units of statements need not be
‘superposable on’ the categories that comprise the ‘orderings of
enunciative series’, that is in fact precisely how I wish to make use
of these categories in the analysis to come. More specifically, I shall
take the ‘orderings of enunciative series’ as the base units of analysis
in my discussion of various hodoi elaborated in the course of the

3 Foucault (1972) 64.

4 Smith (2003) (followed by Allan (2007), Allan (2009), and Allan (2013), where more
bibliography can be found) uses ‘Discourse Modes’; Chatman (1990) uses ‘Text-Types’,
as does Bal (2009). On the relationship between the two typologies, see Smith (2003) 38—
42; Kroon (2007) 66. See Hamon and Baudoin (1981) for a historical survey of rhetoric’s
view of description.
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Odyssey, and, with these in hand, shall attempt to see how the
thetorical schema governed by the figure of the hodos determines
an overarching pattern of organization — a discursive architecture
distinctive to the figure of the hodos — out of these base units.>

If it is dry work to summarize technical aspects of Foucault’s
system in the abstract, the application of this schema in what
follows will make it clearer what precisely is meant by the terms
in question, and how they work. I shall undertake this in
Section 3.2; the next step, however, is to anchor Foucault’s appar-
atus in current discussions in Homeric scholarship.

3.1 The Theoretical Apparatus in Context
3.1.1 The oim&, Themes, and Rhetorical Schemata

At first glance, Foucault’s notion of a rhetorical schema might be
thought to approach two topics in Homeric studies: the use of
metapoetic devices, and so-called catalogic discourse. The latter we
shall explore below (see Section 3.1.4); the former we shall examine
here, in large part to clarify one way in which I do not intend to use
Foucault’s term when discussing epic poetry.

Scholars have discerned a number of metapoetic images at work
at various points in the /liad and the Odyssey. According to one
view, the poem is a craft production, an object constructed in the
manner of Odysseus’ raft, for example, or his well-made bed.®
According to a more well-developed tradition, the Homeric text
has been seen to emerge at the intersection of imagery related to
weaving and sewing.” The unavoidable point of comparison in this
context, however, is the oimé, or ‘path of song’.8

3 See here pertinent remarks at Allan (2009) 173 and Smith (2003) 8—9, which develop

Chatman (1990) 10-11, chs. 1—2, and, more generally, pp. 6-37.

Developed at greatest length by Dougherty (2001); see esp. 27-37, 177-83.

7 See e.g. Nagy (1996a), esp. 65-113 and Nagy (1996b), esp. 59-86.
The word’s meaning has also been connected with ‘sewing’; for further discussion see
e.g. Durante (1976) 176—77; Nagy (1996a) 85-86; Nagy (1996b) 63—64, 63 n. 20; also
Ford (1992) 42 n. 78 and Maslov (2012) 201 n. 40. Good discussions of the oimé qua
‘path of song’ can be found in Becker (1937) 68—70; Snell (2011) 219; Thornton (1984)
3345, 148—49; Thalmann (1984) 124; Ford (1992) 40—48; Rubin (1995) 61-62; Bakker
(1997) 60-61; Asper (1997) 23—26; Niinlist (1998) 252; Giannisi (2006) 65—73; Clay
(2011a) 115-17; Maslov (2012).

6
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Although there may seem to be many tantalizing similarities
between the oimé as a metapoetic figure and what we shall exam-
ine under the rather cuambersome name of the ‘rhetorical schema of
the figure of the hodos’, caution must be exercised.” One promin-
ent conceptualization of the oime takes each particular segment of
the path to be a ‘theme’ in the Parry—Lord sense;"® the idea is that
these oimai are ‘tracks cut into the landscape’ that link together
end on end and, taken collectively, define a ‘map’ of Epos.'" Are
these oimai, perhaps, coextensive with Foucauldean rhetorical
schemata?

The answer, at least in this book, is no. The reason the answer is
no depends in part, however, on just what it is that one means by
oimé. The way that the word is used in the Odyssey suggests that
an oimé in fact comprises a relatively large unit. Demodocus’
postprandial performance, described in terms of an oimé in one
of only three passages where the word appears in Homer, encom-
passes ‘The Quarrel of Odysseus and Achilles’; later, Odysseus
will ask him to ‘move along [the path of song] and sing “The
Fashioning of the Wooden Horse”.'> These are both apparently
rather lengthy productions; if that is the case, their scale is larger
than that to which the rhetorical schema of the hodos will refer.
(For comparison, Circe’s foretelling of Odysseus’ /hodos in
Odyssey 12, the central example of the rhetorical schema of the
hodos that I examine below, occupies slightly more than 100 lines
(12.27-141) of the four books of aoidé Odysseus makes it through
in a single evening with the Phaeacians; one hardly imagines that

9 One aspect of overlap that is noteworthy, however, is that knowledge of the oimé and the
hodos (in the Odyssey) are both apparently bestowed upon mortals by actors who are
either divine (the Muses in the case of the oimé; Athena, Circe, and Proteus for the
hodos) or otherwise have privileged access to knowledge (Tiresias). For the Muses and
the oimé, see Thalmann (1984) 123—29; Thornton (1984) 33-39; Ford (1992) 42—48;
Giannisi (1997) 139—40; and esp. Clay (2011a) 116-17. Passages relating to the hodos
will be discussed below; see also Section 2.4.2, “Whose Muse’, above.

This is, for example, Ford’s view ((1992), esp. 40—43); for the classic articulation of
a ‘theme’, see Lord (2000) 68—98 and the survey in Foley (1990) 24047, 279-84.
Thalmann (1984) 123—26; Ford (1992) 4048, esp. 40—42 and see 40 n. 75 for Parry and
Lord.

See Od. 8.72—82, esp. 8.74—77, oluns Tis . . . veikos 'Oducofios kai TTnAeidew AxiAfios, and
Od. 8.492-95, esp. 492—93, &AX’ &ye &) peTdPnbr kai irrou kbéopov &eioov | BoupaTéou
(after Ford (1992) 43). The grammar in Od. 8.72—75 is contested; see e.g. Stanford
(1959) ad loc. and Thornton (1984) for opposing views, see also Heubeck, West, and
Hainsworth (1988) 351.
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Demodocus discharges his duties with such brevity.) On this
understanding, an oimé would seem to be something considerably
longer than the amount of text governed by a rhetorical schema, at
least as we find it in Homer."?

Other discussions of the oimé emphasize the idea that it is
something that a poet can hop on or off at any number of points
along the grand path of Epos as a whole. On this view, as a poet
performs, ‘no matter how small the scale of the performance’ he or
she would simply be on the oimé, the ‘path of song’, in virtue of
orally performing a poem.'# There is an important question, not
always clearly expressed, about whether this idea should focus on
the word-by-word, line-by-line process of bardic composition, or
whether individual units on this larger epic path of song corres-
pond to something closer to a Parry—Lord ‘theme’.">

In the first case, the claims scholars have made about the way
that the structure of a text conforms to certain patterns — and is
perhaps even dictated by certain rules — are very much of the sort
I shall develop below. Here again, however, there is an important
difference of scale. This strand of analysis of the ‘path of song’
addresses units of text — phrases and lines — of a smaller scale than
I intend to investigate via the term ‘rhetorical schema’; rather,
units of text of this size are better discussed under the rubric ‘types
of dependence’, addressed in Section 3.1.3 below.

In the second case, it is possible to imagine the relationship
between a theme and an oimé as corresponding to, or perhaps
instantiating, a form of the narratological distinction between
story and plot or narrative. This is an attractive hypothesis, and it
opens a vista onto an exciting perspective of Homeric poetics. But
any such relationship between story and narrative is also different
in kind from the relationship I wish to capture under the term
‘rhetorical schema’. Why so? If, on the one hand, any theme can be

'3 In principle, however, there is no necessary limit circumscribing the length of a portion
of discourse governed by the rhetorical schema of the fodos; had there been more to see
between Aecaea and Thrinacia, or had Odysseus narrated his other journeys differently,
the schema might have governed a much longer portion of the poem.

'4 Thalmann (1984) 124-25.

'S For the first view, see the seminal Bakker (1997), followed by Minchin (2001), Minchin
(2008), Bonifazi (2008), Bonifazi (2012), and also Clay (2011a) 96—119, which devel-
ops it effectively; for the second, see n. 10 above. See also n. 17 below.
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expressed along the path of song (and, on this view, all themes
necessarily would be) and, on the other, every path of song maps
onto simply one or another of the ‘themes’ in the mythic reper-
toire, then the level of connection between the content of the story
(the theme) and the manner in which it is narrativized (via move-
ment along the path of song) as plot is necessarily a rather general
one.'® By contrast, as we shall see, the rhetorical schema governed
by the hodos, at least as I examine it here, dictates a far more
precise relationship between story and narrative. While it is
undoubtedly valuable to combine the two understandings of
oimé as ‘theme’ and ‘path of song’,'” current scholarship on this
topic allows for considerable flexibility in the relationship
between the level of story and the level of plot — and this gap
between the more macro structure of a theme and the micro
structure of a visual poetics of the oimé is precisely the gap filled
in part by the rhetorical schema that will be so important in what
follows."®

'® Take the first example Lord introduces in his discussion of themes: ‘[t]he first major
theme in the “Song of Bagdad” (I, No. 1) is a council, one of the most common and most
useful themes in all epic poetry ... The sultan has received a letter from his field
commanders who have been besieging Bagdad for twenty years without avail. He
summons his councilors together, asks them what to do, receives evil advice from one
of them and good advice from another, and the theme is concluded with the writing of an
imperial letter to Bosnia and dispatch of the messenger’ (Lord (2000) 68). The events
that comprise this theme might be narrativized in any number of ways within the
framework of the poet’s visualized movement along the oime; the fact that the poet
travels an oimé need not dictate, for example, whether the good advice precedes or
succeeds the bad, whether the good advice is presented in one sentence and the bad
advice in 100, what other details or events might be introduced between the two, and all
manner of other things of this nature.

See ch. 2 of Bakker (2013) (esp. charts at pp. 25 and 33) on the possibility of linking
Proppian analysis with the ‘topical poetics’ suggested by the oimé, on which see also
Ford (1992) 40—41. It is unsurprising that the Apologoi, where narrative episodes are
mapped more or less one-to-one onto different locations (see e.g. Lowe (2000)), is the
place where this connection would emerge — a point not without consequences for the
material discussed in the remainder of this chapter.

This in some ways mirrors the gap between Havelock’s ‘general structure’ of
Parmenides’ argument and Mourelatos’s use of a theory of metaphor to examine what
the hodos offers Parmenides (see Introduction, pp. 13—-14); again, this is the gap
I believe Foucault’s framework helps us bridge. As we shall see below, the episode
with Circe is distinctive precisely because it ‘simultaneously constitutes a topographic
route with precise indications of what will happen at each stage and a narrative itinerary’
(Clay (2011a) 117, emphasis mine). This is quite different from a poetic conceit or
a device of memory according to which ‘the imaginary journey of a poet can be
identified with the story’ (Giannisi (1997) 140); see discussion at Clay (2011a)
116 n. 56.
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3.1.2 Text-Types, Discourse Modes, and Enunciative Modalities

Classic studies of text-types define these to be ‘underlying (or over-
riding) structures that can be actualized by different surface forms’."”
On the traditional view, there is always a single, dominant (underlying
or overriding) text-type that characterizes any given text. Because the
roots of this approach to textual analysis are to be found in literary
criticism, the text-type ‘narration’ has received the most attention and
usually serves as the central, positively constructed term against
which other text-types are negatively defined.>® Two aspects of
narration are usually deemed key characteristics: first, that narration
depicts ‘events or sequences of events’ and, second, that the ‘order in
which events happen is significant’.>' By contrast, description is
‘oriented to the statics of the world — states of affairs, enduring
properties, coexistants’;** it often introduces elements of the story-
world — persons, places, things — and/or attributes qualities to these
elements.”3

While in the case of narration the text’s underlying progression
is primarily temporal, in the case of description the text’s under-
lying progression is primarily spatial.** Scholars have often
claimed that important implications follow from this. As noted,
the narration of events whose temporal order is significant endows
their narration with ‘a natural principle of coherence, one that
enables the narrator to construct his presentation sequence ...
according to the logic of progression inherent in the line or chain
of events itself; from earlier to later’; by contrast, and significantly

!9 Itis for this reason that different text-types can ‘routinely operate at each other’s service’
(Chatman (1990) 10-11). This relationship is sometimes claimed to be radically differ-
ent in oral poetry; see e.g. Bakker (1997) 57.

The field is, of course, known as ‘narratology’. For a critique of this narrative-centric
perspective, see e.g. Chatman (1990) and Koopman (2018).

The first phrase comes from Genette (1982) 127, the second is the formulation of
Koopman (2018) 20 on the basis of his discussion of Genette, Gerald Prince, and
David Herman (see also e.g. Smith (2003) 26). See Koopman (2018) 15—23 for good
discussion and further bibliography.

Sternberg (1981) 61; see also Bal (2009) 36, 41—46.

See Bal (2009) 46—48; also Chatman (1990) 24—26; summary at Koopman (2018) 59.
On the traditional view, in the former case, the story time advances along with narrative
or plot time; in the latter, it need not. See e.g. Smith (2003) 14, 26—29; Allan (2009) 173,
179. It is worth noting that I generally rely on Forster’s terminology of ‘story’ and ‘plot’
(or, less frequently, Genette’s ‘story’ [histoire] and ‘narrative’ [récit] (Genette (1980)
25-29)) to refer to what Bal (2009) 5-6, de Jong, and others call ‘fabula’ and ‘story’.

20

2

22
23
24
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for the analysis to be undertaken here, ‘the descriptive sequence’ is
denied ‘any natural resource of coherence’.*>

More recently, the study of discourse modes, a linguistically
inspired method of analysis, has emerged in parallel to the study of
text-types.?® The key insight animating this enterprise is that
several features of the surface text preponderate in — or are under-
stood to be the hallmark of — narrative or descriptive portions of
text.”” We may note three features.

First, verb forms. Tense-aspect in particular has long been recog-
nized as ‘the most important distinctive linguistic feature’ associated
with each of the text-types or discourse modes.>® Reflecting the fact
that narration is usually defined in connection with the notion of the
event, the aorist and historical present are often intimately associated
with narration; so, too, as we shall see, is the future tense when the
narrative takes the form of a ‘prior narration’.** Person and mood
also prove significant: description does not use the second person or
the imperative mood, both of which can be found in narration.

Second, the notion that the underlying progression of the text is
temporal in narration and inherently unordered in description has
a correlate at the surface level of the text. This can be seen from two
perspectives: from the perspective of the story and from the perspec-
tive of the plot. On the one hand, narrative portions of a text usually
progress along with time in the story world; on the other, the passage
of time in the story-world is most commonly expressed through, or
recorded by, a sequence of narration. By contrast, movement through
a descriptive passage does not necessarily suggest the passage of time
in the story-world, nor does the passage of time in the story-world
necessarily register in passages of description.>”

Third, textual progression is often marked by temporal adverbs
(or combinations of temporal adverbs and specific particles) in the

> Sternberg (1981) 60-61. See also de Jong (201 1b); de Jong (2011a) 31-33, esp. 32 n. 36;

Bal (2009) 46—48; Chatman (1990) 24—26.

See Smith (2003) 38—42 for comparison of the traditional rhetorical typology, based on
form and function, and the linguistically oriented analysis of discourse, which focuses
more on grammatical and other surface features of the text; see also Kroon (2007) 66.
*7 See Allan (2007), Allan (2009), Allan (2013), and the studies in n. 26 above.

2 See e.g. Allan (2009) 172 and 172 n. 5; Koopman (2018) 43—46.

See Allan (2009) 173—74 nn. 10-14 for further bibliography; for ‘prior narration’, see
Genette (1980) 216—20.

See Allan (2009) 17981, 179 n. 23; Smith (2003) 22, 26—29.

26
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case of high-narrativity portions of text. On the other hand, spatial
adverbs (or combinations of spatial adverbs and specific particles)
predominate in high-descriptivity sections.?'

So much for narration and description. What of argument? In fact,
typologies of ‘argument’ are much harder to produce. There are three
obstacles. First, the topic is under-researched, and analysts of dis-
course modes or text-types have simply not devoted much attention to
differentiating ‘argument’ from ‘description’ or ‘narration’.?*
Second, in cases where analysts have undertaken this task, their
definitions of ‘argument’ are usually so inextricably bound up in
a formal, modern understanding of what constitutes an argument
that it is difficult to apply such a category to a pre-Aristotelian text
like the Homeric poems.3? The third stems from Parmenides’ own
role in developing argument (and, specifically, extended deductive
argument) and the fact that he is a key point of transition in the forms
that an argument might take. Since this very transition is the central
topic under investigation here, as noted in the Introduction, deciding
what constitutes an ‘argument’ without already assuming the accom-
plishment of the phenomenon whose development we are attempting
to observe is a problem.

For the purposes of this project, I shall consider a portion of text
to instantiate an ‘argument’ discourse mode if it is formed of
a cluster of statements that are linked inferentially; that is, if it is
formed of a cluster of statements some of which explicitly provide
a justification or rationale for others.>* At the surface level of the

Koopman (2018) 43—46, esp. chart on p. 46. Koopman’s discussion of narrativity and
descriptivity in terms of a gradient is valuable.

Chatman (1990) 10-11, 207—12, discusses ‘argument’ only in passing; nevertheless, his
observation that ‘[a]rgument presupposes difference of opinion’ (p. 207 n. 12) is useful. Bal
(2009) 3135 is brief, her definition of ‘argument’ bewildering. Barthes offers only
a footnote: Barthes (1977) 84 n. 1. Several studies of ‘discourse modes’ in Greek literature,
e.g. Allan (2007), Allan (2009), Allan (2013), Koopman (2018), omit ‘argument’ entirely.
See e.g. the view that: ‘[i]n passages of the Argument and Information modes, the
entities are mainly General Statives and Abstract Entities” (Smith (2003) 31), which
takes no account of, for example, practical syllogisms, the dominant kind of ‘argument’
in Homer; see Gill (1998) 41-60 and Knudsen (2014), esp. 40—79. Even more problem-
atically, Smith’s definition of ‘argument’s’ textual features centres on progress by
metaphorical motion (Smith (2003) 31) — almost precisely what I claim is being
developed for the first time in Parmenides; see Introduction, n. 76 for similar dynamics
regarding the concept of the metaphorical.

This formulation is indebted to Gill (1998), esp. 41-60; Knudsen (2014), esp. 42—43;
Peradotto (1990), esp. 60—93. It is illuminating to recognize the importance of the

33
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text, argument sections will be particularly densely populated by
conditional clauses®> or purpose clauses, which tease out the
implications of certain actions or justify pieces of instruction,

and by specific uses®® of epei®” and gar’® (to be examined in

further detail below).

3.1.3 A-B-C Patterns, and Types of Dependence

Some long-standing conversations in Homeric scholarship, par-
ticularly classic studies on catalogues and battle scenes, provide
important parallels for the notion of a ‘type of dependence’.?” In
the Catalogue of Ships, for example, every entry is organized in
relation to (a) ‘nation/generals’, (b) ‘places’, (¢) ‘number of
ships’;** in some instances, further genealogical background for
key protagonists is provided.*' These categories can also be
examined under a more general typology where anecdotes supple-
ment the ‘basic information’ (e.g. names and places in the

question, ‘Why?’, seen by Anscombe to have a special connection with ‘reasons for
action’, or, as Davidson has it, an explicit ‘rationalization” of action; for discussion, see
e.g. Thompson (2008) 85-89, esp. 85-86. We might loosely say that in Homer, ‘argu-
ment’ presents a ‘rationalization’ of action in this sense. Finally, it is worth acknow-
ledging that there are instances where the lines between argument and other text-types
are less clear; the surface features of the text discussed in nn. 3538 thus take on an
outsized importance.

35 See esp. Gill (1998) 48—55; also Peradotto (1990) 66-69, 67 n. 7; Knudsen (2014) 48—

49. As Barnes (1983) 91 observes in another context: ‘argument characteristically

requires complex syntax: if is the philosopher’s most important word’.

See here Knudsen (2014) 42.

For uses of epei of interest here, see Muchnova (2011) 124 and Rijksbaron (2002), esp.

86 n. 4. For epei in Homer, see Muchnova (2003) and Muchnova (2011) 90—151, esp.

108—11. Incidentally, because the two passages with which we shall be most concerned —

Od. 12.27-141 and Parmenides’ frs. 1.29-8.49 — are both instances of embedded

narration, there is an important blurring of boundaries between the representational,

presentational, and interactional levels that Muchnova (2003) uses (or, similarly,

Sweetser’s semantic, epistemic, and pragmatic levels, as found in Muchnova (2011));

see also Bonifazi (2012) 192—96.

On the Homeric use of gar, Bakker (1997) 112—15 is an important corrective to e.g.

Denniston 158 and van Groningen (1960) 19. For gar in later authors, see e.g. Slings

(1997) (Herodotus); Goldhill (2012) 56-80 (Sophocles’ Antigone); Bakker (2009)

(Plato); Sicking and van Ophuijsen (1993) 22—25 (Lysias).

See Sammons (2010) 4-8 for the history of scholarship on the topic. Kirk (1985) 169—70

provides a supplementary discussion; the mammoth Visser (1997) is comprehensive.

See also n. 46 below. Finally, see also discussion of the term ‘suprasyntax’ in Bakker

(1997) 121—22.

See the schema at Powell (1978) 255-56; see also Kirk (1985) 170—77.

4! Edwards (1980) 9296, esp. 92.
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Catalogue of Ships) with biographical information, while ‘con-
textual information’ offers ‘what is relevant to the context’ in
which the list occurs.**

Somewhat more recently, Egbert Bakker has suggested that the so-
called A-B-C pattern detailed above is the product of an oral com-
positional technique that operates through a process of ‘framing’ and
‘goal-setting’:* the basic information demarcates the frame of vision
and ‘orients’ listeners as to the future direction of the text.** Detail
‘added’ to the ‘frame’ ‘lends depth and significance’ to the goal,
which is the event presented.*> By means of this repeated pattern of
elements, the epic narrator opens up narrative space, provides direc-
tion, and intensifies the experience of listeners.*°

I shall argue in Section 3.2 below and in Chapter 4 that the
rhetorical schema governed by the figure of the hodos makes avail-
able a framework of relationships between discursive units (i.e. its
own distinctive ‘type of dependence’) that operates in a manner
closely paralleling the A-B-C pattern and Bakker’s elaborations on
it.*” This framework need not be exploited but is available to be
activated any time the figure of the sodos is mobilized, as Circe’s two
long speeches in Odyssey 10 and 12 make clear.

3.1.4 Catalogues

Discussion of the A-B-C pattern brings us to one final topic of
Homeric scholarship that needs to be addressed: the notion of

4> Beye (1964) 346. See also Fenik (1968) 16-17; Visser (1987) 44-57; Bakker (1997)
116-19. This relationship is taken up by Sammons (2010).

Bakker (1997) 115—22. See also Minchin (2001) 84-87.

See Bakker (1997) 86—122, esp. 119—22; quotes from pp. 89, 88, and 87, respectively.
Bakker (1997) 119.

Bakker (1997) 119, 122. See also the comments at Sammons (2010) 12—14. Here we verge
upon contact with the large body of scholarship on ‘type-scenes’ (see e.g. Fenik (1968),
Edwards (1975), and esp. Edwards (1992) 29098, Foley (1999), and Foley (2010)). As
traditionally understood (e.g. Edwards (1992) 285), type-scenes seem to operate at the level
of dependence insofar as they consist of a lexicon of possible elements recombined within
one narrative ‘episode’ or ‘event’ (e.g. an arming scene, or the slaying of a warrior);
crucially, it is not clear that there is clearly defined mechanism for stringing these together
in a sequence (not to mention a systematic, or ordered sequence) in the way that a catalogue
such as a genealogy — or, as we shall see, the itinerary of a hodos — allows for.

Unlike the Catalogue of Ships or type-scenes, however, no claim to exceptional
antiquity need be made regarding the two hodoi detailed by Circe; rather, the narrative
mechanics and demands of storytelling are such that this pattern is the outcome.

43
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catalogic discourse. A great deal has been said about this
topic, its relationship to oral composition, the development
of epic narrative forms, and its cognitive functions and their
place in a society that is either preliterate or largely so.*®
Scholars have discussed three principles of catalogic discourse
that are pertinent in this setting: that there is some kind of
underlying classificatory rubric according to which catalogued
items merit inclusion in the catalogue;*° that these items form
the entries — often specifically delimited by ‘entry headings’ —
that make up the catalogue;° and that these entries are enu-
merated sequentially.>"

It is this final point that will prove the most crucial for the
remainder of this chapter, and indeed much of the remainder
of this book. How are the entries to be ordered? There may
seem to be two extremes. On the one hand is the list: ‘a list
presents items that are more than one in number ... and have
something to do with each other; but quite unlike narrative,
the order of its items may be reversible or subject to free
transpositions ... the actual order of entries need not follow

4% For connections between the sequentiality of catalogues as a discursive form and the
sequentiality of language and Homeric oral poetry, see Thalmann (1984); Thornton
(1984); Ford (1992); Bakker (1997) Minchin (2001); Minchin (2008); Giannisi (2000).
On the form and function of the epic catalogue in archaic Greece, see Vernant (2006e)
[1959]; Krischer (1971); Edwards (1980); West (1985) 1-31, esp. 1-11, 27-31; Pucci,
(1996) 21—24; Couloubaritsis (2006a); Couloubaritsis (2006b); and Calame (2006). For
studies of catalogues touching on communal memory, information storage, and the
transition from oral to literate societies, Goody (1977) 74—111 remains a landmark,
although see Calame (2006); Couloubaritsis (2006b); Sammons (2010) 6—9. Vernant
(2006e) 18-19, Minchin (2001), and Calame (2006) look at the social function of
catalogues. For the link between the catalogue and memory, see esp. Minchin (2001),
Minchin (2008), Giannisi (2006), and Clay (2011a) 97-119, and, with an eye on the
social position of this function, see Vernant (2006e) 118-19 and Calame (2006). For
a discussion of the larger state of play and comprehensive bibliography, see Sammons
(2010) 1-23.

A well-known point, thanks partly to the famous preface to Foucault (1970). For recent,
Greek-oriented scholarship on this point, see Sammons (2010) 9; Calame (2006) 24—26;
Couloubaritsis (2006a) 256.

See Sammons (2010) 9; its importance comes into sharper focus when one attempts to
delimit the catalogic from the non-catalogic.

A consequence of the pragmatics of the ‘putting-into-discourse’, with its linear, tem-
poral flow; see esp. Calame (2006), but also Bakker (1997) and Couloubaritsis (2006a),
building on Krischer (1971) 158 and Finkelberg (1987).
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any scheme or have any obvious significance.’>* On the other
hand is what we might call a series, where the order of the
items catalogued is not reversible or subject to free transposi-
tions but is strictly determined according to some rule or
principle. An example of a Homeric list would be the cata-
logue of Nereids at /I. 18.38—49; is there any sense that it
matters whether or not Glauke comes first, Amatheia last, and
Doto and Proto in the middle? By contrast, an archetypal epic
series can be found at lines 133—53 of Hesiod’s Theogony (or
even the parthenogenic portion at lines 126—32). There is
simply no question of Gaia coming after, say, Cronus or the
Cyclopes (or even the mountains or Pontus): because she
begets them, she must plainly precede them.

3.2 How the hodos Organizes Homeric Discourse: Forms
of Succession

Ulysses’ journey, like that of Oedipus, is an itinerary. And it is a discourse, the
prefix of which I can now understand. It is not at all the discourse (discours) of
an itinerary (parcours), but, radically, the itinerary (parcours) of a discourse
(discours), the course, cursus, route, path that passes through the original
disjunction.>?

In the Odyssey, the successions in the narration are regulated by the scheme of the
path, thus preserving the primacy of catalogic discourse.>*

52 Sammons (2010): 15; the fortuitous use of the word ‘scheme’ in this definition points
towards the relationship between the notion of a ‘rhetorical schema’ and a ‘catalogue’.
My use of the word ‘list’ differs from the use to which it is put by Minchin (2001) 7476,
which parallels the distinction in Beye (1964) 345 between ‘bare’ lists (e.g. I/. 18.38—49)
and ‘expanded’ lists (e.g. the Catalogue of Ships).

53 Serres (1982) 48—49.

54 Couloubaritsis (2006a) 255: ‘Dans I’Odyssée, les successions dans la narration sont
régulées par le schéme du chemin, préservant ainsi la primauté du discours catalogique.’
By elevating this observation to the status of an epigraph, I hope to flag up the inspiration
I have drawn from Couloubaritsis (2006a) and Couloubaritsis (2006b). Though what are
now chapters 3, 4, 5, and 6 were already well underway when I first encountered them,
they nevertheless proved valuable, not least in providing a clear way to link Foucault’s
‘rhetorical schemata’ more precisely with aspects of classical scholarship, especially
discussions of catalogic discourse. Given the many evocative remarks concerning ‘le
schéme du chemin’ in the Odyssey, I found my encounter with Couloubaritsis (1990)
puzzling, particularly the extent to which it did not seem to pursue potential implications
for the relationship between the Odyssey and Parmenides’ ‘Route to Truth’.
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It is time to put these distinctions to work. My fundamental claim
comprises the following components. The hodos, understood as
a kind of catalogic discourse, structures the discursive architecture
of portions of a text according to its own distinctive rhetorical
schema; it yields a series, that is, by providing a set of rules or
principles according to which items that form entries enumerated
in the catalogue can be linked (articulating these rules or principles
will be one of the main objectives of this chapter). This rhetorical
schema in turn dictates its own distinctive manner of relating one
to another the internal components that make up individual entries;
this pattern will be examined in terms of a specific ‘type of
dependence’. Finally, the base unit I shall consider for examin-
ation is the unit of the text that is defined by text-type or discourse
mode, be it narration, description, or argument (see Figure 3.1).
In chapters 5 and 6, I shall show how Parmenides reappropriates
this framework for his own ends. More specifically, by retaining
the rhetorical schema of the figure of the hodos but substituting
claims about the nature of what-is in place of toponyms and place
descriptions as the items that make up entries in the catalogic
discourse of the /odos, he produced the first recorded sequence
of extended deductive argumentation. Parmenides’ new creation

Entry 1 Entry 2
) Rhetorical Schema )
Discourse ‘ Discourse
mode 1 ” mode 1
Type of
Dependence
4
Discourse
mode 2

Figure 3.1 Summary of the framework: The hodos and forms of succession
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will thus have the rigorous and clearly defined rules for sequential
ordering of narration, as opposed to the ‘inherent unorderliness’ of
description; it will also be made up of statements that address the
statics of the world and its enduring properties, as opposed to
actions and events. What we shall find, that is to say, is narrativity
without narration and description without descriptivity — or, as we
would call it, an extended deductive argument.

3.2.1 Catalogues: Constituting the Field of Statements

Understanding the discursive architecture governed by the figure
of the hodos as a kind of catalogic discourse requires us to address
three features of catalogues. First, catalogic discourse both demar-
cates the boundaries of a kind of closed set and structures the field
of statements it encompasses in such a way as to facilitate the
process of classification.”> By grouping together a bundle of
discrete entities — be they places, individuals, objects — within
a single, unifying framework, catalogic discourse organizes the
terrain of the field of statements in such a way as to suggest (or,
from another perspective, presuppose) a kind of underlying con-
ceptual unity that encompasses the items enumerated.>® Second,
the catalogic form can articulate the individual items it enumerates
as discrete items by framing each entity as an ‘entry’ (with,
furthermore, a particular quality that grants it membership in the
catalogic set).>’ Third, by unifying in a single set the discrete
entities it enumerates, the catalogic mode of discourse in general
makes it possible to indicate the entire set and its component
entities in a single shorthand.

An example may help illuminate these points. Unlike the later
routes that traverse the fabulous spaces of the Apologoi, the
journey Athena maps out in Odyssey 1 remains squarely within
the bounds of the ordinary Greek world and is therefore perhaps

55 See nn. 49—50 above.

56 On the other hand, at the same time as it groups together some items, it excludes others;
see n. 59 below.

57 Sammons (2010) 23; he continues: ‘by entry I mean the component or field which is
marked off by anaphora or connective and includes the specification of an item; by item 1
mean that person, thing, place, etc., which is specified in the entry and whose specifica-
tion is sufficient to render the entry intelligible’.
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the simplest, least elaborate journey spelled out in the Odyssey.>®
We discussed above (Section 1.2) the moment Athena sets the plot
of books 1—4 in motion by proposing to Telemachus that he
(0d. 1.284—91):

TPGTA uv &g TTUAov EABE kai eipeo NéoTopa Siov,
kelfev 8¢ SdpTNYde Topd EavBdy Mevédaov:

85 y&p deUtaros iABey Axauddy XOAKOXITOVWV . . .
el 8¢ ke TeBundTOS drovons und ET éovTOsS,
vooThoas 81 émelTa @iAny & TaTpida yolav
ofjud T¢ of yeTan.

First go to Pylos and question godly Nestor,

And from there go to Sparta to see fair-haired Menelaus,

For he came home last of all the bronze-armoured Achaeans ...
But if you should hear that he has perished and no longer lives,

Then indeed, having returned home to your beloved native land,
Heap up a burial mound for him.

The sequential enumeration of the items — Pylos, Sparta, native
land (Ithaca) — is evident. The lexical items that demarcate the
entries and articulate the specific items, the pair & and -8¢ (dis-
cussed above in Section 1.2), are equally clear. The underlying
conceptual unity established across these items is a more complex
question.>®

Third, the itinerary, with its clear point of origin (where we are
now: in this case, Ithaca) and its precisely identified final destin-
ation (vootfoos ... & ToTpida yoiav), determines the boundary
markers of a closed set, one that encompasses Ithaca, Pylos, Sparta
(and Ithaca again). As a result of being fused into a single unit, the

58 See schemes of other journeys presented in e.g. Hartog (1996) and Montiglio (2005).

> Tangentially, it is an interesting exercise to consider why, of all the possible cities in
Greece (or elsewhere), Pylos and Sparta are singled out for inclusion in the set of places
Telemachus should visit to seek news of his father. Though the plot of the Odyssey
makes the link this itinerary constructs between Pylos and Sparta, Nestor and Menelaus,
seem obvious, even inevitable, any number of other possible Greek sites pile up the
paradigmatic axis: why not, say, Argos and Sparta? Like Nestor, Diomedes, too, was
said to have undertaken a quick and painless nostos. Or why not Pylos and Epirus? How
might the juxtaposition between Telemachus and Neoptolemus, instead of Peisistratus,
have changed the story? Or why not Delphi and Dodona instead of Pylos and Sparta —
how different the implications there for the relationship between man and god, the
nature of interpolis aristocratic relations. Or why not further afield, to more marginal
zones like Crete. So Athena’s catalogue reveals that catalogues (always?) conceal what
they leave out.
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entire ordered sequence of places can be intensively summarized
by the single word /odos (instead of requiring that each destin-
ation be listed extensively). Here the scene in book 1 proves
particularly illustrative: two hundred lines and an afternoon’s
worth of arguments with the suitors after Athena set the
Telemachy into motion, we find Telemachus in his private cham-

bers (Od. 1.443—44):

Evd & ye TawvUy10s, KEKaAUPUEVOS 0ids &WTwW,
BouAeue ppeoiv o 68Oy T TEppad Abnvn.

There, wrapped in a soft fleece, throughout the night
He pondered in his mind the s#odos that Athena had indicated.

As a kind of catalogue, the hodos-itinerary marks out the bound-
aries of a category or the limits of a set. In the course of doing so it
creates a distinct unit, the constituent elements of which can be
summarized or indexed as a unit or as a bundle of different
elements.

3.2.2a Rhetorical Schemata: The hodos Orders Places

The kind of discursive architecture organized by the figure of the
hodos, then, is fundamentally catalogic in nature insofar as it
enumerates items sequentially within a larger set susceptible to
conceptual unification; in addition, it articulates the members in its
set as discrete items through the catalogue’s system of ‘entries’.
But what kinds of items fill entries in a catalogue, and what
principles govern the order of the sequence in which they are
enumerated? These are the two parameters that define the different
species in the family of catalogues.

Some catalogues take as items the warriors of an army, and the
principle according to which entries are sequenced is that of spatial
contiguity.®® Others take the trees in an old man’s garden
sequenced according to a similar principle.®’ Yet others take living
creatures as their items and order entries according to a principle

0 For this view of the Iiad’s Catalogue of Ships see e.g. Visser (1987), Visser (1997),
Minchin (2001) (though see Danek (2004)). See now Sammons (2010), esp. 5—7; Clay
(2011a) 117-18, esp. 117 n. 59; Graziosi (2013) 30-31 for discussion and bibliography.

51 See esp. Pucci (1996) and Henderson (1997) on the trees in the garden Laertes tends in
Odyssey 24.
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of genesis or begetting: this is, of course, the genealogy. The
genealogy is sometimes coupled with the hodos-itinerary as
a complementary kind of catalogue, the former operating ‘tempor-
ally’, the latter “spatially’.°> One can understand why (Od. 1.284—

85, 291):

TP&OTA pév £ TThAov EABE kai gipeo NéoTopa Slov,
kelfev 8¢ SmépTnvde Tapd EavBoy Mevédoov . ..
vooThoas dn émelTa gpidny & TaTpida yaoiaw.

The items enumerated in this catalogue are toponyms (and there-

fore refer to places), and their position as an entry is demarcated by

the spatially oriented lexical items (s, -8¢) that highlight them as
63

such.

3.2.2b Rhetorical Schemata: The hodos Orders Places

Further consideration of the sequence according to which items in
this mini-catalogue are enumerated, however, clearly reveals this
simple binary between a ‘spatial’ and a ‘temporal’ conception of
catalogic discourse to be incomplete. It is vital to appreciate here
that the temporal dimension also plays an important role in con-
figuring the rhetorical schema of the hodos; the figure of the hodos
orders spatial relationships according to movement through space
in time, with its linear, sequential flow. So, in the same example
(Od. 1.284-85, 291):

TP&OTA pév & TTuAov EABE kai ipeo NéoTopa Siov,
kelBev 8¢ SmapTNVde Tapd Eavbov MevéAoov . . .
vooTfoas 81 EmeiTa gidny és TaTpida yolav.

This is where the distinction between a list and an ordered series
becomes relevant: if the Catalogue of Ships orders men according
to a principle of geographical (spatial) contiguity, we might
imagine a Catalogue of Places that simply takes the toponyms,
rather than the names of the warriors who dwell there, as the items
in its entries.®* Like the hodos spelled out by Athena, it, too, would

2 Asin e.g. Gehrke (1998) and Clay (2011a) 96—109.

3 See Section 1.2 above.

%4 This is in fact nearer the form Edwards thinks this catalogue originally took; see e.g.
Edwards (1980).
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be formed of items united by their underlying spatial nature. What
we find above, of course, is something radically different: as the
sequence of particles and adverbs wpdTa ptv ... keiBev 5t ...
&7 #weata makes explicit, the order in which these place items
occur is not reversible or, as Sammons puts it, ‘subject to free
transpositions’; rather, their sequence seems determined by an
underlying principle or pattern. The hypothetical Catalogue of
Places would, as a catalogue at least (and a repository of informa-
tion), be the same whether it began with the poleis of Thessaly or
Boeotia, whether the islands of the eastern Aegean led to those of
western Greece or the other way around;®S the Catalogue of Ships
(or hypothetical Catalogue of Places) shares important features,
that is, with the /isz.°® By contrast, Telemachus’ itinerary would by
no means be the same were he to begin with Sparta and return to
Ithaca by way of Pylos — for a variety of reasons, logistical and
narrative. The order of the sequence matters: the rhetorical schema
of the hodos structures the items that form entries in a series. More
specifically, it orders a series of spatial items (places) according to
a temporal progression.®’

3.2.2¢ Rhetorical Schemata: Narrativity of the hodos-Itinerary

But what dictates the order of this progression? What principle or
set of rules determines the order of the sequence by which may be
enumerated the items that make up the /odos announced by
Athena? We may note that closely tied up with the temporal
dimension that is constitutive of the #odos-itinerary is the implicit

65 Although the function of the catalogue in the larger poem in which it might be embedded
may differ; see Sammons (2010) 137 and n. 10. For a possible critique of the claim made
here, see Osborne (2005a).

See n. 48 above for the ‘archival’ function of the catalogue, and n. 51 for the question of
putting a list with no inherent order into the linear form of language. It might also be
possible to understand the relationship between a list and a series as a scalar, spanning
a spectrum of possibilities; this would allow us to say that the catalogue of Nereids in
11. 18.38—49 is perhaps more list-like than the Catalogue of Ships.

It is tempting to consider this phenomenon, with its spatio-temporal configuration, in
terms of Bakhtin’s notion of the ‘chronotope’. This is especially true in light of his
comments, made rather in passing, regarding ‘the chronotope of the road’: ‘the factor of
the journey itself, the itinerary ... imparts to the temporal sequence a real and essential
organizing center ... human movement through space is precisely what provides the
basic indices for measuring space and time in the Greek romance, which is to say, for its
chronotope’ (Bakhtin (1981) 104—05).
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need to move — in time — from one place-item to another. This
element of action is another of the main aspects distinguishing the
hodos from the hypothetical Catalogue of Places. Another look at
the same passage reveals this activity-based dimension:

TPGOTA v s TTUAov EABE . . .
kelfev 8¢ SmdpTNvde Topd EavBdy Mevédoov . . .
vooThioas 81 Emwerta gidny és TaTpida yaiav.

Above, we defined narration as ‘the representation of an event
or sequence of events’, a sequence where, furthermore, ‘the order
in which events happens is significant’.°® Even stripped to its
essentials, it is clear that the skeleton ‘[f]irst to Pylos, then to
Sparta, finally home’ implicitly contains the ‘events’ ‘[f]irst [go]
to Pylos, then [go] to Sparta, finally [go] home’. The progression
of the text tracks this significance and marks it out explicitly with
the string of temporal adverbs mpé&Ta, keibev, Emeita. Events are
likewise presented in the aorist and/or imperative, features closely
associated with the discourse mode of narration. It is thus the
narrativity of this portion of text (as a result of which the ordering
of events is significant) that imparts a necessary order to the
sequential enumeration of places that make up entries in
Athena’s hodos-catalogue.

3.2.3 Rhetorical Schemata and Types of Dependence:
A Temporally Ordered Sequence of Places as a Framework
for Description

That is not all, however. The story is more complex. So, too, is the
first hodos that Circe delineates for Odysseus, the one we find in
Odpyssey 10. It may take no special knowledge to sign out the path
from Ithaca to the mansions of Nestor and Menelaus on the familiar
terrain of the Peloponnese; what emerges there is the significance of
the sequence in which these visits are ordered. The same is not true
of the route from Aeaea to the Underworld — for, as Odysseus
laments, ‘no man has ever yet travelled to Hades in a black ship’

%8 See n. 21 above.
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(Od. 10.502). Circe gives the following set of directions in response
(Od. 10.505-16):

un Ti To1 fiyeuodvos ye Tobn Tapd vni peAéobow,
ioTdV 8¢ oThoOs, dvd & loTia Asuk& TTeTdOOOS
flobor THv 8¢ k¢ To1 TTvorr) Bopéao pépnow.
AN 6ToT & 31 vni &1 ‘Qkeavoio TepnoTs,

Evl kTN Te Adyeia kol dAoea TTepoeoveing,

pakpad T odyeipor kol iTéan dAeoikapTrol,

vijo pév adTol kedoan & Qreavdd Pabudivy,

auTds & eis Aldew idvon ddpov eUpwevTa.

&vBa pév €is Axépovta TTupipAeyéBuov Te péouotv
KeokuTds &, 65 81 ZTUyds G8aTds EoTiv &oppwdt,
TETPN Te EUveois Te BUw ToToPAY épidouTwy”

gvBa & Emwad’, fipws, xpiuebels meAas, dos o€ keAeUw. ..

Let no need for a guide on your ship trouble you,

But set up your mast pole, spread the white sails upon it,

And sit still; the breezes of the north wind will carry the ship for you.
But when you have crossed with your ship through the Ocean,
Where there is a fertile shore, and the groves of Persephone,
And tall black poplars, and fruit-perishing willows,

There beach your ship on by the deep-eddying Ocean,

And yourself go forward into the mouldering home of Hades.
There flow into Acheron Pyriphlegethon

And Cocytus, which is an off-break from the water of the Styx,
There is a rock there, and the junction of two thunderous rivers.
But there, hero, go close in and do as I tell you...

In this passage, we see on display the hallmarks of the discursive
structure governed by the hodos: a bounded range of places
ordered sequentially (the end of Ocean and the fertile shore; the
hinterlands of Hades; the confluence of Pyriphlegethon and
Cocytus into Acheron and rock) in a unified set. This sequence is
dictated by a narrative framework, one in which movement
through space in time imparts a specific order to the sequences:
(first, depart from here), then, when (émdte) you have crossed the
ocean you will find a thickly wooded shore, then from there go to
the rock/confluence of Pyriphlegethon and Cocytus; then . . . etc.*

We may, however, note two important points, one concerning
the level of rhetorical schemata, the other the level of types of

% For the role played by the two men . .. de . . . pairs, see esp. Bakker (1997) 100-05.
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dependence. At the level of rhetorical schemata, we have seen that it
is movement through space in time that imparts the specific shape to
the order of the items sequenced by the /odos as catalogic discourse.
But this example urges us to take proper account of the fact that this is
movement through space in time, and to pinpoint the ways this
spatial dimension exerts its own influence on the possibilities for
ordering the items that make up the catalogue of a sodos-itinerary. In
the hodos to the Underworld, the scarcity of any temporal indicators
imposing a temporal sequence on the catalogue at the level of the text
brings out the underlying order inherent in the enumerated items
themselves. Not only are both the spatial and the temporal dimen-
sions of the pattern by which the sodos orders its sequence distinct
and irreducible one to the other, but this spatial dimension is fopo-
logical: that is, we understand space here from the perspective of the
spatially contiguous, rather than absolute Cartesian space.””

Let us consolidate observations made so far at the level of
rhetorical schemata. Crucially, the rhetorical schema of the hodos
has a fundamental narrativity insofar as what it depicts are events or
actions, and, characteristically, the sequence of these actions or
events is significant. The order in which these events or actions
are sequenced in turn depends on two parameters. The underlying
geography of the space traversed — specifically, the contiguity of the
places where events or actions occur — determines the matrix of
possible combinations this sequence can take. Movement through
this space in time in turn determines one sequence or imposes
a clear shape and form on the set of possibilities determined by
the underlying geography of the space traversed. That is, the hodos
dictates a series insofar as, by adding a dimension of ordered
temporal sequentiality, it generates what we might strategically
call spatio-temporal con-sequence out of spatial contiguity.

At the surface level of discourse these features are reflected in
a number of characteristic ways in the Homeric examples so far
examined. First, the verbs linking the units ordered by the rhet-
orical schema of the sodos are in some combination of the aorist
tense-aspect (as one would expect with events and actions), the

7° Some scholars have employed the term ‘hodological’ to describe this non-Cartesian
perspective of space; see esp. Janni (1984), also Minchin (2001) and Purves (2010), esp.
45—47. Clay (2011a) 97—-116, esp. 97, is again excellent.
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imperative mood, and the second person. Second, the combinations
of adverbs and particles indicate the progression of the text accord-
ing to a sequential pattern (and, especially in the ~odos described in
Odyssey 1, a largely temporally determined sequence). But this is
because, third, the progression of the text tracks the sequence of the
underlying story, which is itself ordered according to a temporal
progression through spatially contiguous locations.

The second major point, pertaining to the level of the ‘types of
dependence’, is as follows. There is a subtle but significant shift
between the items enumerated by Athena to Telemachus and those
enumerated by Circe to Odysseus. In the first case, we found
a series of place names — ‘Pylos’, ‘Sparta’ — marked out as entries
by the lexical tags és or -8¢. In the hodos to Hades a similar tag,
#vBa, designates ‘entries’ in the catalogue, too. This is quite
important, given that toponyms seem hard to come by in the
Underworld. In this wilderness bereft of proper names, some
other means of designating a place must be found: a rock,
a confluence of rivers, a grove.

Somewhere between the thickly wooded shore and Persephone’s
grove (and the tall poplars, and the fruit-perishing willows),
between the rock and Pyriphlegethon and Cocytus, we find our-
selves edging away from narrative discourse towards descriptive
discourse. This is not only because of the highly conspicuous
substitution of the sequence of temporal adverbs wpéTa, keibev,
#wata by the tripartite anaphora of the primarily spatial adverb
#v0a at lines 509, 513, 515;”" the passage is equally rich with
verbs in the omnitemporal present (péouow, 513; éow, 514; along
with unexpressed existential predicates at 509—10 and 515).

The second entry in Circe’s hodos-catalogue thus blossoms into
a discursive mode fully marked by ‘high descriptivity’ character-
istics. We find a series of pieces of information about what the
story-world is like, a set of attributions that constitute subtheme-
like items in relation to themes (theme ‘Cocytus’, subtheme
‘which is an off-break from the water of the Styx’), a listing of

7' One thinks of the much-debated description of Tartarus in Hesiod’s Theogony (lines
726-819), for which see e.g. West (1966) 356-59, or, for a contrarian view, Miller
(2001). Most scholars see this as classic description, one that brings the narrative
progression entirely to a halt; see the stimulating Purves (2004) for further discussion.
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states of affairs that is the stock in trade of description and all the
grammatical features that attend this function discussed above.

To recapitulate: even without any express signalling of the
temporal dimension ordering the items sequenced by a /odos,
the discursive mode governed by this Aodos is still marked by
a kind of narrativity thanks to the inherent significance of the
temporal sequence of the events it encompasses. Second, it is not
only this temporal dimension that defines the order in which the
hodos sequences its items: the inherent geography and topology of
the spatial items it enumerates plays a fundamental role in dictat-
ing the set of possible combinations that form the series of the
ordered sequence of the /hodos. Third, at the level of ‘types of
dependence’, the ‘entry’ component of the catalogic framework
creates a regular (in the sense of both ‘orderly’ and ‘repeated’)
opportunity for interludes of descriptive discourse that present
states of affairs, introduce objects and places and attribute qual-
ities to them, and are marked by the linguistic features character-
istic of description (spatial adverbs and verbs in the omnitemporal
present, perfect, etc.).

3.2.4 Types of Dependence: Narrative Episodes Tied to Places

One final point must be addressed before moving to the more
consequential of Circe’s two hodoi. Continuing with the passage
above, we find (Od. 10.513—20):

gvBa pév eis Axépovta TTupipAeyéBwv Te péouoty
KookuTtos €, 65 81 ZTuyds Udatds éoTiv &moppws,
TETPN Te EUveois Te BUw TOTOPRY épLdoUTrwy”

Ape’ aUTE B¢ Yomy xglobar TEoW vekUeool,
TPRTA YEAIKPNTW, PETETEITA 8 1B£1 oivew,

There flow into Acheron Pyriphlegethon
And Cocytus, which is an off-break from the water of the Styx.
There is a rock there, and the junction of two thunderous rivers.

Dig a pit, about a cubit in each direction,
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And pour around it drink offerings for the dead:
First, honey mixed with milk, and then sweet wine,
And in the third place, water, and over this sprinkle white barley.

2 o1

While it is interesting to note how the ‘tag’ év8a is used at line 515
to make the pivot from description-oriented discourse to narra-
tively oriented discourse, the temporal adverb (petémeita) and
ordinal language (wp&dTa, T6 TpiTov) clearly indicate the inherent
significance of the ordering of events that is the hallmark of high-
narrativity discourse. As we shall discuss at much greater length in
the next chapter, the imperative mood here expresses the sequence
of actions that constitute the narrative; this highly narrative level
nested within a highly descriptive one, which is itself nested in the
narratively sequenced catalogue of the /odos, often takes this
verbal form in the Odyssey.”” Furthermore, as the use of the
imperative mood (in dashed underline), the use of the vocative,
and the second person markers suggests, this level of discourse is
used to convey instructions specifically pegged to the places that
make up the catalogue entry and are described in the ensuing
description section: we may therefore be more specific and call
this level of dependence: ‘instruction’ (see Figure 3.2).

3.3 Conclusions

The apparatus developed in the first section of this chapter (3.1)
provided us with a toolkit to analyse key portions of the Odyssey
where the figure of the hodos plays a key role in dictating the
discursive architecture of a portion of the poem. As a form of
catalogic discourse, the rhetorical schema of the hodos orders the
entries that form it according to a distinctive sequence. The
parameters governing the order of this sequence include both

7> Cf. here Menelaus’ interview with Eidothea and Proteus in Odyssey 4, and Athena’s
instructions to Telemachus in Odyssey 1 cited above. More generally, the enumeration
of a hodos in the fashion analysed in this chapter is nearly always a proleptic narration,
often delivered by a female goddess (see e.g. Nagler (1996)) — and always delivered by
a figure with privileged access to knowledge, for which, see Ch. 5 below — to a mortal
figure. This form — a monologue delivered by one party of a two-person conversation —
yields a dramatic situation requiring that the narrated instructions be delivered in second
person imperatives: the same set-up we find in Parmenides’ poem, with the same
grammatical consequences (and much more important ones for the history of thought;
see both chapters 5 and 6 below).
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Entry 1 Entry 2 Entry 3

Narration | ————> | Narration | ——— > | Narration

< - - - - - -
€« - - == —-
< - - - - - -

Type of
Dependence

Description Description Description

< - — - — — =
€ - - —-
€ - - — - - =

Instruction Instruction Instruction

Figure 3.2 The figure of the hodos in Odyssey 10

a spatial and a temporal dimension. Because the items that form
entries in a hodos-catalogue are places (Section 3.2.2a), the spatial
configuration of the places to be catalogued dictates the possible
sequence in which they can be arranged on the basis of their
geographical contiguity (Section 3.2.2b); on the other hand, in
the hodoi we have seen enumerated in Odyssey 1 and Odyssey 10,
the fundamentally narrative dimension of the human movement
from place to place imparts a clear temporal order to the sequence
of places catalogued; it configures what we have termed spatio-
temporal con-sequence from spatial contiguity (Section 3.2.2c¢).
This narrativity also gave the catalogue produced by the rhetorical
schema of the hodos the quality of a series: the order of the places
matters.

The example of the hodos through the Underworld enumerated
by Circe in Odyssey 10 also reveals key features of a possible type
of dependence governed by the rhetorical schema of the hodos. As
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we have seen, much as in the A-B-C pattern scholars have dis-
cerned in the Catalogue of Ships, the narrative frame of the
catalogue provides an opportunity for portions of description to
depend from each entry (3.2.3), and for portions of narrativity (in
this case, instructions) to further depend from these descrip-
tions (3.2.4).

With this basic structure of the rhetorical schema of the hodos
and the types of dependence it can dictate in mind, it is now time to
examine the second hodos that Circe spells out for Odysseus: the
itinerary in Odyssey 12 that runs from her island of Aeaea and goes
to Thrinacia, where the Sun pastures his cattle.
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4
THE HODOS IN ODYSSEY 12

4.1 Odyssey 12: Rhetorical Schema of the hodos
4.1.I Rhetorical Schema of the hodos

What does the analysis set out in the previous chapter mean for
Circe’s second /odos, the one she details in Odyssey 12?7 The
overarching task of this chapter will be to analyse Od. 12.39—
141 using the tools introduced and the framework developed in the
Chapter 3.

The dramatic scenario in which Circe spells out this kodos
is well-known. Odysseus has returned from the Underworld
to attend to the bones of the hapless Elpenor. But he is also,
from a narrative perspective, still empty-handed; Tiresias has
not in fact provided the directions home that Odysseus
needs, and it therefore falls to Circe to designate the actual
itinerary of his journey home.' She greets the returning
voyagers with characteristic hospitality, and then, dispatch-
ing the ship’s crew, pledges to Odysseus: ‘I shall indicate the
hodos and sign out each [of the road-marks]’ (adtép éyc
Seifw 680v 78t ExaoTa onuavéw, Od. 12.25-26).> With
a minimum of preliminaries, she then launches into the
business of doing just this.

In fact, in the catalogic discourse that follows (Od. 12.27—
141), we find precisely what our study of the 4odos enumer-
ated by Athena to Telemachus in Odyssey 1 would lead us to

' As discussed by e.g. Nagler (1980), Peradotto (1990), and de Jong (2001). For the
implications of this point in respect to the best way to analyse the structure of the
Apologoi, see Ch. 6 below.

* See Ch. 6 below for the link between its usage here and the use of the word séma by
Parmenides’ goddess in Fr. 8.
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expect. There, we saw that: (a) the temporal adverbs and
particle combinations wp&Ta piv ... keiBev B ... &f EmelTa
enumerated entries in the catalogue of the hodos-itinerary; (b)
the sequence of this discursive enumeration tracked the under-
lying movement in the story-world from destination to destin-
ation to be undertaken in the future by Telemachus; (c) the
destinations themselves were marked by the lexical items -3¢
and es; and (d) the events that made up the core of the
narrative were expressed in verbs in the aorist, often in the
imperative mood (and in the second person). What we find in
Odyssey 12 is fundamentally the same constellation of fea-
tures, though with a few small modifications; for example,
the second person imperatives have been replaced by second
person futures. Circe begins (Od. 12.39):

Seipfivas pév mpdTov dgifeat.
First you will come to the Sirens.
And introduces the Cattle of the Sun (Od. 12.127):
Opwakiny & £ vijoov deiean.
But then you will come to the island of Thrinacia.

Between these moments, a section introduced by the following
lines intervenes immediately after the Sirens episode ends (Od.

12.55-58):

aUTap ETry 81| TGS ye Topes EAdowoly Taipol,
gvBa To1 oUkET EmearTa Sinvekéws &yopeUow,

o6TmToTEpn 8N To1 686s EooeTan, AN Kal alToOS
Bupdd Pouletev Epéw 8¢ Tor &ppoTépwbev.

But then indeed after your companions have passed by the Sirens,
What follows there I shall no longer narrate piece by piece

Which of two possibilities will in fact be your /odos, but

Consider this carefully yourself: I shall tell you both from this point.

Here, too, the textual progression along temporal lines is marked
through the cluster odtdp émfyv 81). The sequence of the textual
progression and the sequence of places to be visited in the voyage
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are correlated with the story-world that Circe narrates to
Odysseus: the ‘what place comes next on the hodos’ (v8a) is
coordinated with the ‘what comes next in the narration’ (¥meita
Binvekéws &yopeUow).

This is as we would expect from the rhetorical schema
governed by the figure of the hodos. We will in due course
be able to examine the portion where Circe presents the
choice. First, however, and by way of clarifying the patterns
that define the other two discursive units (which will then give
us a framework for examining the portion where the choice
can be found), we will move to the level of types of depend-
ence to examine how the discursive units marked out by this
constellation of adverb and particle clusters, tense-aspect-
mood-person configurations, and the relationship between nar-
rated movement through space and discursive patterning are
organized internally: that is, at the level of dependence.

4.1.2 Levels of Dependence

4.1.2.1 The Sirens and Thrinacia

As expected, a brief narrative link (Od. 12.39a, 12.127a)
connecting catalogue entries creates a frame from which

Table 4.1 Preliminary division of Od. 12.39—141 by discourse-units>

Choice: Two Roads
Sirens (and Two Rocks) Cattle of the Sun

Lines 39054 55126 12741

3 See Section 4.2.1 below, where this term will be discussed further. As a preliminary
point, it will be seen that my analysis diverges from de Jong (2001) 297-98. I am
interested inter alia in the relationship between discursive units, narrative units, and
story units, a relationship that de Jong’s discussion precludes by taking the ‘epi-
sode’ (never defined) as the unquestioned base unit of analysis.
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first description (Od. 12.39b—46, 127b—36), then further nar-
ration (in the form of instruction — Od. 12.47-54, 137—41)
depend (see Table 4.1). It is these relations we will now
examine at further length.

The first and last of these discourse-units are as follows (Od.

12.39-54, 127-41):

Zeipfjvas piv TpdTov &eiean, Opwakiny & &5 vijoov &ei§ean
of p& Te TAVTOS gvBa 8¢ oAl
&vBpaous Béhyouoty, 8Tis opeas Pdokovt HeMolo Poes kad ipia pijAa,
eloapiknTal. ETTTS Poddv &yelan, Toox & 0iddw Twex
65 Tis qudpein meAdoT kol ¢8Oy yov KA,
d&kouo TeVTHKOVTa 8 EKaoTa. yovos 8 oU
Zeipnvwv, TG & ol T1 yuvt) kol viTa yiyveron aldTéov,
TEKV oUd¢ ToTe pbwubouot. Bead & Emrolpéves
olkade vooTHoavTl TapioTaTal oUdé gioiv,
yévuvTal, vUpgeat éutrAdkapol, PatBoucd Te
&AAG Te Zeipfives Aryupfi BéAdyoucty NopreTin Te,
4013 &g Tékev "Hehiew Ymepion Sia Néanpa.
fipevan év Aeiudvi, ToAUs 8 ug’ T&s pév &pa Bpéyooa TekoUod Te TOTVIX
doTedpw Big apanle)
dvdp&dv TTuBouévwy, Trepl 8¢ Prvol Opwakiny és vijoov &mekioe THAGS
pwubouot. vadew,
ufida puAcoopeval TTaTpola Kol EAIKas
A& TropeEeAda, &l & olat BoUs.
&helyon ETadpwv TAs €l pév K dotvéas &as vooTou Te
KNPOV deynoas peAindéa, pr) Tis &kouon pednan,
TGV MoV &Tdp aUTods dkouduey of €K AT & ET €lg 18Ny kaxd Tep TdoKOVTES
£0éAnoda, koo fe’
Snodvtwy o &v vni Boff Xeipds Te €l 8¢ ke oivnal, TOTE Tol Tekpaipoy’
TOdas Te SAebpov,
dpBov 2v ioToTéd, 2k & aUTOU vni Te Kol éT&pois” alTos & €l TEP Kev
Telpat dvnebw, &AUEns,
Sppa ke TEPTTOPEVOS ST dKOUGT)S Syt Kok velan, GAéoas &TTo TAVTAS
Zelprivolv. éTaipous.
€l 8¢ ke Aioonai éTdpous AToad Te
KeAeUTS,

ol 8¢ 0" €11 TAedveoOL TOT €v Beopoiol
B318¢vTov.
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First you will reach the Sirens,

who charm all

Men, whoever happens to approach
them.

And whosoever draws near to
them in ignorance and hears the
voice

Of the Sirens, neither this man’s wife
nor his little children

Will be at hand, delighted, as he
returns home;

But the Sirens, enchanting him with
their clear song,

Wait in their meadow, and there is
a great heap of men

Rotting on their bones* as the skin
withers around them.

But give a wide berth as you sail past,
and anoint the ears of your
crewmates

With beeswax kneaded soft, in order
that none

Of them hear the singing. But should

you yourself wish to hear it,

Let them bind you hand and foot
upright on the mast

Of the swift ship, the ropes made fast
to the beam,

So that you may delight in hearing the

voice of the Sirens.
And if you plead with your men,
command them to untie you,
Let them bind you yet tighter still.

Then you will reach the island Thrinacia:

and there the many

Cattle and sleek sheep of Helios pasture.

Seven herds of oxen, and as many fine
flocks of sheep,

With fifty creatures in each herd. There is
no begetting among them,

Nor do they ever perish. Their shepherds
are goddesses,

Nymphs with beautiful braids, Phaéthousa
and Lampetie,

Whom heavenly Neaera bore to Helios
Hyperion.

Having given birth to them and raised
them, their lordly mother

Sent them to the island Thrinacia to
dwell far away

And guard their father’s sheep and cattle
with curved horns.

If you leave the cattle unharmed and
keep your nostos in mind,

You may all yet make it to Ithaca, despite
suffering ills.

But if you harm them, in that case
I foresee destruction

For ship and crew; and even if you
yourself survive,

You will return late and in bad condition,
having destroyed all your
companions.

As expected, textual features characteristic of description are on
abundant display in Od. 12.39b—46 and 127b—36: verbs are in the
timeless/omnitemporal present indicative and in the third person

4 See again Stanford (1959) ad loc.
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(8¢Ayouow at 40 and 44, piviBouot at 46, BéokovTo at 128, ylyveto at
130, pBwiBouct and elotv at 131) or (stative) perfect (fueven at 45); the
spatial adverb #v8a opens the descriptive portion at Od. 12.127;
motion through the story-world (i.e. the future motion through it
that Circe foretells) ‘stops’; the ‘statics of the world’ — states of affairs
and enduring properties — are presented, and qualities and properties
attributed to objects and places.

Similarly, in lines 12.47—54 and 12.137—41, we find again what we
would expect to find at this level of dependence; just as in Odyssey
10, Circe follows descriptions of the places that form the hodos with
instructions about what to do there. Accordingly, we find several
verbs in the imperative or (especially where conditional clauses are
concerned) in the subjunctive or optative; similarly, these instruction
sections feature verbs in the second person, rather than the third
person of description sections.

In order to analyse these sections better, it will be useful to proceed
by way of a very brief detour through scholarship concerning
Homeric deliberation. In a major study of this and related topics,
Christopher Gill highlights three features that are characteristic of
Homeric deliberation.> First, Homeric deliberation often involves
‘working out the implications of different courses of action’.®
Second, this working out of implications involves a process by
which an actor ‘first entertains and then rejects a certain course of
action; and the rejection is a crucial preliminary to the reaching of
aconclusion’.” Third, these courses of action are often ‘evaluate[d] . . .
in light of explicit or implied goals’ or in relation to a general rule;® so
the thought pattern often adheres to the following form: ‘if I do x, then
y will happen, and this involves z, which is bad or good.”® Rachel
Knudsen has identified two further features of Homeric deliberation:
first, the conclusion of a chain of inferences often takes the form of an
imperative or some other kind of instruction (something concerning
actions, that is, rather than states of affairs); and, second, these

Gill (1998) esp. 41-60, Knudsen (2014); see also Section 3.1.2 and, also in Ch. 3, nn.
33-35.

Gill (1998) 49—-50; see Gill (1998) 49—54 for the entire discussion.

Gill (1998) 50.

Gill (1998) 54, and Gill (1998) 50—55 more generally.

Gill (1998) 54.

e % 9 o
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conclusions often come first and are linked to the supporting prem-
ises, which come after, by gar or epei.'®

Returning to the Sirens, two points may be established. First,
that Circe does not merely provide a set of detailed instructions for
Odysseus (in the form of the imperatives); instead, she persistently
justifies them by embedding them in a purposive or explanatory
framework. The means by which she does so are grammatical: the
purpose clause and the conditional construction."" Thus Circe’s
imperative: olat dAeiyan étadpoov (Od. 12.47) is not expressed as
some kind of divine injunction imposed from above; rather, she
supplies a rationale in the form of the negative purpose clause: u7
Tis &kouoT) | TédV EAwv (Od. 12.48—49). As Knudsen suggests, it is
the conclusion, expressed in the form of an imperative to an action,
which comes first; as Gill leads us to expect, it is by virtue of
thinking through (a) the implications of a course of action (b) in
reference to a particular goal or end that each imperative is justi-
fied. So, too, her final instructions for Odysseus’ encounter with
the Sirens — oi 8¢ 0" #11 TAedveoo1 TOT &V Beopoior Bidévtwv (Od.
12.54) — forms the apodosis of a conditional clause: if you plead
with your companions to release you, then let them bind you
tighter still. In the first instance, Circe establishes the explanatory
relationship between her instructions and the rationale behind
them in the form of a purpose clause: her instructions (anointing
the ears of Odysseus’ crew) represent a good way to achieve
a particular outcome (preventing them from hearing the Sirens’
song and, ultimately, being seduced by it). In the second, she uses
a conditional clause to articulate something akin to a causal rela-
tionship: an effect to be triggered in the event that a given condi-
tion is met. We even see a chain of explanatory argument evolve in

"9 Knudsen (2014) 41-76, esp. e.g. 48—49, 42—43 for the respective points. For the role played
by epei, see Ch. 3, n. 37 above. The position of the ‘conclusion’ first, and its justification or
support second has been much noted; see Ch. 3, nn. 37 and 38 above for bibliography.
For a contemporary analysis of the place of the purpose clause in action theory, see e.g.
Thompson (2008) 85-88, esp. 87-88. Particularly interesting is the importance of the
question ‘Why?” (see Ch. 3, n. 34 above) in tracing out the rationale behind the
performance of (or, in Circe’s case, imperative to) certain actions. This “Why?’ question
is what we find in Odyssey 12’s third level of ‘types of dependence’ (but not its sister
passage in the hodos of Odyssey 10) and what we will find in Parmenides’ fragments 2
and 8 (though not, so far as we can discern, in the Milesian cosmologists — see discussion
in Section 6.1, ‘Séma I’ below).
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the linkage between the two (12.49—52): Circe locates her instruc-
tion in the apodosis of a conditional clause, and this apodosis
triggers its own purpose clause — if what you want is to hear the
Sirens, have your men bind you to the mast in order to hear the
song of the Sirens and take delight in it (without being fatally
waylaid by their seductive song).

The second point is that if it seems natural, even obvious, that
Circe should account for her instructions to Odysseus, the first
hodos she details (in Odyssey 10) suggests otherwise. There she
outlines a series of places Odysseus will need to pass through en
route to Hades, giving a detailed series of instructions about what
to do when he has arrived at the rock where Acheron receives its
tributaries. Those instructions, however, are simply instructions
(0Od. 10.516-25):

gvBa & Emal’, fipws, xpiuedels meAas, s oe KeAeUw,
BoBpov dpual, doov Te TTUyouoiov évba kai évba,
ue’ alTé 8¢ Yoty xgiobon Taow vekUeoow,
TPAOTA HENKPTITW, UETETELTA B¢ )B€1 0ive,

T TpiTov alf UBatr ¢l & SAITa Aeukd TTaAUVEWY.
ToAM& 8¢ youvoUobar vekUwy duevnva k&pnva,
EABoov £is 1B&xny oTeipov Polv, ) Tis &ploTn,

PECeW &V ueydpoiot TUpTy T EuTTANCEpEY E0BAGY,
Tepeoin & &mwaveuBev & iepeucépey oiw
ToppéAaV’, 85 UHAOLoT HETOTTPETTEL UUETEPOLOTV.

But there, hero, go close in and do as I tell you:

Dig a pit, about a cubit in each direction,

And pour around it drink offerings for the dead:

First, honey mixed with milk, and then sweet wine,

And in the third place, water, and over this sprinkle white barley.
And promise many times to the strengthless heads of the dead

That when you return to Ithaca, a barren cow, whichever is your best,
You will slaughter in your palace, and pile the pyre with fine gifts,
And sacrifice just for Tiresias an all-black

Ram, the one conspicuous in your flocks.

Indicators, syntactical or semantic, articulating explanatory, pur-
posive, or intentional relationships justifying these instructions
are completely absent: Odysseus is simply supposed to do the
things she tells him to do. The contrast between these two
‘instruction’ segments depending from the ‘description’ sections
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(the first bare instructions, the second embedded within
a framework of inferential justification) suggests we might do
well to call this section not only ‘instruction’ (as does de Jong),
but even ‘justified instruction’ — or even, according to the ter-
minology set out in Section 3.1.2, ‘argument’.

The Thrinacia episode develops this penchant for examination and
explanation. Recall Gill’s observation that in Homeric deliberation,
the deliberating character often ‘entertains and then rejects a certain
course of action; and the rejection is a crucial preliminary to the
reaching of a conclusion’."> Common to Od. 12.47-54 and 12.137—
41 is the use of conditional clauses, though the differences between
them in the Sirens episode and those related to Thrinacia are striking.
In the first case, the conditional sentences are geared towards attaining
a certain set of outcomes — to hear the Sirens and not be destroyed by
doing so. By contrast, the three conditional clauses in the Thrinacia
episode examine the terms and consequences of a single choice. Two
mutually exclusive possibilities are presented: either Odysseus and
his men can leave the cattle unharmed, or they can harm the cattle —
plainly they cannot both harm and not harm the same cattle (the point
is driven home by the binary pair dowéag/civnat, 12.137, 139)."> What
is more, these choices are presented as exhaustive: these two options
are plainly the only two conceivable options. In the first case the
outcome is clear: nostos for all. Not so the second case; again
deploying the framework of the conditional clause, Circe examines
two possible consequences resulting from the second course of action.
That Odysseus’ men will perish and his ship will be destroyed is
expressed unequivocally (tekpadpopan), but ‘even if” (gi ... xev...)
Odysseus happens to survive, he will be much delayed and will return
in grievous circumstances (139—41). And although Circe does not
explicitly reject one of the two courses of action, the way in which she
establishes the implications of each strongly suggests the undesirabil-

ity of one — “a crucial preliminary to the reaching of a conclusion’.">

2 Gill (1998) 50.

3 Discussed by Benardete (1997). See e.g. Wakker (1994) 120—25, 400—12 for much more
general comments on the disjunctive nature of the Greek conditional clause.

4 See here Peradotto (1990) 67 n. 6.

'S Gill (1998) 50.
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4.1.2.2 Levels of Dependence in Odyssey 12: The Relationship
between ‘Description’ and ‘Instruction’/ Argument’

We see, then, that the two ‘description’ passages fulfil two of the
basic roles the study of narrative has typically assigned to descrip-
tion: to introduce the places, objects, characters, and so forth that
are to feature in a given narrative segment,"® and to make this
world and its components vivid.'” This pair of functions is par-
ticularly vital at this stage in the narrative, located as we are in the
fantasy world of the Apologoi. Since Pylos and Sparta, Nestor and
Menelaus need rather a different introduction from, say, the Sirens,
the scenario is quite different from what we saw in Odyssey 1;"® in
the fantasy world of the Apologoi,'® a world must be formed anew
each time the next island-episode appears on the horizon, its story-
universe invented and peopled with characters, filled with objects.
The two ‘instruction’ or ‘argument’ subsets of the Siren and
Thrinacia episodes, meanwhile, reveal a persistent tendency on
the part of the goddess to justify or provide explanations for the
instructions she offers, and an interest in examining the relation-
ship between action and outcome, decision and consequence.
With this in mind, we may propose the following relationship
between Od. 12.39b—46 and 12.47-54, and 12.127b—36 and
12.137—41, respectively. The descriptive passages each (a) intro-
duce the setting and dramatis personae, then (b) hone in

16 See Bal (2009) 31—47, esp. 36; also Hamon and Baudoin (1981), de Jong (2011b), and
Koopman (2018) 32—38. Nor are these modern considerations out of place in the world
of Homeric poetics. As Scodel (2002) 91-92 puts it, descriptions of the sort in question
here ‘do not provide information irrelevant now but useful later, as modern exposition
does, nor do they compensate for possible ignorance in the audience. Instead they create
the so-called reality effect, locating the action precisely in a landscape’. See also
Minchin (2001) 101.

Especially if we wish to tap into the specifically Greek conception of enargeia, for
which see e.g. Bakker (1997) and Bakker (1993a).

Though see e.g. Foley (1999) and Foley (2010) for the general question concerning the
degree to which episodes in the Apologoi represent traditional material, well-known to
the audience, that is merely reworked in the poem we have; likewise Reinhardt (1996),
Kirk (1962), Hopman (2012), Burgess (2012); for a comprehensive bibliography of this
question from the perspective of Analytic/Unitarian polemics, see Heubeck (1989) 4-7;
for bibliography and excellent analysis regarding the Sirens specifically, see Heubeck
and Hoekstra (1989) ad 39—54. See also Scodel (2002) 120.

Which is ‘an archipelago: built of a string of island episodes, each with its own closed
internal topography, and cut off from communication with its neighbors by a sundering
sea ... a place without human landmarks’, as Lowe (2000) 135 aptly puts it.
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immediately on the most pertinent details, which (c) are examined
through a kind of embedded narrative that directly or indirectly
sets up the ‘instruction/argument’ passages that follow.*°
Particularly deft in this last respect is the failed nostos Circe
presents in miniature in the Sirens episode. She does this through
the syntactical resource of the indefinite general relative clause
(hos tis, Od. 12.41—43), which allows her to set out one of the two
key considerations to be negotiated in the following ‘instruction’:
that the Sirens’ song is so seductive that it prevents passing sailors
from fulfilling their nostoi and rejoining their wives and children.
In the Thrinacia episode, this means introducing the cattle, adum-
brating their number,”" their extraordinary qualities (Od. 12.130—
32), and the degree to which the Sun god cares about them (Od.
12.132—36).

This judicious dispensation of details laying the groundwork for
narration to come might simply be thought a mark of good story-
telling. Richardson writes: ‘Homer is not interested so much in the
object of the description as he is in its effect on the particular
scene, and he therefore feels no need to describe the setting for its
own sake but only on those occasions when it matters.’** But this
narrative strategy should not be taken for granted. As we saw in the
case of Circe’s first hodos, instructions issued by the goddess,
however vital, need not necessarily be preceded by much in the
way of preparatory description; just because a place or object
‘matters’, that is, does not guarantee that it will be presented to
the audience prior to ‘mattering’. In the episodes that bookend
Circe’s second hodos, however, her instructions and the justifica-
tion she provides for them are scrupulously anticipated by details
introduced in the preceding descriptive sections.

*° It may also lay the groundwork for elements of Odysseus’ actual encounters with the
creatures and places described; see Heubeck and Hoekstra (1989) ad 39—54, ad 47; the
introduction of Lampetia provides a narrative ‘seed’ — after the cattle are consumed, it is
she who conveys this news to her father (Od. 12.374—75). See also Benardete
(1997) 1o1.

In which critics since at least Aristotle have seen an important symbolic charge; see e.g.
Bakker (2013) 101-08; Garcia (2013) 240—42; Buchan (2004) 155-61.

S. Richardson (1990) 50; see 50-69 for ‘setting description’. This now seems to
represent the scholarly consensus. In addition to n. 16 above, see e.g. de Jong (2011a)
21; de Jong (2011a) 33; Minchin (2001) 101, 119; Minchin (1999). For the /liad, see
also Clay (2011a) 101 n. 17.

2

22
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If details that matter need not necessarily be introduced but are in
0d. 12.39—46 and 12.127-36, Richardson’s general formulation does
only partial justice to the sophisticated use to which the details that
‘matter’ are put in the instruction/argument sections of Od. 12.47-54
and 12.137—41. Details are not introduced in the first sections merely
to make a brief cameo in the second before Circe moves on; rather,
they are carefully placed in an intentional and purposive framework,
or examined in terms of their modality and the matrix of possible
consequences that can issue from them. Circe does not simply say
‘put wax in your men’s ears and have them tie you to the mast’ as she
does “dig a pit of so many cubits, perform this ritual in this sequence,
make such and such a vow’ (Od. 10.516—25). Instead, in her instruc-
tions to act a certain way, Circe explicitly addresses the question,
‘Why?’, and her discourse, teeming with purpose and conditional
clauses, bears the mark of this rationalization.?3

We may summarize the type of dependence between the
description and instruction/argument sections in the following
way. In the episode of the Sirens and of Thrinacia, Circe’s descrip-
tive sections serve both to create a world within which the narra-
tive actions are located and to anchor this world in a sense of
reality; they also hone in on specific elements of this world that are
often of direct significance for the instructions that follow on from
them; and, finally, these details serve as the evidence that provides
a basis for the instructions issued, and upon which they are justi-
fied (or create a consequential framework surrounding the differ-
ent stances Odysseus and his men might take in relation to them).
These observations will also provide a useful starting point for an
examination of the intervening passages, in which the Planctae,
Scylla, and Charybdis feature.

4.2 Krisis
4.2.1 Rhetorical Schemata
If analysing Od. 12.39-54 and 12.127—41 can be done rather
neatly, how best to analyse the different units that make up Od.
?3 See Ch. 3, n. 34 above.
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Rhetorical Schema

Entry 1: Sirens Entry 2 Entry 3: Thrinacia

Narration | —— > | Narration | ——— > | Narration

<= — — — —
<= — — — —

Type of
Dependence

Description Description

<— — — — —
<— — — — —

Argument Argument

Figure 4.1 Preliminary analysis: Discursive organization governed by the figure
of the hodos in Odyssey 12

12.55-126 is more challenging. De Jong’s commentary, generally
areliable starting point, is misleading or inaccurate in a number of
ways when it comes to this passage. For example, lines 12.108—-10
and 124—26 are inexplicably assigned to Charybdis, not Scylla; the
first half of line 12.73 addresses not only Scylla, but both Scylla
and Charybdis; lines 12.81b—82 are plainly not descriptive.>* One
suspects that these uncharacteristic inaccuracies stem from de
Jong’s decision to use the individual characters or places — viz.
the Sirens, the Planctae, Scylla, Charybdis, Thrinacia — as the base
units (‘episodes’) of her analysis. While this is appropriate for the
Sirens (12.39—54) and Thrinacia (12.127—41), where the segmen-
tation of the text (that is, of the narrative or plot) corresponds to the
discrete places where Odysseus will arrive, in lines 12.55-126
something else is going on.

4 De Jong (2001) 297-98.
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As noted, Od. 12.55—58 fits the model of ‘prior narration’, the
top unit in the levels of dependence:

aUTAp ey 81| TAS ye Topes EAdowoty ETaipol,
EvBa To1 oUKET ETreiTar SiMvekéws &y opEUow,
o6TrroTEPn 81 To1 685 EooeTan, AAAK Kal aliTds

Bupdd Bouleteiv épéw 8¢ Tol &upoTépwobev.

But then indeed after your companions have passed by the Sirens,
What follows there I shall no longer narrate piece by piece

Which of two possibilities will in fact be your Aodos, but

Consider this carefully yourself: I shall tell you both from this point.

Two recent studies on aufar and autar + epeilepeita/epén have
made clear how these clusters of what are traditionally classed as
particles and conjunctions are better understood as discourse
markers that help speakers organize their discourse by parcelling
it into distinct units.>> Applying their findings to this portion of the
Odyssey, we may say that atép v would here mark the begin-
ning of a new narration section. Similarly, we find typical markers
of narrative activity, including three verbs in the future indicative
dyopelow, ¢pw, and Zooeton.”® The cluster #reita Simyekéoss also
marks the progression of the text along temporal lines. All the
features of narration discussed above are in play here.

By contrast, very few of these narrative elements are found in
12.59-126. Instead, we find extensive stretches of description (to be
examined shortly) introduced by the portentous phrase (Od.

12.57-58):

OTTTTOTEPT 81| Tol 68s EooeTal, AN kKai aUTdS
Bupdd PBouleleiv épéw 8¢ Tol dupoTépwbev.

These two hodoi, both of which she promises to enumerate, in fact
introduce what amounts to 47.5 lines (12.59—106a) of description;
verbs in this portion of the text overwhelmingly take the omni-
temporal present, and nearly all the adverbs used are spatial (e.g.

25 Bonifazi (2008) 48; see ibid., pp. 4851 for autar (epeilepeitalepén). See also Bonifazi
(2012) 234 for autar’s role ‘marking . .. transitions to entirely new threads of discourse
or to new narrative sections’.

26 The first two verbs function at the pragmatic level of the plot and discourse organization,
rather than the story narrated (the ‘presentational’ level in Bonifazi’s typology; see also
Ch. 3, n. 37 above).
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enthen at 12.59; entha at 12.85; téi [‘past there’] at 12.62, 12.66;
toi [‘in that place’] at 12.103, 12.104). The text proceeds along
largely spatial lines, with little movement in ‘story’ time (barring
one important exception, which we shall note shortly).>” The
function of these portions is clearly to introduce elements of the
story-world and attribute qualities and attributes to them.

One major exception is a curiously ambiguous line and a half of
plainly narrative language occurring at 12.81b—82, just after the first
of the ‘two rocks’ (viz. Scylla’s rock) is introduced (Od. 12.80-82):

uéoow & &v okoTEAw E0T1 0TTéos Hepoeldes,
Tpos Lbgov eis "EpeBos TeTpapuévov, 1 Tep &v Uuels
viia Tapd yAagupty iBUvete, paidiy’ ‘Oducoel.

About halfway up [the first rock] there is a misty cave,
Turned towards the dark, towards Erebus, past which you
Shall steer your hollow ship, shining Odysseus.?®

As the commentators note, ifUvete is an aorist subjunctive; when
combined with the &v in the environment of a prophecy, this has
the force of something approaching a command.*®

What are we to make of this? Lines 81b-82 (1] ... ‘'O8uooed)
plainly cannot be designated as descriptive (as de Jong would have
it): the textual features are not those of description, neither establish-
ing features of the narrative world nor attributing qualities to the
characters that populate it. Depending on how one interprets the force
of the subjunctive + an construction in the context of a prophecy, this
could either be a prior narration section, which would introduce a new
unit, or an instruction section, which would close off an old unit,
according to the analysis we have been undertaking so far (see
Figure 4.2 below). Perhaps in this setting, however, the ambiguity
is useful. We might do well to see the clause that spans the two lines
as doing double duty: as instruction, it closes off the section that, as

*7 Tt is worth clarifying that ‘story time’ as I use it here refers to the future moment of
Odysseus’ journey through the story space described, not the progress of time during the
conversation between Circe and Odysseus on Aeaea — nor the progress of time in the
Phaeacian court as Odysseus narrates.

Translation after Stanford, who addresses the difficulties in line 81: Stanford (1959) ad
12.80-82.

As Stanford ad 12.80-82 makes clear; see also ‘Circe is indirectly advising Odysseus to
choose this second route’ (Heubeck and Hoekstra (1989) ad 12.81-82), and Heubeck
and Hoekstra (1989) ad 12.108, Chantraine (1963) 210-11.

28

29
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Entry 1 (Discourse-Unit) Entry 2: Choice (Discourse-Unit) Entry 3: Choice
Hodos-Unit 1 Hodos-Unit 2: Hodos-Unit 3: Hodos-Unit 4
Choice 1 Choice 2
It«lam 1: Narraltlon: Itelm 5
Sirens Choice Thrinacia
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
\/ \/
Description Description
| |
| | |
| | L |
! I ! I
| | | !
\] v v \J
Argument Instruction Argument Argument

Figure 4.2 Analysis of Od. 12.39—141 by discourse-unit, zodos-unit, and episode

we shall see, details a choice between the two ‘routes’, while as prior
narration it opens a new kind of textual or discursive unit in which the
two creatures, Scylla and Charybdis, are presented in high-
descriptivity passages followed by instruction/argument (12.106b—
10) concerning how best to address them.

A version of de Jong’s schema modified to take these points into
account might look like Table 4.2. On this reading, we can identify
three possible units of analysis. The first would be discursive units,
units of discourse parcelled out or marked off as discrete items by
discourse markers on the surface of the text (clusters of adverbs and
particles, here in combination with prior narration introducing the
new unit and following a section of instruction closing the old units);
these would be distinctions made at the level of discourse® and would
here be coextensive with entries in the catalogue of Circe’s hodos-
itinerary (capitalized in Table 4.2). These units we may contrast with
what we may still, following convention, call episodes, which would
correspond to all the locations Circe mentions, regardless of whether

3¢ Specifically, the ‘presentational level” (see Ch. 3, n. 37 above).
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she actually instructs Odysseus to visit them;>' these episodes may
revolve around particular characters (e.g. the Sirens) but they are
ultimately tied to specific places (which number five, underlined in
Table 4.2, and would include the Planctae and Charybdis (rejected by
Circe)). Finally, we can identify a third category between these two,
what we might call a ‘hodos-unit’, which marks out a distinct node in
the itinerary (based on the analysis of the level of dependence under-
taken so far) that makes up the sodos enumerated in the catalogic
discourse of Circe’s prophecy. This level may be seen to bridge the
underlying story-world and the level of discourse by capturing the way
elements in the story-world are organized by discourse (these number
four, in boldface in Table 4.2).

Table 4.2 Preliminary analysis of Od. 12.39—141

Unit Discourse mode Lines
SIRENS Prior Narration (PN) 39a (“you will first come to”)
Description 39b—46 (epic te in 39 and 44)
Argument 47-54 (imperatival infinitives in
47, bis)
CHOICE PN 55-57a (‘I cannot tell you what
your way will be”)
Choice 1 Instruction 57b—58 (imperatival infinitive in 58)
Planctae Description 59—72 (epic te in 62, 64)
Two Rocks  Description 73a
Scylla Description 73b-81a
Choice 2/Scylla Instruction(/PN) 81b—-82
Scylla Description 83—100
Charybdis PN 101 (‘you will see’)
Description 101-06a
Two Rocks  Argument 106b—110
(Scylla 2)  Description 118—20 (epic te in 90, 93, 99)
Argument/PN 12126
THRINACIA PN 127a (‘you will come to”)
Description 127b-136
Argument + PN 13741 (‘if you do A, then you

might/will .. .")

All caps = discourse-unit; bold = hodos-unit; underlined = episode.

31 Or, following the schema in Ch. 3, n. 37 above, the ‘representational level’.
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Table 4.3 Terms of analysis: Od. 12.55-126

Defined by: Nature:
Discourse-unit Discourse marker Textual unit
Hodos-unit Status as node in Textual unit tied to place/
itinerary character in story-world
Episode Correspondence with Tied to place/character in

geographical location story-world

It is this level of analysis, the sodos-unit (see Table 4.3), that
will provide the basis for the following discussion; breaking things
down in this fashion allows us to glean a better insight into the two
passages where choices are presented (12.57-82; 81-110, 115—
26) and, by helping us better discern the shape of Circe’s hodos,
help us better analyse the discursive dynamics through which it is
expressed. How, then, does this work in practice?

As we have seen, Circe disclaims the ability to instruct
Odysseus, telling him she will present two options between
which he must choose (12.57-58):

omoTépn 81 Tor 686s EooeTan, &AAG Kal alToOS
Bupdd Pouleler péw 8¢ Tor dupoTépubev.

The first of these two (and both éwmoTépn and &pgoTépBev
underscore the duality of the choice) is presented by lines begin-
ning #vfev pév y&p3? métpan émmpegées (‘There on the one hand
[are] steep rocks’, 12.59). Notable is the spatial preposition enthen
and the particle men, which open the door to an extended descrip-
tion of these steep rocks (12.59—72). The men is matched by the
corresponding oi 8¢ dUw okémedor (‘And on the other [are] the two
rocks’, 12.73), which in turn heads another portion of description
(12.73-812a) where the first of these rocks is presented.

32 See analysis of gar in Slings (1997) under the heading ‘PUSH’ and Bakker (1997) 112~
15 in terms of a ‘syntax of movement’ where an item in the path is singled out for
a ‘close-up’ (89). Although Slings addresses later texts, the notion of a ‘PUSH’
expresses perfectly the shift from one level of dependence to another below it: in this
case, from narration to description.
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Scrupulous symmetries characterize the two items presented in
the harmonized balance of the men . .. de . .. clauses, as Hopman
puts it:

Circe’s prophecy clearly constructs the Planctae and the straits of Scylla and
Charybdis as parallel dangers. Both involve a narrow path located between
cliffs made of smooth stone (petrai, 12.59, lis petré, 12.64 [Planctae]; petre . ..
lis, 12.79 [Scylla]). Amphitrite, who otherwise appears only twice in the
Odyssey (3.91 and 5.422), is mentioned in relation to both the Planctae and
Scylla (12.60 and 97). Finally . .. a similar ‘description by negation technique’
is used to describe both hazards. Just as no dove would be able to go through the
Planctae, not even a great archer could reach Scylla’s cave with his arrows
(12.62—4 and 12.83-84) ... in Circe’s speech, therefore, the Planctae are
structurally and thematically comparable to the Straits of Scylla and
Charybdis.??

In Bakker’s view, as a general matter in Homer, the use of men
ensures that the option introduced by the de clause is ‘framed’ in
relation to the option in the men clause.?* This ‘framing’ need
not set up an antithetical relationship: ‘[a] speaker using men,
looking forward to an upcoming statement with de, does not so
much presuppose a common basis for conducting discourse as
establish one’ .33

Whereas units of discourse are mapped onto places one-to-one
in the Sirens and Thrinacia episodes, in the course of the hodos-
unit formed by the narration-description-instruction section span-
ning lines 12.57-82 we find two different geographic units, the
Planctae and the Two Rocks. They are not introduced at the level
of the narrative frame (the top level of dependence), but rather
form two different entries placed in parallel at the second level of
dependence, that of description.

Precisely the same dynamics are to be found in the course of lines
Od. 12.73—106a, which relate Scylla and Charybdis to each other
and describe them. The two are presented through a men . . . de ..
framing device (for Scylla’s rock: 6 yév olpavov elpuv ikdvel | o§s1n
kopuef] at 12.73—74; for Charybdis: Tév & Etepov okdTeov

33 Hopman (2012) 26-27. See also Danek (2002) 23.

34 Bakker (1997) 79-85, 100-08. See Bakker (1997) 103—04 for the men . .. de . . . clauses
at Od. 12.73—75, 101-02. For the more general point, see also Bakker (1993a) 12—-15;
Bakker (1993b) esp. 298—302.

35 Bakker (1997) 81, emphasis original.
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xBapaddTepov at 12.101)3° at the level of description rather than
narration.’” What follows (Od. 12.73b-81a, 12.83-106a) is an
extended description addressing the first option and then
the second, the details of which are closely coordinated.3® There
is also one final point: an advantage of this line of analysis is that the
hodos-units do not map one-to-one onto ‘episodes’; as the confu-
sion surrounding lines 73—81a make clear, it is entirely possible for
one discrete place or character — Scylla and her rock, in this case —
to be split across two different Zodos-units in a way that analysing
by episode does not allow for.

By way of linking the foregoing discussion to existing scholar-
ship on ancient Greek thought, and also to pinpointing what makes
this portion of the Odyssey distinctive, it is helpful to discuss these
points in light of the Homeric phenomenon that Geoffrey Lloyd
termed ‘polar expressions’, with which the relationship between
the Planctac and the Two Rocks, and between Scylla and
Charybdis, may seem to have much in common.?* As Lloyd
emphasizes, however, the unit that forms one half of a ‘polar
expression’ can also often be paired with other units to form
a ‘polar expression’ along a different axis; so, for example,
‘openly’ can be contrasted with either ‘secretly’ (% dupaddv fe
kpuenddv, Od. 14.330) or ‘by trickery’ (A SdAw # &ueaddy, Od.
1.296).%° Furthermore, these polar opposites often admit of a third,
intermediate option (or even a gradation of intermediate options):
so soldiers need not be only either brave or cowardly, but can also
be somewhere in between (ueoneis, 1. 12.269).*" By contrast,
however, and very importantly, neither hodos of the two paired

36 See Bakker (1997) 103-04 for direct discussion of this men . .. de . .. pairing; see the
works cited in n. 34 above for further discussion.

Regarding Charybdis, strictly speaking she is introduced in line 12.101: Tév & ETepov
okémeNov xBauoddtepov Syet, ‘O8ucoed. This has a narrative element (8yer) which can
be seen as parallel with the narrative element at lines 12.81-82. On the either/or
relationship between Scylla and Charybdis, see esp. Reinhardt (1996) 99—104, also
Said (2011) 170-71.

Aspects of the language and ‘zooming-in’ technique of Scylla’s presentation (12.73—
100) have been seen to resemble the description of Tartarus in Hesiod’s Theogony 720—
819, a locus classicus for the spatially organized sequencing of descriptive passages
arrayed in sequence; see ¢.g. Hopman (2012) 16-18.

See Lloyd (1966) 90—94 for such expressions in Homer.

4° Lloyd (1966) 92-93, 93 n. I.

Lloyd (1966) 93; he also cites Od. 15.70ft.

37

38

39

IS

165

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009047562.005 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009047562.005

The hodos in Odyssey 12

by Circe admit of another contrary to be substituted, as with
‘openly/hidden’ and ‘openly/secretly’. No ‘third hodos’ is pre-
sented — nor does the possibility seem conceivable, unless one
can rewrite the geography of the story-world. It is not only that one
cannot travel both routes at the same time; it is also simply that, as
presented, there do not exist any other possible routes if one wants
to get from the Sirens” Meadow to Thrinacia. That the two hodoi
are part of the physical space of the story-world is central not only
to their mutual exclusiveness but also, that is, to the exhaustive
nature of the dichotomy they form; as a convenient shorthand, we
may also refer to this phenomenon of the exclusive exhaustive
disjunction (where one cannot choose both options, or neither, but
must choose one) between the two paths of a forked road as
a krisis. The krisis will be a feature of enormous importance in
Parmenides’ poem.

With this analysis in hand, we can now identify a second kind of
operation in the syntax of the hodos as a form of catalogic discourse.
The focus has been on the ordered sequentiality according to which
items form entries in the series of the catalogic discourse organized
by the figure of the hodos (see Table 4.4a, b, c). In the exclusive
disjunction or krisis, we see a second possible relationship that can
obtain between two items of a hodos-itinerary within one unit of
hodos-discourse, one that relates these two items in the story-world
at the level of description, not narration.

4.2.2 Types of Dependence: Description and Argument in the
krisis Section

This has implications at the level of types of dependence for
sections of text that depend from the entries that make up the
catalogue of the hodos. Compared to Od. 12.39-54 and 12.127—
41, however, the dynamics of lines Od. 12.55-126 are subtly but
critically distinct. Since in lines 12.55-126 it is the places them-
selves — as opposed to actions (e.g. to kill or not to kill the Cattle of
the Sun) — that form the possible choices in question, in the
scenario of the krisis it is the nature of the places themselves (as
opposed to the actions one can or cannot perform there) that now
commands the narrator’s attention. The places themselves must be

166

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009047562.005 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009047562.005

9T—ITI juown3ry
(T8—QI8 ‘¢ 8S—qLS 1Y—LE1 | ‘011—-qQO01 - - YLy /uononnsuy
BEL | 9€1—qLlzl | BQOI-I101 0T—8I1 ‘001—£§ ‘e1g—qEL TL-6S | 9b—qb¢ uonduosaq
(T8—q18 ‘eLS—SS BLTI 101 - - BOE | uoneLRN JoLJ
{ | eoeuuyp | sipghrey) B[[A0S | owjoue[q SUQIIS

(3uor ap 1a1fv) saposida (ajqissod) Aq uonvziuv3i() eyt a1qe],

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009047562.005 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009047562.005

"payIsia jou doe[d = ySnoiy) ax1ys ‘pajIsia oe[d = paurIopun HIun-sopoy = poq Hun-asImnodsip = sded [y

9T—ITI " T8—qIg
1v—LE1 - - ‘011—q9O01 | - - ‘QS—qLS YS—Lv | sup
0T—8I1 1 (opoo13siy)
‘001-£9 1 001—q€L
9£1—qLz1 | BgOoI—-101I ‘(e18—qEL) - " ‘(poq) eEL ¢L—-6S —| 9¥—q6¢ | asoq
elzl 101 - 78—qIg " - - eLG—EC o€ | Nd
1
qhree e[[Ko8 (SP0Y oML) I SOOY OM[ | FouBtE | (Speoy OML)
1
UHL HOIOHD | SNHUIS

pajisia Saposida/sjun-as4nodsip 4q uonvziuv3i() qbt olqel,

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009047562.005 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009047562.005

QT—ITI 78—qIg
1v—LE1 - —|‘011—q90T1 — —| ‘gS—qLS | ¥S-L¥ | ‘sup
0T—QI1 (5[o01 381) 00T
9€1—qLzI | BQOI-10I |‘001—€§ ‘(B18—qEL) - —q€L “(poq) vEL TL-6S — | 9¥—q6¢ | aseq
elzl 101 - T8—qIg - - 1 TASESY BOE Nd
UL (o) (e11£05) o0y (s00y om]) | (oueld) speoy | suaIg
OM[, OM],

spun-sopoy Aq uonyvziuv3i() oV o1qe],

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009047562.005 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009047562.005

The hodos in Odyssey 12

adequately described in order that a choice between them may be
made. As a result, in lines Od. 59—126, description predominates
to a far greater extent than in other sections: in the Sirens episode
the portions are virtually even (7.5 lines of description to 8 lines of
argument), while in the Thrinacia episode we find a description to
argument ratio of nearly 2:1 (9.5 lines to 5) — between lines 12.59
and 126, however, the ratio stands at nearly 6:1 (52 lines of
description to 9 of instruction/argument).*

This is significant, especially given the view that oral poetry is
good at, and its linguistic resources designed for, ‘describ[ing] the
acts of persons and the happening of events’, but offers few means
of examining the world beyond ‘verbs of doing and acting and
happening’.*? On this view, even when the language of oral poetry
is mobilized to gain purchase on ‘the nature of the outside world’,
its orientation towards the expression of actions and events
inclines it strongly towards doing so ‘in diachronic terms, as
history rather than as philosophy or science’.**

The encounter with the Sirens and the passage by way of
Thrinacia are, for geographical reasons, simply givens. Circe flatly
declares that Odysseus ‘will first reach the Sirens’ (12.39). This
certainty lets Circe get on straight away to ‘what matters’, which is
what these Sirens do: they enchant (12.40). There is simply no
need to further explore their underlying nature, their ontological
status, their genealogy, their form (even their number).*
Regarding Thrinacia, whether or not Odysseus and his men
make land there is partly what is at stake in Tiresias’ prophecy in
book 11. Circe elides the question, however, simply listing it as the
next place Odysseus ‘will reach’ in the sequence of his travels;
what ‘matters’ for Circe is the question of the cattle. The element
of choice in this section perhaps accounts for the increased

This excludes lines 12.111-15, Odysseus’ sole interjection during Circe’s speech
(12.111-14) and the narrator’s (i.e. Odysseus’) framing of Circe’s response (12.115).
Havelock (1983) 13—14 and Havelock (1978) 233—34. These claims can still be seen as
a substrate shaping the views of some contemporary scholars; see, for example, the
reflections found in Ford (1992) 1—-12 and Minchin (1999) 58 n. 25. For further
discussion on this topic, see Section 6.2 below.

4 Kirk (1983) 86-87.

45 Much to the chagrin of commentators ancient and modern; see, for example, the lengthy
entry in Heubeck and Hoekstra (1989).
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proportion of description relative to instruction: because what
matters is the cattle (concerning whose fate there is to be a kind
of choice), information about them — about their nature and their
histories — is important. Not only is it what the cattle do that
‘matters’ here; what they are becomes more important.

This relationship between the introduction of a choice and the
proliferation of description comes dramatically into view in the
portion of Circe’s hodos presented by lines 12.59-126. Without
the simple givenness that defines the encounters with the Sirens
and Thrinacia (viz. that there would be an encounter with the Sirens
or the Cattle of the Sun), the nature of the possible destinations in
the hodos-itinerary are ‘what matter’. Accordingly, what we find is
something akin to ‘describing the setting for its own sake’ here:
what ‘matters’ is the very nature of the potential items making up
Odysseus’ itinerary, and what will form the ‘argument’ sections is,
in part, an argument about which of the two exclusive, exhaustive
alternatives forming the krisis to select, and why. It is to some
notable aspects of these description and argument sections, and to
the relationship between the two, that we shall now turn.

4.2.2.1 Three Features: einai, Negation, epei and gar

4.2.2.1.1 Einai

As Chatman puts it, ‘if we were asked for the typical verb
representing description, we would cite the copula’.4® Today,
this makes intuitive sense: if description is generally thought
to deal with states of affairs rather than events (which would
properly be the domain of narrative), one might expect the
verb einai to be the key resource in addressing states of
affairs. But this runs contrary to one influential understanding
of the nature of oral poetics generally and Homeric strategies
of description more specifically.*” The Sirens episode provides
a nice case in point. These seven lines of description, arguably
among the most vivid and memorable in the Odyssey, pass by

46 Chatman (1990) 16.
47 See Havelock (1978) and Havelock (1983), endorsed by Kirk (1983) 86; see also Becker
(1995) 13 and de Jong (2011c) I2 n. 5; see also Section 6.2.1.1 below.
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without a single appearance of the verb.*® Likewise, the
eleven-line description of Thrinacia has only a single use of
the verb einai (the shepherdesses of the Sun’s flock are god-
desses: Bsal & émimoipéves eiolv, 12.131). As noted, the verbs
in these passages emphasize doing and acting, not existing or
being something or other.

It is entirely otherwise, however, in the interval between Circe’s
treatments of the Sirens and Thrinacia. The third-person form of
the verb einai occurs ten times in the course of sixty-three lines
(eleven if we count an infinitive that would be in the third person
were it in direct speech). What is more, six of these take the form
of the third person singular indicative — all in forty-one lines. This
represents among the densest concentration of such uses of esti in
Homer (or indeed anywhere in the epic corpus).*’

We observed above that scholars have identified two major
functions of description, namely introducing objects, items, and
characters, and attributing qualities to them. As it happens, these
functions correspond very neatly to two of the major grammatical
functions that scholars have assigned to the verb einai in Greek.>®
Scylla’s cave, for example, is introduced by an ‘existential’ esti
(Od. 12.80)"

48 Another useful point of comparison is the celebrated description of Alcinous’ palace

(Od. 7.81-132). Although its fifty-one lines make up one of the longest, most elaborate
descriptive passages in the Odyssey, we find only two uses of the verb einai, both in the
third person plural indicative; see de Jong (2001) 176—77 for observations concerning
this other passage of description formed from ‘a combination of a spatial
organization . .. and a list’, which also features ‘description-by-negation’. See further
the illuminating discussion of other notable description-heavy passages in Homer in
Koopman (2018) 41-67.

The closest we find is three such uses in the course of Od. 4.805—46 (1 per 14 lines). In
Od. 4.695-846 we have four uses (1 per 38 lines), in Od. 4.569-846 five (1 per 55 lines);
in Od. 12.79-120 the figure is roughly one per seven lines. The description of the Cave
of the Nymphs (Od. 13.96—113) has five instances of the third person indicative of einai
in these eighteen lines; three of these are in the plural, however.

The grammar and semantics of einai in ancient Greek are the subject of a notorious
controversy; see Ch. 5, n. 41 below. The current analysis is indebted to Kahn (1973), and
especially his recent rearticulations of the syntax and semantics of einai in Kahn
(2009b).

5! Likewise the fig tree above Charybdis (Od. 12.103).

49
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péoow & v okoTrEAw E0TL OTTé0s HePOELdEs.
At the midpoint of the crag there is a dim cave.

By contrast, a number of uses of einai in the third person indicative
are predicative and attribute qualities to various objects. So Circe
says of the first of two rocks, wétpn y&p Als ¢t (‘For the rock is
smooth’, Od. 12.79). Furthermore, this predicative use of einai
ultimately takes on an evaluative dimension, as when Circe makes
the following assertion (Od. 12.109—10):

... &Tel ) TTOAU @épTepdY 0TV
€€ £T&pous &v vni Troffuevan fj ua TdvTas.

... since it is far better
To mourn six men from your ship than all of them together.

In this section of Circe’s hodos, then, the verb einai is frequently
used to perform both roles of description — introducing story
elements with existential uses of einai, and attributing qualities
to them with predicative uses — as well as helping to justify the
imperatives that make up the ‘argument’ sections. In this passage
of unusually lengthy and extensive description, and in the argu-
ments that follow from these descriptions, we may simply observe
that the verb einai appears with unusual, indeed almost unprece-
dented frequency, and that a full range of semantic facets offered
by the verb einai is exploited at key steps in the description and
argument sections.

4.2.2.1.2 Negation

If this is all merely suggestive in light of Parmenides’ subsequent
use of einai, more immediately pertinent is the prevalence of the
so-called ‘description-by-negation’ technique in the course of Od.
12.59-126. Of Odysseus’ introduction to the Cyclopes episode,
one scholar has seen fit to write the following:

The passage . . . is remarkable for its sustained rhetorical discourse on the subject
of nothing. It would be difficult to find in Homer, or indeed anywhere else in
Greek, a passage of comparable length so richly sown with negatives as Od.
9.106—48. Perhaps only Plato’s Parmenides can equal it.>*

5% Austin (1983) 22.
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However true this may be for a passage a few dozen lines long,
there is no portion of the passage cited by Austin that can compete
with the description of Scylla’s rock provided at Od. 12.75—78 for
sheer density of negatives. In these four lines we find seven
negatives, while the final lines (Od. 12.117-23) devoted to
describing Scylla boast a further five negatives.>3

De Jong writes of the description-by-negation technique that
it ‘is employed to define things or conditions which are the
reverse of normal, mortal existence’, and this is certainly true
of the case at hand.>* The introduction of Scylla’s rock is itself
a sustained rhetorical discourse on what does not happen (but
normally would) (Od. 12.73—76):

... O Y&V oUpavdy elpuv ik&vel
OEein Kopuf], VeQEAT B¢ v SupiBEPnke
KUQWEN" TO pév oV TroT épwel, oudé ToT aifpn

keivou Exel kopueny oUT év Bépel oUT &v dTreopn.

... the one [rock] reaches to the broad sky
With a pointed peak, and a dark cloud surrounds
It: nor does it ever draw away, nor does sunlight ever
Reach that peak, neither in the peak of summer nor in late summer.

This meditation on what does not occur then gives way to a further
discourse on what cannot occur (Od. 12.76—78):

Not if he had twenty hands and twenty feet,
For the rock is smooth, as if it were polished.

Two points stand out. One is the increasing relevance to the story
setting of the qualities attributed to Scylla’s rock through the

33 De Jong calls Od. 9.116—41 the ‘longest Homeric instance of the “description by
negation technique™ but then goes on to cite longer passages, such as ‘Od. 12.66—
107’: de Jong (2001) ad loc. The eponymous figure of the Platonic dialogue cited by
Austin above is more than a rival in this respect as well: note the seven negatives in Fr.
2.3-8, counting both ou and mé, and the twenty-six instances in Fr. 8.5—49, excluding
privative lexical items. For negation of this sort, see Moorhouse (1959) 138 and for the
use of negatives in Parmenides see esp. Austin (1986) 11—43.

54 See de Jong (2001) ad 9.116-41; Byre (1994).
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‘descriptions-by-negation’. The relationship between the rock’s
peak and the clouds of summer paint a vivid picture; nor are the
details irrelevant, since we will later learn that Scylla’s cave is
about halfway up the crag. More germane to the dramatic situation
than the height of the rock, however, is what a man who happens to
pass by would or would not be able to do with or on it. Another
way of making the point is that although they echo the famous
invocation of the Muses in /liad 2, the lines do not claim privileged
access to knowledge guaranteeing the authority of what follows
(as we have seen, such a claim would be otiose for Circe anyway),
but rather serve to rule out, emphatically, the possibility of the
action presented via negation being accomplshed successfully. In
1liad 2, the negations emphasize the extraordinary nature of what
will happen; here, they make precisely the opposite point, under-
scoring with absolute certainty what will not, indeed cannot,
happen.

The second feature of interest is the introduction of a modal
valence to the description-by-negation, primarily through the
modal particle ken (and emphasized with the counterfactual con-
ditional ‘even if he had twenty hands and twenty feet’). The
emphatic ‘even if” technique occurs four times in the course of
this phase in Circe’s hodos and — looking ahead to Parmenides’
commitment to description through an explicitly modally oriented
examination of the possible (or rather, a declaration of the impos-
sible) — is particularly striking.>>

Circe’s descriptions-by-negation grow ever more sharply
pointed. Having introduced Scylla’s cave, she says (Od.
12.83-84):

oUdE kev €k vNOs yAagupfis ailfios &vip

Nor from a hollow ship could a vigorous man
Shooting a bow reach the mouth of the cave.

This is a comment that will have a direct bearing on her exchange
with Odysseus a few lines later (to be examined below). The kev +

33 See esp. Palmer (2009) for Parmenides’ ground-breaking use of what we would call
modal language and arguments.
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optative construction is not her only way of investing her descrip-
tions with a kind of modal charge, however. Before moving on to
Charybdis, Circe’s description of Scylla culminates in an even
more pointed, indeed poignant, set of descriptive negations.
These, too will have an important bearing on the instructions
Circe gives at 12.106—10 (Od. 12.98—99):

T} 8 oU T ToTE vaiTon &kripiol eUXETOWVTAL
TapPUYEely oUv vni.

No sailors yet may boast
That they passed this way by ship unharmed.

Here, Circe’s ‘descriptions-by-negation’ come via a categorical
statement; the lines just examined have the force of ‘all who have
passed by’, but the matter is framed empirically, and the general
force — “all who [have ever passed or will ever] pass’ — left implicit.

Most striking of all, however, is Circe’s description of the route
that goes via the Planctae (Od. 12.62—-63, 66):

Tf) pév T oUdE TToTNTA TTapépXeTan oUdE TéAelcn
Tphpwves Tal T &uPpooiny Al ToTpl gépouoty ...
Tf) & ol e Tis vUs pUyev &vdpddv, f) Tis TknTou.

By this way no flying thing can pass, not even the timid
Doves, who bear ambrosia to Father Zeus . ..
And no ship of men, whichever comes, has yet passed through this way.

We are now in a position to see how much more is at stake in
the negative descriptions Circe provides here: the force of this
final pair of descriptions plainly lies not in the abnormality of
these rocks, but in what their qualities and nature imply for
the feasibility of the routes Odysseus can select (recalling that
Circe frames this section as a choice Odysseus must make
between two hodoi, Od. 12.57-58). In effect, this description-
by-negation — no ship of men has yet made it through, and
even things that fly, Zeus’s own bartenders, cannot — amounts
to an implicit proscription by negation. Circe’s description
effectively rejects this route as a viable option. We shall
examine this point further below.
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4.2.2.1.3 Gar and epei

But had not the Argo sailed between just these rocks?3® Yes, but
there were special circumstances in that case, Circe is careful to
point out. So, having noted the Argo’s successful passage through
this strait, she ends with the following counterfactual observation
(0d. 12.71—72):

kal vU ke T #v8” dka PdAev ueydhas ToTl TETPAS,
AN “Hpn Trapemepyev, el gidos fev TNowv.

And even in that instance the ship would quickly have been
cast upon the great rocks,
But Hera escorted them through, since Jason was dear to her.

Here we find the third notable textual feature of the passage Od.
12.55—126: the explicit use of logically potent connectors such as
epei and the particle gar to articulate a series of causal, inferen-
tial, explanatory, or justificatory relationships (relationships
expressed by syntactical means in the other two episodes
examined).’” The clause filling out the second half of the line
after the caesura (¢mel oidos fev Mowv) is of great importance,
both for Circe’s description of the Planctae and its implications
for Odysseus. It emphasizes that the successful passage of the
Argo through the Wandering Rocks says everything about the
Argo (or rather its captain) and very little about the Wandering
Rocks: the ship made it through, not because ships sometimes do,
but because the queen of the gods went to exceptional lengths on
account of philia. Epei introduces an implicit paradigm or ana-
logy (not unlike the general relative clause in the description of
the Sirens) that also operates by negation; the lines prompt the
question, ‘Are we, too, dear to Hera’? If this term in the analogy
does not fit, Jason’s paradigm is inapplicable: the Planctae are
impassable for anyone not granted special favours by Hera — and
this includes Odysseus, of course.

Epei is here deployed in its most prototypically causal sense
(establishing a ‘real-world’ causal relationship between two states

56 See Heubeck and Hoekstra (1989) for extensive bibliography, Hopman (2012) 26-31
for a more recent examination of the question (with further bibliography).
57 On epei and gar, see above Ch. 3, nn. 37, 38, respectively.
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of affairs, viz. Hera’s love caused the Argo not to be smashed)>®
with the third person singular indicative form of einai used in its
predicative sense.>® This would extend the explanatory tendencies
noted in the instruction section of the Sirens (and of Thrinacia). As
we saw, in the hodos she narrated in Odyssey 10, Circe does not
develop her instructions through any additional explanatory or
justificatory support or elaboration; instead, she simply dictates
them to her mortal ward. In the Sirens and Thrinacia portions of
the hodos in Odyssey 12, Circe raises questions of cause, effect,
and consequentiality. Here, however, she goes even further: she
highlights the causal relations in play by using epei; does so by
linking two assertions concerning states of affairs (the smashing of
the Argo, Hera’s love for Jason), rather than linking an illocution-
ary utterance like an instruction, suggestion, or command; and,
moreover, anchors her claim in a fundamental fact of ‘what is’ in
the world.®®
With this in mind, consider again Od. 12.77—79:

oUd¢ kev &uPain PpoTos &viip oUd’ dmiPain,

For the rock is smooth.

With a glance forward to Parmenides, we should observe how the
modally oriented examination of what would or would not be

8 See esp. Sweetser (1990) 76-86 for the theory underlying Muchnové’s analysis of the
Greek typology of uses.

This fulfils in textbook fashion the predicative use of einai (viz. ‘N is Noun/Adjective’).
See Kahn (2009a) for the importance of these ‘first-order’ uses; these will play an
important role in Parmenides’ Fragment 8, of course.

By comparison, consider the frequent collocation of epei and esti in several speeches in
the lliad, for example the agon between Agamemnon and Achilles in [liad 1,
Agamemnon’s catastrophic speech to the Argive army in //iad 2, and Achilles’ response
to the embassy in /liad 9. Muchnova (2011) 11924, 134—40 examines many of these
instances in respect to two subcategories of illocutionary acts, directifs and the assertion,
respectively. /liad 1 is also Havelock’s sample text for his examination of the verb einai
(Havelock (1978)). Significantly, regarding several of the uses of epei + esti/eisi
categorized by Muchnova as ‘directifs’ or ‘assertions’, Havelock comes as near as he
can to conceding ‘that einai, used in these ... contexts to connect neuter subjects to
neuter predicates . . . has assumed the role of a true copula’ (Havelock (1978) 242).
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possible (under not only the present circumstances but also hypothet-
ically posited variations) is expressly causally linked, via the particle
gar, to the underlying attributes of the object in question (the smooth-
ness of the rock), expressed through the predicative use of esti (in
Kahn’s first-order ‘Noun is Adjective’ form). That is, a modally
charged claim about the possibility of an action (one carefully tailored
to the possible future activity of the interlocutor) is justified by
a statement of fact about the world expressed through a predicative
einai.

Two further portions of Circe’s treatment of Scylla and
Charybdis display this constellation of textual features and pat-
terns of thought. After finally describing Charybdis, Circe con-
cludes (Od. 12.106—-110):

... UM oV ye kelh TUyo15, ETE po1PBHoEIEY

But driving your ship hard by Scylla’s rock
Sail on swiftly, since it is far better
To mourn six men from your ship than all of them together.

Here the entirety of Gill’s and Knudsen’s deliberative pro-
grammes are condensed into five lines. As with the Sirens episode,
the conclusion comes first, in the imperative-like optative: ‘do not
happen to be present there’ (106b). Then immediately we have the
premise, linked by the gar in line 107: ‘for nobody could rescue
you out from out of that ill, not even Poseidon.’ In a move that Gill
suggests is typical, Circe teases out the implications of the first
course of action before moving on to the second, her rejection
a ‘crucial preliminary to the reaching of a conclusion’, which is
expressed in another imperative (lines 108—09) that concludes the
chain of inferences linked to the premises (109—10), as Knudsen
suggests is common, by the word epei (109).°" This premise is
stated with a normative colouring of the sort pinpointed by Gill’s

' Gill (1998) 54; Knudsen (2014).
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formulation ‘if I do x, then y will happen, and this involves z,
which is bad or good’: woAU @épTepdv oTiv (“it is better by far’) to
lose six men than all of them.

This line of argument is further elaborated thanks to Odysseus’
only interjection during Circe’s exposition. He tests the validity of
the premise that yields her second conclusion: is it really neces-
sary, he asks, to lose even six men? Circe’s response is unsparing
(0d. 12.117-23):

... 0Ud¢ feoiow Umeifeon dbavaToiow;
) 8¢ To1 oU BynTr|, AN’ &b&vaTov kakov €oTl,

%v_z_d_p_és:qéav_n;é& KOPUCTOPEVOS TTap& TTETPT),
Beidw, un o €6alTis épopunbeloa kixnot
Té00NOW KEPAAfIOL, TOoOUS & €K PATAS EANTAL.

... Will you not yield to the immortal gods?
For she is no mortal, but an immortal bane,

For if you should tarry, arming yourself alongside the rock,
I fear she will dart out and attack you again
With all six heads and seize six more men.

In this reaffirmation of the premise that six men will be lost if
Odysseus travels via Scylla, one sees most clearly the role of the
unusually lengthy description section (12.73—81a, 83—100), continued
briefly here (12.118-120a), in which Scylla is presented: a bane,
immortal, terrible, grievous, not to be fought. The use of the classic
form of description — verbs in the omnitemporal present (and espe-
cially the predicative use of einai), textual ordering on the basis of
anon-temporal underlying pattern — establishes basic facts about what
the world is like by attributing qualities to the individual in question,
and these basic facts in turn serve as the key evidence supporting
larger claims (notably also expressed in negative modal terms) — o05¢
require a particular conclusion, expressed in the form of the advice
that Circe gives. At the bottom of this complexly woven chain of
argument, then, one which culminates in the necessary selection of
one item in an exclusive disjunction by virtue of a modally mandated
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rejection of the other, is a series of facts about the world being
traversed: what-there-is, what what-there-is is like in such-and-such
a way, and what what-there-is in such-and-such a way makes or does
not make possible.

4.2.3 Krisis: Assessments and Cautions

What we see, then, is a remarkable coalescence of (a) the three
linguistic features we have so far been discussing within (b) the
framework of the type of dependence we have so far sketched out
(see Section 4.2.2) involving (¢) one of the two possibilities of the
rhetorical schema of the hodos (viz. an exclusive, exhaustive
disjunction, or krisis). Key features (often expressed through
a predicative esti and/or a modally charged negation) of characters
introduced (often with an existential esti) in the course of extraor-
dinarily lengthy, well-developed description sections establish
basic states of affairs; these in turn go on to serve as the evidence
on the basis of which (a relationship articulated, as suggested by
Knudsen, by gar or epei) Circe’s instruction (which is thus also the
conclusion of an inferential process) is supported in the instruc-
tion/argument section that follows. This process in turn proceeds
according to Gill’s pattern of working through the implications of
a course (no longer only of action, but now a physical course in the
sense of cursus). What is more, this plays out within the context of
the exclusive, exhaustive disjunction formed by a fork in the
physical hodos and, paired with the modally charged negations
introduced in the description sections, amounts to a ‘proscription-
by-negation’ rendering one option strictly impassable and impos-
sible, which thus forces, implicitly or explicitly, her male mortal
charge to choose the alternative path.

What does this mean for Parmenides? Much in the preceding
paragraph should sound arrestingly familiar to scholars of
Parmenides’ poem. Evaluating the nature and significance of the
overlaps between the features of Odyssey 12.55-126 explored in
this last section and Parmenides’ poem (to be explored in Chapter 5
below) is a delicate task, however — and not least because these
mvolve similarities of different kinds and at different scales, and
these in turn differ considerably in their degree of closeness or
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markedness. In some cases, we may feel we can advance claims with
considerable confidence; in others, definitive answers will be in short
supply. There can be no debating the extremely high degree of
commonality between the scenario described in preceding paragraph
and, as we shall explore in the next chapter, in parts of Parmenides’
‘Route to Truth’. By contrast, regarding the use of esti, or gar and
epei, we might be content to note the striking similarities without
feeling compelled to make firmer, or unduly grandiose, claims.
Three factors should be considered when assessing these
aspects of the relationship between Parmenides and Od.12.55—
126. The first concerns how distinctive the features in question are
to Od.12.55—-126. The second concerns how close or precise the
overlaps between Odyssey 12 and Parmenides’ ‘Route to Truth’
are.%* The third concerns the Parmenidean side of the ledger: to
what extent is Parmenides’ own intellectual agenda likely to be the
driving force behind the specificities of his usage, rather than
the particular features of the Homeric text he inherited?®3 In the

2 Here we find ourselves on ground familiar to other analysts of archaic poetry; these two
qualities, particularly the first, might seem to comprise, or at least roughly map onto, the
condition of ‘markedness’ described by Currie (2016) 33—34, which in turn is similar in
important ways to, for example, Kelly (2015), esp. 22—24. Perhaps even more useful is
the discussion at Bakker (2013) 157-69, for two reasons. First, Bakker’s framework —
which, in keeping with his concern for the relationship between two oral poems,
develops the concept of ‘interformularity’ — allows for a more open-ended conception
of how poems interact than Currie’s ‘allusion’ in a way that better fits the notion of
discursive architecture in play here. Second, Bakker’s graduated notion of higher or
lower ‘interformularity” might also be seen as a useful parallel to the spectrum-oriented
framework that will be gestured towards below.

The connection between this idea and the second condition discussed by Currie,
‘meaningfulness’ (emphasized particularly in Kelly (2015)) is less straightforward
than might appear. At the level of discursive architecture, the point is not really that
Parmenides performs any ‘pointed or systematic reversals’ of Odyssey 12 (as per Currie
(2016) 34), nor do I want to suggest that Parmenides’ primary benefit from reworking
Homer is best cashed out in terms of ‘what the supposed interaction asks the audience to
invoke about the Homeric poems’ or whether ‘the audience . .. seem[s] required to do
very much, intertextually or interpretatively, with the Homeric passage’ (Kelly (2015)
24) — or, for that matter, ‘what is for .. . his [the epic poet’s] audience the specificity of
the similarity of scenes to each other’ (Bakker (2013) 159). That is because, for Bakker,
as well as for Kelly and Currie, the point of the exercise is inextricably tied to a question
concerning the problem of ‘seeing /iterary significance in repetitions across the bound-
ary of work or poet” (Bakker (2013) 157; ‘literary’ should of course be understood here
in the broad sense of Bakker’s ‘text’: the idea is not to differentiate between oral and
written poetry, but between a concern for meaning-making processes that centre on
pointed reworkings and those that do not). Whether observing the interaction between
Parmenides and Homer at the level of rhetorical schemata or types of dependence
(though not necessarily that of dramatic scenario, or other matters discussed in
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remainder of the chapter, I shall consider the first and (more
briefly) the third points; the second (and, again rather briefly, the
third) will be discussed at length in the following two chapters,
particularly Chapter 5.

The second half of this chapter has been devoted to examining
how the forks in the hodos at Od. 12.55-126 play out at the levels
of rhetorical schemata and types of dependence. But are these
forks really so distinctive? Early archaic Greek poetry furnishes
a pair of celebrated instances where a similar image is leveraged to
great effect, Hesiod’s Works and Days 213—18 and 287—92. Nor
was Parmenides alone in making use of this image in the late
archaic period; the presumed influence of these two passages from
Hesiod on Theognis 911-14 has often been discussed.®* So is this
not simply a stock image?°S

To this mix some scholars have also been tempted to add the
texts inscribed on a dozen or so gold tablets (sometimes dubbed
‘Orphic’) discovered in tombs across Magna Graecia, some of
which seem to have suggestive points of overlap with Parmenides’
poem.®® Do these tablets not also provide directions for travelling

Chapter 2), the point has very little to do with what demands for comparison are made of
the audience, or even of the audience’s ability to recognize the similarities between the
two passages at all. To over-elaborate the architectural analogy deployed here, the
intertextuality to be analysed in chapters 5 and 6 is not a textual analogue of admiring
the clever or pointed inversion of tropes in a beautiful fresco upon a wall; rather, it
concerns the design of the weight-bearing elements that define the shape and structure of
the building the surfaces on which one finds the frescoes.

See recently Koning (2010) 144—49, also remarks in Hunter (2014) 141 n. 50.

As at e.g. Ranzato (2015) 130-38.

On the tablets themselves, see e.g. Pugliese Carratelli (2001), Bernabé and San Cristobal
(2008), Edmonds (2004), Edmonds (2011), GJ. For the relationship between
Parmenides and the tablets, see Burkert (1969); Feyerabend (1984); Sassi (1988);
Pugliese Carratelli (1988); Cassio (1996); Kingsley (1999); Ferrari (2005); Battezzato
(2005); Gemelli Marciano (2008); Gemelli Marciano (2013); Palmer (2009) 58-61;
Ranzato (2015) esp. 66—70, 122; Ferella (2017) 122—24; Tor (2017) 26577 (see also
Introduction, n. 82 above).

It is not easy to know how to assess the relationship between these tablets and
Parmenides. On the one hand, it is certainly striking that a number of the so-called ‘B’
tablets do seem to come from the parts of Italian Magna Graecia not so distant from
Parmenides’ hometown of Elea. On the other hand, it seems rather a stretch to charac-
terize these tablets — at least the ones we know about — as ‘coeval’ with Parmenides’
poem (as at e.g. Ferella (2017) 122); the oldest tablet discovered so far, GJ 1 = Edmonds
B1o, from Hipponion, Italy, is traditionally placed at the very end of the fifth century BC,
very likely putting the better part of a century between it and Parmenides’ poem (the
remaining tablets come from the fourth, third, or even second century BC. Of course,
scholars have often seen a longer tradition standing behind these tablets, but it is difficult
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a hodos traversing the Beyond®” — perhaps even one where some
sort of a fork in the road must be confronted?®® Are not the set of
religious and eschatological associations conjured by this itinerary
no less suggestive, no less potent (and perhaps even more so) than
the social or ethical ones conjured by Hesiod’s hodoi in Works and
Days?

To be sure, some of the similarities between parts of
Parmenides’ poem and Hesiod’s crossroads or the golden tablets
are indeed evocative. And, as will be clear from the Introduction,
I am strongly in favour of any readings of Parmenides’ poem that
can help relocate him more firmly in his time, place, and poetic and
sociocultural context. Similarly, it is not at all my goal to advocate

to say anything concrete about this with respect to specific uses of road imagery).
Finally, it is worth noting that those scholars prepared to make a strong case for
comparing the gold tablets and Parmenides’ poem do so yet again almost entirely with
respect to the proem, and not, as I shall discuss below, in relation to the ‘Route to Truth’
(though see also Sassi (1988), Ranzato (2015), and Ferella (2017)).

See e.g. Sassi (1988); Cassio (1996); Battezzato (2005); Ranzato (2015) 66—70; Ferella
(2017).

See on this point esp. Sassi (1988); Ranzato (2015) 66—70; Ferella (2017) 122—24. But
this is less clear than might first appear, and it is notable that little of the language in
these tablets appears to thematize or articulate expressly the idea of a fork in the road in
the way that we find in Od. 12. 55-58 or WD 213—218 and 287-92; while in both epic
texts we find men ... de ... clauses (Od. 59, 74; Od. 74, 1010; WD 214-15; WD 288),
carefully balanced pairs (the Wandering Rocks and the Two Rocks, Scylla and
Charybdis; diké and hybris, kakotés and areté), and explicit phrases such as émwotépn
&1 To1 6855 EooeTan (Od. 12.57) and 68ds & éTépner wapeAdeiv (WD 216), we find hardly
anything of the sort in the tablets. Only on one extant tablet (GJ 3 = Edmonds A4) do we
find something that might be potentially be considered a clearly articulated fork in the
hodos (see line 5: 8e§i&w 68ormodp[et], which GJ render ‘journey along the right-hand
road’ but Edmonds leaves as simply ‘make your way to the right’). In the other tablets
still extant, all we are told is that, for example, at some point or other, ‘on the right-hand
side’ (2mi 8<e>&u&) is a spring and a white cypress, ‘where souls of the dead descend
(xorepydpevon) and refresh themselves’ (line 4 GJ 1=Edmonds B10) or other similar
phrases and scenarios. This scenario seems to differ in important ways from what we
find with respect to the Wandering Rocks and the Two Rocks, or Scylla and Charybdis.
In the tablets, the spring by the white cypress is presented as a diversion, a departure
from the path the soul of the initiate seems to be on; note that the instruction is not to
head left instead of right, but simply not to veer off the path one is evidently already
following. In Circe’s hodos, by contrast, there is no default ‘straight on’, a fact that is
underscored by the pointed ambivalence of lines Od. 12.55-58, discussed above. Circe’s
hodos thus presents a genuine ‘crossroads’, while the golden tablets seem to depict
a possible deviation to be rejected. This fundamentally weakens the comparison with
Parmenides’ routes ‘IS’ and ‘IS NOT’, where neither is the default path forward or
merely a diversion — which is not, however, to say that these comparisons are without
merit or interest.

6
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for a single-mindedly Homeric reading of Parmenides, one that
claims for Homer a monopoly on influencing Parmenides to the
exclusion of all other forms of archaic poetic, cultural, and reli-
gious life. Far from it. But from the perspective of Parmenides’
place in the history of thought, there are nevertheless crucial
differences between lines 12.55-126 of the Odyssey and the two
passages of Hesiod (and archaic epigone) just cited or the texts of
the gold tablets recovered from various sites in Magna Graecia. It
is to these latter we must now turn.

First, in the golden tablets, unlike in Odyssey 12, when the
possibility of taking more than one path emerges, there is no
interest whatsoever in arguing for — or against — a specific selec-
tion. Rather, one simply receives a one-line injunction along the
lines of, for example, ‘Do not even go near this spring!’ (tattds
T&S Kpdvas pedE oxedov évyuBev EABeis, GJ 1 = Edmonds B10),
before the instructions continue on (space is at a premium on
a gold tablet, one might think, and the important thing is just to
make the right choice, not to prove the merits of choosing one way
or the other).®® Since my interest is in understanding Parmenides’
development of extended deductive argumentation and the consti-
tutive elements of demonstration, this is a very important point.

On the other hand, the diversion towards the lake and the
white cypress is, one presumes, a genuine feature of the physical
landscape (however this might be understood by initiates). What
is more, it is hard to imagine that a deceased mortal, initiated or
otherwise, might try to reject the two options available and
instead advocate the merits of fashioning some kind of third,
alternative route or course of action. In this, some tablets are
indeed like Odyssey 12.55—126. By contrast, Hesiod’s concep-
tualization of qualities like hybris and diké, kakotés and areté 7°
by mapping them onto an imagined spatial domain, and then
figuring a dichotomy between them via the apparently exclusive,

%9 See also line 3 of the Petelia tablet (GJ 2= Edmonds B1) and line 7 of the Entella table
(GJ 8 = Edmonds B11).

7° In what follows, I leave untranslated diké and hybris, kakotés and areté to steer clear of
debates concerning their precise meaning; see n. 75 below. On the question of capital-
ization, see e.g. West (1978) 210; in what follows, I have rather arbitrarily used capital
letters for the sake of avoiding clumsiness rather than to stake out a position on debates
about personification.
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exhaustive disjunction of a forked path, does not change the fact
that it leaves open an entire terrain of potential responses. As
Lloyd pointed out, even in the context of traditional polar
expressions, when these involve different ways of addressing
a problem or articulating an ethical choice, there is always the
possibility of elaborating a third option, be that a middle way or
a new axis along which to construct the dichotomy.”" Might not
aresourceful Perses always have been able to respond that there
is a third way between pure hybris and pure dike, pure kakotes
and pure arete? Or could he not transpose the problem to
a different landscape, a pragmatic one, say, rather than an ethical
one (or vice versa, depending on how one understands the
meaning of areté and kakotés)?’> Odysseus (and an initiate
travelling the route from the golden tablet), however, is stuck
in the physical world as it is; there is no option for him to invent
some unthought of third way to Thrinacia between Scylla and
Charybdis, or to transpose himself to a differently config-
ured map.

Furthermore, it is extremely telling that we see no hint of any
kind of modal charge to the negations in either Works and Days
or the golden tablets. That is precisely because the choices
presented in both texts are in fact genuine choices. Indeed, in
both Works and Days and the golden tablets, the conundrum —
and thus the need for advice in the first place — lies in the fact
that either route could be, and in fact routinely is, selected. One
could very easily divert from one’s path forward by veering
right to refresh oneself at the spring by the white cypress (as the
imperfective participle suggests — cf. e.g. xaTepyopevan (GJ
1=Edmonds B10) — the souls of the dead do so regularly).
Equally, one could all too easily choose the route to kakotés,
to whose dwelling the 4odos is short and smooth; that it is ever
so much more inviting than the long, rough, steep path of areté

71
72

See Section 4.2 above.

For example: “You say the choice is between these two paths, but I say the choice is
rather between (say) prosperity and penury, or the rentier’s ease and the sweated brow of
the labourer . . .”. Of course, the sense of the possible alternative depends on what we are
to understand by areté and kakotés: superior/inferior social standing (West (1978) 229),
success/failure (Tandy (1996) 81-82), or virtue/vice (Clay (2003) 43 n. 38; Clay
(2009)).
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is precisely why one needs to be warned from it. There is no
‘proscription-by-negation’ in either the Works and Days or in
the golden tablets because there could not be: in each case, the
path one is advised against taking is simply the ordinary path
that mortals, or their souls, do so often take. As we shall see, this
difference between the hodoi enumerated by Circe (in which
only one of the possibilities is truly viable at each krisis) and
those we find in Hesiod and on the golden tablets is of the utmost
importance for Parmenides and his invention of extended
deductive argumentation and key features of demonstration.
There is another important pair of points to be made concerning
the relationship between the itinerary Circe sketches out in
Od. 12.55-126 and some similarities this shares with other cultural
artefacts of the archaic (or, in the case of the golden tablets, the
classical) era, be these the confronting of a crossroads, the naviga-
tion of a hodos through the Beyond, the use of a pattern of
deliberation, or thinking in terms of polar opposites. While there
are important points of overlap with Hesiod’s Works and Days
216-17 and 287—92, the golden tablets, and the texts analysed by
Lloyd, Gill, and Knudsen, it happens that all the features that
Odyssey 12.55-126 shares with one or another of the texts dis-
cussed coalesce in the hodos that Circe details in the same book.
Just as neither the analyses of Gill and Knudsen nor Lloyd’s
discussion of polar opposites implies that there is nothing unique
in Circe’s particular use of the general structures that each scholar
described, so we may observe that in Odyssey 12, it is not only that
a hodos is presented which helps a mortal navigate the physical
geography of some portion of the Beyond, as in the tablets — nor
only that the crossroads imagery constructs a choice between two
alternatives that come into their own as alternatives, as in Works
and Days. Likewise, what we find in Odyssey 12 is not just another
instantiation of a polar expression; nor is it just another instance of
a deliberative process that considers alternatives only to eliminate
one and select the other; nor is it just another use of road imagery
in providing instructions for navigating the physical geography of
an Elsewhere; nor is it just another example of the use of a forked
path to articulate a dichotomy. Each aspect of Odyssey 12.55-126
that overlaps with the different expressions of archaic Greek
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culture surveyed above in fact reveals just how distinctive this
portion of the Odyssey is.

Indeed, it is precisely this very confluence of these features in
one passage that makes Odyssey 12.55—126 so distinctive and so
valuable for Parmenides.”® The whole of this passage of Odyssey
12 is incomparably greater than the sum of its archaic Greek parts.
That the dichotomous choice between courses of action is quite
literally between physical courses (of action) creates an extraor-
dinarily powerful tool — the exclusive, exhaustive disjunction or
krisis —which, when combined with argumentative support for the
route to be chosen (or rather, a modally charged argument strictly
ruling out one possibility, and therefore requiring that the other be
chosen), simply cannot be found in any of these features individu-
ally. As we have seen, Lloyd observes that in very many cases
there is the possibility of elaborating a third option in a polar
expression. In the golden tablets, there is no interest at all in
examining the other route in the fashion described by Gill; it is
simply a wrong turn one should avoid on the way to the Lake of
Memory, and there is apparently no need to explore the possibility
of going to this spring, to think through the consequences of this
course (of action), to reject it in favour of another alternative. Nor
is there any interest in providing an argumentatively pregnant
justification for selecting the one route over the other. If, as we
shall see in Chapter 5, what matters to Parmenides is having the
ability to leverage a uniquely potent argumentative tool that forces
a voyager down one route or the other, this is something that
neither a generic ‘polar expression’ nor the topography of the
afterlife, nor even the rhetorical device of Hesiod’s two hodoi,
can offer. Rather, this is a distinctive feature of the exclusive,
exhaustive disjunction formed by a choice between two physical
routes, and two physical routes alone, when one must press for-
ward (and so cannot take neither), when one has a body that cannot
be divided (and so one cannot take both), and when, in the end,
only of the routes is actually viable. What we find in Hesiod, the
golden tablets, and in most of the examples discussed by Lloyd

73 See here the discussion of ‘markedness’ and also 'meaningfulness' in nn. 62 and 63
above.
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and Gill are in fact genuine choices; what we find in Circe’s hodos,
and what we shall find in Parmenides, is an apparent choice that,
upon further descriptive reflection and argumentation, is in fact no
choice at all. And for Parmenides, for the emergence of demonstration
(which must begin from a point that all accept and cannot be rejected),
and for the Western tradition of thought defined by the kind of
knowledge demonstration produces, that makes all the difference.

This much concerns largely (though not exclusively) the level
of rhetorical schemata. But there are other distinctive features of
the krisis in Circe’s hodos at the level of dependence. An essential
part of what we have been building up in the second half of this
chapter is an analysis of the discursive framework used to express
the options forming this choice — the description of the two
alternatives — and the process by which one or the other is to be
selected. At the level of types of dependence, the description
sections play a vital role in establishing the possible courses (of
action) insofar as they provide the raw material for the premises in
the ensuing argument sections that, in their turn, ultimately yield
a conclusion in the form of an imperative to a certain kind of
action. In Odyssey 12, Circe is judicious about introducing only
those characters and places, and describing only those qualities,
that have a direct bearing on the choice to be made and the
argument to be supplied in support of her instructions. This in
turn means that the description sections become much longer and
more extensive than in the other entries in Circe’s hodos-catalogue
(or in Homer generally) in order to present the information neces-
sary for the argument. By contrast, the role of narration sections is
much diminished: what matters is the state of affairs that consti-
tutes the options of the choice. Again, this is something that is
entirely different from both the Works and Days and the golden
tablets.”

Finally, what are we to make of the three textual features
discussed above? Functioning as limit cases of a sort, they present

74 Indeed, what we find in the golden tablets is some respects like what we saw in Odyssey
10, both in terms of geography and dramatic scenario; what is radically scaled back,
however, is the level of description and instruction (as in Odyssey 10, this comes without
any argumentative justification). On the similarities in geography, see e.g. Cerri (1995),
Battezzato (2005) and Ferarri (2007).
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a rather more complex picture. Taken individually, it is hard to say
that their appearance in Od. 12.55-126 seems terribly distinctive
or marked. One finds the verb form esti often enough in archaic
poetry (though, as noted, almost never with such frequency).
Similarly, the practice of negating statements with a modal charge
is not only to be found in such passages already discussed as the
Invocation to the Muses in Iliad 2, but also, inter alia, in some of
the reworkings it underwent at the hands of other archaic poets, as
well as in plenty of other unrelated contexts.”> Epei and gar,
meanwhile, are of course simply basic linguistic items whose
use, particularly in the case of gar, are an extremely ordinary
feature of the syntax of oral poetry.”®

These questions take on special importance when we consider
the Parmenidean side of the ledger. It would be a great folly, for
example, to suggest that Od. 12.55-126 is somehow the primary
driver motivating Parmenides’ thematization of the question what-
is, or that his ground-breaking examination of modality is merely
the result of his engagement with this passage, or that his interest
in rigorously supporting his claims with arguments is just a minor
outgrowth of Homer’s practice in Odyssey 12 or elsewhere. Any
sensible attempt to address these questions would of course con-
sider Parmenides in relation to a much, much broader array of
predecessors, contemporaries, and even successors, and would
place his own agenda squarely at the centre of the answers
provided.””

Pinning down the exact nature of the relationship between
Od. 12.55-126 and Parmenides’ ‘Route to Truth’ at this word-
by-word level of granularity will always be difficult, and little
in my argument hangs on the specific answers one might wish to
supply (or even on answers being hazarded at all).
Nevertheless, to the extent that they force us to ask other
interesting questions, they are worthy of brief consideration

75 See Ch. 2 above.

76 See esp. Bakker (1997), and Ch. 3, n. 38 above.

77 On the other hand, it would seem entirely appropriate to consider: (1) which resources
the passage in question offered him in pursuing his agenda; (2) how the shape of the
answers he provided might have been influenced by this passage; and (3) how what
made it onto his agenda in the first place might be related to this passage of the Odyssey.
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here. At just what point do unmarked, not terribly distinctive
features become distinctive? How much does it matter that in
this passage of the Odyssey we encounter with unprecedented
frequency the use of modally charged negations or the third person
singular esti, both of which are, of course, distinctive hallmarks of
Parmenides’ poem? Are there ways in which specific combinations
of'the features identified — for example, the use of esti to provide the
evidence upon which is based, via a gar or an epei, an instruction
that serves as the conclusion of a practical deliberation; or, similarly,
the combination of a modally charged negation and an exclusive,
exhaustive disjunction, to form a proscription, and thus
a prescription, by negation — can, when taken as unit, form some-
thing more marked and less typical, more distinctive and less
frequently trafficked? How ought we to weigh this against the
importance of these features for Parmenides’ own philosophical
agenda? And — to turn this question on its head — to what extent
could we imagine that his agenda might have been shaped in part by
the fact that it was this passage, with its distinctive or marked use of
indistinctive and unmarked features of the Greek language, that
Parmenides reworked?

This is not the place to attempt to answer these questions, since it
is the commonalities at the level of the rhetorical schema and levels
of dependence that are central to the points that [ want to make. For
the moment, one might simply observe that the similarities are
there, whatever one is to make of them, and that what is desirable
is perhaps a more subtly graded spectrum than a simple declaration
that something ‘IS’ or ‘IS NOT” intertextual;”® rather, we might
ideally locate different degrees of intertextual proximity or distance.

4.3 Concluding Remarks

In this chapter, we have examined two key aspects of the hodos
that spans Odyssey 12.39—141. As our analysis in Chapter 3 would
lead us to expect, at the level of rhetorical schemata we saw that, as
a form of catalogic discourse, Circe’s sodos formed a catalogue
with three entries, Od. 12.39—54, 12.55-126, and 12.127—41I

78 See nn. 62 above for the appealing aspects of Bakker’s notion of ‘interformularity’.
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(Section 4.1). These were ordered in accordance with the narrative
movement in time through a sequence of spatially contiguous
places — according to the principle of spatio-temporal con-
sequence, that is, proper to the hodos (Section 4.1.1). At the
level of types of dependence, meanwhile, we again saw a clear
pattern according to which very brief narrative frames introduce
portions of description, which were in turn followed by portions
of justified instruction or argument (Section 4.1.2.1). Compared
to the hodos in Odyssey 10, the relationship between the descrip-
tion and instruction/argument sections is notably more elaborate
and developed in Odyssey 12: description sections introduce key
characters and places, and then hone in on attributes of the story-
world that prove crucial for the argumentatively justified instruc-
tions that follow, which explore the details introduced in
a remarkably probing, sophisticated manner (Section 4.1.2.2).
This analysis will form the basis of the discussion of Fragment 8
in Chapter 6.

Examining Od. 12.55-126 revealed further nuances to this
basic format (Section 4.2). At the level of rhetorical schemata,
the notion of a hodos-unit helped accommodate the phenom-
enon of the krisis, or exclusive, exhaustive disjunction between
two possible places (each with the potential to form its own
episode; Section 4.2.1). Seen through this unit of analysis,
Circe’s hodos was made of four entries — the Sirens
(Od. 12.39-54), a choice between the Planctae and the Two
Rocks (Od. 12.59—714a), a choice between Scylla and Charybdis
(Od. 12.71b—126), and then Thrinacia (Od. 12.127—41;
Section 4.2.1).

What is more, there are two major implications at the level of
dependence. In the first place, these two krisis sections involve
very little activity at the top level of narration — the instruction or
argument level of the first choice (viz. Od. 12.81b—82) in effect
usurped, or at least did double duty, as the narration section for
the second choice (Section 4.2.1). Second, since the argument
sections involve instructions about which place to choose, and
not merely how to behave (or not) when arriving there, the amount
of description involved in presenting the options of the krisis
balloons tremendously: when, in Richardson’s terms, the places
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themselves are ‘what matters’, the result is a section of description
long enough to rival any other portion of description we find in the
surviving Homeric corpus (Section 4.2.2). Third, this also results
in an even more sophisticated, and deeply intertwined relation-
ship between the description and instruction/argument sections
(‘Three features’, Section 4.2.2.1). Particularly important fea-
tures of this relationship are the use of esti (in several of its
senses: announcing the existence of entities in the story-world,
and attributing crucial qualities to them in order to ground the
instructions to come and assessing the relative merits of two
courses of action); gar and epei (to articulate the inferential and
justificatory relationships between premises and conclusions);
and descriptions-by-negation, especially with a modal charge.
Ultimately, this yielded complex, multilayered chains of argu-
mentation that repeatedly (and, ultimately, recursively) drew on
the facts of the world presented in the description section. Of
particular significance for the following chapter, this nexus of
features — and, in particular, the combination of modally charged
negations; the Homeric mode of deliberation explored by Gill;
and the exclusive, exhaustive disjunction or krisis formed by
a fork in the hodos — offers Parmenides a set of resources he
will put to ground-breaking use.

Finally, careful consideration of other texts or traditions,
especially Hesiod’s Works and Days and the Orphic gold tab-
lets, often cited as similar to Od. 12.55—-126 or as parallels to
aspects of Parmenides’ poem, reveal in the end just how dis-
tinctive this portion of the Odyssey is (Section 4.2.3, ‘Krisis:
Assessments and Cautions’) — and, as we shall see in Chapter 5,
just how important it is for Parmenides’ ground-breaking poem,
and the history of Western thought. By identifying these simi-
larities explored in sections 4.1 and 4.2 and Parmenides’ poem
(especially in chapters 6 and 5, respectively) — and by tracing
the differences that emerge in the course of comparing them —
we can glean key insights into the discursive strategies
deployed by Parmenides as he pieces together his new way of
constructing an argument and making it inconvertibly persua-
sive. To develop a view of the basic outline of the architecture
of Circe’s hodos is thus to develop a view of precisely the
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framework Parmenides uses to fashion his revolutionary argu-
ment, to mediate his new concept of thinking with certainty,
knowing with certainty, and proving with certainty — or so
I shall argue in chapters 5 and 6. Should this analysis of
Circe’s hodos prove compelling, we would have before our
eyes the blueprint of the discursive architecture Parmenides
used to build the first recorded sequence of extended deductive
argumentation in Western thought.

194

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009047562.005 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009047562.005

5
KRISIS: FRAGMENT 2

I discussed above, especially in the Introduction and Chapter 2,
some of the important links between Homer’s Odyssey —
especially the Apologoi and, even more so, Odyssey 12 — and
Parmenides’ poem. That analysis only scratched the surface, how-
ever, and in the beginning of this chapter I shall examine the
relationship between these two poems at much greater length.
Fortunately, we can pick up where earlier studies have left off.’
If much of the literary analysis performed by scholars of
Parmenides has focused on the Proem, this is partly because
there is much to say.” What is important for our purposes at this
stage is the manner in which the proem establishes a progressively
more Odyssean ambience, creating a dramatic setting that, as it
proceeds towards Fragment 2, evokes the relationship between
Odysseus and Circe on Aeaea more and more specifically.
Havelock’s comparison begins with the claim that ‘books ten to
twelve of the Odyssey (or a section approximating thereto)’ are
Parmenides’ ‘central frame of reference’ in his poem.? This case
can be made in terms of the proem’s language, imagery, charac-
ters, and dramatic scenarios, much of which is reminiscent of
these books of the Odyssey.* Odysseus’ description of the land
of the Laestrygonians is recycled nearly wholesale;> similarly, the

' See esp. Introduction, 13-15 above.

% See esp. Introduction, 13 and nn. 28-29.

3 Havelock (1958) 138; see also Introduction, 13—14.

4 On the connections between the proem and the Odyssey more generally, see remarks at
Morrison (1955) 60; Diechgréber (1959) 27; Dolin (1962) 96; Pfeiffer (1975) 18—20, 54—
56, 78-80; Miller (1979) 14 with notes; Miller (2006) 18; Coxon (2009) [1986] 9—10;
Palmer (2009) 56; see also Slaveva-Griffin (2003), Latona (2008), and now Forte and
Smith (2016) for parallels between the chariot race in /liad 23 and the proem. See also nn.
6—9 below.

Homer’s ¢yyUs y&p vuktds Te kal fipatds gior kédeuBor (Od. 10.86) becomes #vba miAan
vukTSs Te kad AuaTos elor keAeubwv (Fr. 1.11). See e.g. Havelock (1958) 139; Mourelatos
(2008b) [1970] 9, 15; Pfeiffer (1975) 21; Coxon (2009) 9, 275—76; Granger (2008)
12—13; Tor (2017) 345 n. 22.
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‘Daughters of the Sun’, the guardians of the Sun’s cattle on
Thrinacia (Od. 12.131-36), are ‘converted from herdsmen into
outriders’ who lead the chariot bearing the kouros (Fr. 1.9-10).°
Collectively these images and intertextual echoes conjure a setting
redolent of the ‘world’s end ... a mysterious borne far off the
beaten track, a region of mystery and peril but also of revelation’.”

This in turn figures the kouros as a kind of Odysseus.® As the
latter’s voyage in the Apologoi extends ‘beyond normal human
latitudes’, so the former’s ‘journey is also an excursion beyond the
bounds of accepted experience’ and seems ‘modeled on the bold
enterprise of an epic hero, Odysseus’.” Odysseus’ encounters in the
Apologoi have been seen to be patterned on the dynamics of the quest,
which involves his arrival at an unknown place followed by a meeting
with ‘someone who gives information or acts as a guide’ to help him
complete the quest'® — all of which describes Parmenides’ kouros and
his situation in Fragment 1 to perfection.

But not just anyone will act as his guide: the ‘foreground of
Parmenides’ imagination is occupied by Circe on Aeaea’'' —
Circe, who is, after all, the Daughter of Helios, and Aeaea which
is, after all, where ‘Dawn has her dancing floor and the sun rises’
(Od. 12.3—4)." The links connecting Circe and the unnamed

S Havelock (1958) 140. For the Odyssey’s treatment of the Heliades in relation to other
mythical renditions, see also Coxon (2009) [1986] 274; Cordero (2004) 25—26; Bakker
(2013) 101.

Havelock (1958) 139.

See esp. Mansfeld (1964) 230. See also Mourelatos (2008b) [1970] 24—25; Cassin
(1987); Cassin (2011), esp. 72; Montiglio (2005) 147-50; and a brief discussion in
Tor (2017) 264—65 (my disagreements with which I shall register shortly). I leave aside
here the more complex question of Fr. 1.1—4, discussed at length in e.g. Diechgraber
(1959) 27, Mansfeld (1964) 229—31, Cosgrove (1974), Cosgrove (2011), Coxon (1986)
157-59, Lesher (1994b), Palmer (2009) 376-78; for more general discussion, with
bibliography, see now Tor (2017).

See Havelock (1958), esp. 139, and Gallop (1984) 5, respectively.

See Bakker (2013) 13—35, esp. 23—27, and Peradotto (1990) 35—41; these mirror
Mourelatos (2008b) 20—21. Recall that Tiresias begins his audience with Odysseus by
observing: véoTov &inot (‘you are questing for a homecoming’, Od. 11.100). On the
encounter, see esp. Nagler (1980), and for Parmenides, see Havelock (1958) 139.
Parmenides’ dizésis, an apparent neologism, is derived from this verb; see Mourelatos
(2008b) 67-68, Curd (1998b) 42—43, 42 n. 55 for discussions of the verb in this passage in
Homer, Heraclitus B 22 and B1o1, and Parmenides. On the other hand, Tor (2017) 265-67
provides a stimulating discussion of the word in respect to the language of oracles.
Havelock (1958) 140.

On Aeaea and its relationship to the Sun, see e.g. Page (1973) 60 and West (2005)
43—45; see also n. 5 above.

©
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goddess of Parmenides’ poem are rich and multifaceted."® Circe,
‘goddess endowed with dread speech’ (Od. 10.136 = Od. 11.8 = Od.
12.150), has the ability to ‘report verities of the mantic world and thus
induce or at least indicate the hero’s’ further travel: ‘her helpful
power is to ... facilitate for him further stages of his symbolic
journey’; Circe helps Odysseus ‘penetrate ... to a deeply guarded
area of the mythic geography’ where knowledge of incomparable
magnitude is to be found."* In short, Circe, a female divinity with
exceptionally privileged access to knowledge, guides the mortal male
hero Odysseus on a journey which includes travel to a place where he
will attain a level of profound knowledge: a description that could
hardly better fit the dramatic scenario of fragments 1-8.">

What is more, Circe has long been recognized as a vital turning
point in Odysseus’ wanderings."® According to one popular ana-
lysis, the Nekuia serves as the pivot around which is wrapped the
elaborate series of nested ring compositions that form the episodes
of the Apologoi;'” since it is from Circe’s isle that the trip departs
and to Circe’s isle that it returns — and, as we have seen, on Circe’s
orders, and only thanks to her guidance, that the trip is successfully
undertaken — this makes Circe (in her instruction-giving mode,
after her threat to Odysseus has been neutralized) a central figure
anchoring the entire Apologoi."™® There are a number of different
facets to this point, and one can tease out at least four implications
for Parmenides’ poem.

See Section 2.4, esp. Section 2.4.2 above.

'4 Nagler (1996) 148—49.

See e.g. Gallop (1984) 6; for the more general point, see also Section 2.4.2 above.
Structural analyses of the Apologoi have a venerable history running from Woodhouse
(1930) 43—44 through Germain (1954) 332—33 and Whitman (1958) 288-89 to Niles
(1978); Redfield (1983); Scully (1987); Most (1989), esp. 21 n. 36; Montiglio (2005)
55—61; Bakker (2013), esp. 21—35; and Cook (2014) 76-84.

'7 See e.g. the series of ever-modified charts in Whitman (1958) 288; Niles (1978) 51;
Scully (1987) 405; Most (1989) 22; Bakker (2013); Cook (2014) 82, 83.

It is worth bearing in mind the sort of double role played by Circe in the Apologoi. As
Bakker (2013), esp. 24—25, illuminates, the encounter with Circe in Odyssey 10 resem-
bles the other quest episodes which are concatenated together to form Odyssey 9 and 10
(e.g. the encounter with the Cyclops, or Aeolus, or the Laestrygonians), while in the
encounter in Odyssey 12 she is a ‘cornerstone of the Odyssey’s architecture’ insofar as
she shifts from ‘from dangerous adversary in the rescue quest to helpful guide’ enabling
Odysseus’ successful return or nostos. This has important implications that previous
diagrammatic analyses of the Apologoi (see n. 17 above) have not yet taken into
account; see Figure 5.1 below.
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Most importantly, scholars have noted that the encounter
with Circe divides the Apologoi into two parts. Before
encountering Circe, Odysseus and his men wander; after,
they sail with the direction and purposefulness that only her
supernatural guidance makes possible."” Odysseus’ pre-
Circean wanderings are epitomized by the calamitous episode
bookended by encounters with Aeolus, king of the winds.
Having taken their leave of his harmonious kingdom with all
the winds but one held at bay for their convenience, Odysseus
and his men have very nearly completed their journey in full
(686v ékTeMéoavTes, Od. 10.41) — the hearth fires of home are
even in sight! — when Odysseus’ men, mistrustful that the
spoils Odysseus has collected along the way will be evenly
distributed, open the sack holding the winds; once loosed,
these promptly blow the ship all the way back to the shores
of Aeolus’ floating island. (As scholars of Parmenides have on
occasion noticed, the episode thus embodies the very para-
digm of a backward-turning path.)** By contrast, from the
moment they depart Circe’s island up until they reach
Thrinacia — the full extent of the itinerary for which Circe
gives her instructions — Odysseus and his men make clear,
unambiguous, linear progress towards their final destination of
Ithaca.

There is another way of putting the matter. Scholars have
discerned a number of thematic and compositional patterns char-
acterizing the relationship between different episodes in the
Apologoi,”" and careful consideration of these analyses suggests
that Circe’s island serves as the mirror across which beckons
the second, positive, goal-directed reflection of the first, wander-
ing half of the Apologoi. Here, recourse to the graphs of various
analysts of the Apologoi’s ring compositions are useful. A slightly

19
20

See the incisive remarks at Montiglio (2005) 56—58, also 150.

See e.g. Havelock (1958) 138—39; Mourelatos (2008b) [1970]; Montiglio (2005) 149.
Between, for example, episodes where hosts confront Odysseus and his men with two
extremes of bad hospitality (Most (1989), esp. 25) or a repeated confrontation with the
different variations on the series ‘temptation, physical attack, taboo’ (Niles (1978),
esp. 51).
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oy Unguided (backwards-turning) wandering
Cicones

two-day storm

—— Lotus-Eaters
,— Cyclopes

L

Aeolus
Laestrygonians

L——— Circle 1
Nekuia/Circe 2

_______ Sirens

Scylla
Thrinacia

(1

Charybdis
L Calypso

two-day storm
Phaeacians

Ithaca Guided journeying

Figure 5.1 The structure of Odysseus’ Apologoi

modified form of Most’s graph in Figure 5.1 helps make the point
vividly.*?

By choosing to model his 4odos dizésios on the portion of the
Apologoi that begins not at the departure from Troy, but rather
from Aeaea —a kind of second point of departure, or a first point of
informed departure — Parmenides in effect cuts off half of the
Odyssey’s ring composition, thereby rendering linear the circular
form of the erstwhile ring;*? as we shall see, the effect is com-
pounded by honing in on the first phase of the second half of the
trip (the leg spanning Aeaea, Sirens, Scylla/Charybdis, Thrinacia)
where the clearest progress is made anywhere in Odysseus’
journey home. Were one looking to shift from a circular, back-
ward-turning mode of discourse in order to create a sequential,
goal-directed mode of discourse, beginning from the very centre

*? Most (1989) 25, which is itself modelled on Niles (1978) 51.

23 In this, one may perhaps be tempted to see a transition from the ‘geometrical’ ring
composition characteristic of ‘archaic thought’ to the linear, sequential form of argu-
mentation that will come to be increasingly prominent in the classical age and beyond.
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of the ring would accomplish this elegantly by shearing off a linear
discursive pattern.

This observation leads to two further points. As noted, scholars
have also discerned in the Circe episode a deeper shift from one
kind of story-type to another; Circe’s island, that is, marks the
point where a quest type becomes a nostos type — or rather, nostos
becomes the mission of the quest.** The narratological correlate of
the unguided wandering of the Apologoi before Odysseus ‘tames’
Circe is a kind of indefinite concatenation of quests, one linked to
the other apparently without end. On the other hand, with Circe’s
instructions in hand, the nostos, with its highly marked sense of
destinationality, becomes the goal of the quest. A plot structure
revolving around arrival at a single, ultimate destination, rather
than in indefinite series of concatenated quests, could hardly
have proved more useful to Parmenides’ notion of a hodos
dizesios.”

Finally, there is also a geographic dimension to the point. The
near miss with Ithaca after the first sojourn on the island of Aeolus
only underscores how, from the perspective of the telos of Ithaca,
Odysseus’ movement in the first half of the Apologoi is centrifugal.
In certain respects, Circe’s island represents the far apogee of this
centrifugality; not only is it at the end of the earth, near where the
Sun has his dancing field, but it is also the one place where
Odysseus himself forgets Ithaca and must be reminded by his
crew.?® Thanks to the goddess’s instructions, Odysseus’ movement
through space, centrifugal up until his arrival on Aeaea, becomes
centripetal.?” In short, at the thematic, structural, narratological, and
geographic levels, Parmenides would have found in the Circe
episode elements of enormous value to rework for his own ends.

What does this mean for Parmenides? First, that scholars are
mistaken when they attempt to draw a contrast between the kouros
in Parmenides’ poem and Odysseus. Only if one fails to consider
how the encounter with Circe divides the entire Apologoi into two

*4 For this and the next two sentences, see Bakker (2013) 2026, discussed at greater

length in Part III, Doxai, below.
See again Part III, Doxai, below.
See Montiglio (2005) 55—56.
See again n. 19 above.
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parts — pre-Circean wandering, post-Circean journeying — can one
claim, for example, that while ‘both protagonists travel far beyond
the familiar track into eschatological locations, their journeys
diametrically diverge’.?® In fact, exactly the reverse is true.
While it is certainly the case that ‘the kouros’ divine guides escort
him directly to his goal . .. and precisely prevent him from under-
going the wandering which the poem associates throughout with
error and ignorance’, that ‘Odysseus is repeatedly made to wander
astray’ before his encounter with Circe is irrelevant.”® What mat-
ters is that Odysseus’ divine guide also guides him directly to his
goal that he may avoid the wandering which had plagued him
earlier in the Apologoi.>® Similarly, it is incorrect to assert that in
Parmenides’ poem ‘the meandering Odyssean adventure is ...
reshaped as a linear journey’.3" Attending to the structure of the
Apologoi and the decisive role Circe plays in this portion of the
Odyssey, we see instead that Parmenides leverages with tremen-
dous skill a distinction between wandering and goal-directed
journeying that was already clearly demarcated in Homer. By
choosing to model his #odos on just the point in the Apologoi
where Odysseus receives instructions from his female divinity
with privileged access to knowledge (the guided, directed jour-
neying that forms a true sodos, and not the untethered, backward-
turning wandering of ignorant mortals), Parmenides plucks the

28 Tor (2017) 264.

9 Tor (2017) 265, 264.

3¢ This also weakens the ‘pointed divergence’ between the Odyssey and Parmenides’ poem
that Tor seeks to ‘sharpen’ ((2017) 265). It is true that ‘it is fundamental to the Odyssey
that, for the narrative of nostos to take place, Odysseus must reject the offers of
divinization which are proffered to him by his female host Calypso’, and this does
offer a contrast to readings of Parmenides’ poem that posit that the kouros must undergo
a process of divinization (provided by a female divinity) as a precondition to his
attainment of his ultimate goal, knowledge of what-is. But the relevant point of contrast
to accepting divinization need not necessarily be ‘the life of the wandering mortal’.
Though the Odyssey may in general associate the human condition with wandering (see
Montiglio (2005)), that is not at all the contrast dramatized by the portion of the Odyssey
that Parmenides’ selects — book 12 — as his intertext. It is thus hard to see the kouros as
‘pointedly outdo[ing] Homer’s Odysseus in willingly accepting divinisation’ (Tor
(2017) 265) when the Odysseus Parmenides chooses as a model accepts the instructions
offered to him by a female divinity with privileged access to knowledge as willingly as
Parmenides’ kouros does. 1 am grateful to Shaul Tor for his exchanges with me
regarding these points.

3! Montiglio (2005) 148.
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portion of the Apologoi that suits his needs while sanitizing it of
Odysseus’ pre-Circean wanderings by relegating them to
a separate, distinct #odos he emphasizes must be avoided at all
costs.?* Instead, it is much more accurate — and much more
interesting — to point out that by isolating a portion of the circum-
ference of the Homeric ring composition that forms the Apologoi,
the circular movement of the thematic and discursive progression
of the Homeric text is refashioned as a linear, goal-directed (or at
least non-circular) movement — a movement that is paralleled
much more macroscopically by the transition Parmenides effects
from a myth of nosfos (of a return to a place of origin) to an
extended deductive argument that leads to a conclusion.

This takes us to just the moment in Odyssey 12 when Circe
promises to give Odysseus the instructions he will need to under-
take his journey (Od. 12.25—26):

... oUTAp ycd Beifw 08OV 15¢ EkooTa
oNuAvE®.

... But I shall indicate your fodos and each thing
Sign out.

Before she narrates the hodos to Odysseus, however, she ‘takes
him by the hand’ (f & &ut¢ xe1pds édoloa, Od. 12.32) in order to
speak to him alone;3? then she begins the tale of the hodos. In
Parmenides’ poem, having travelled to a distant place of revela-
tion, a place at land’s end far from the usual haunts of men (&’
&vBpcotrev ékTds TéTou, Fr. 1.27),3* the male mortal voyager of the

32 The model for both routes described in fragments 6 and 7 is thus presented in the
Apologoi. See also Chapter 2 above for a discussion of Parmenides’ strategy of
drawing rigorous distinctions (between superior, epistemically impeccable claims
and mere doxai; between journeying and wandering) by mapping them onto the
distinct branches of a forked 4odos. This insight also previews the benefits of assess-
ing the relationship between Parmenides’ poem and the Odyssey using the flexible
model afforded by Foucault’s analysis of discursive architecture. What we see shall
see is that Circe’s speech in Odyssey 12 provides Parmenides with a framework for
constructing discourse, one which allows him to slot in other episodes from elsewhere
in the Odyssey in a recombinatorial fashion, rather than requiring that we map the
hodos formed by fragments 2, 6, 7, and 8 onto the hodos of Od. 12.39—141 in a strictly
bijective way.

Odysseus, for his part, obliges by telling her everything that has happened (Tévra ko
poipav koTéAe€a, Od. 12.35).

34 For the Homeric connotations of the phrase &’ &v8pcymeov, see Floyd (1992) 258-60.

33
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proem is greeted by a female divinity with privileged access to
knowledge by nothing other than a clasp of the hand — yeipa ¢
xeipt | Se€itepny EAev (Fr. 1.22—23).33 Then, she, too, begins the tale
of the hodos.>°

5.1 Disjunctions

The tight parallels between Parmenides’ poem and Odyssey 12
extend beyond the dramatic scenario and the dramatis personae,
and — what is much less recognized3” — well beyond the proem.
When Parmenides’ goddess speaks, her language, too, echoes the
Circe of Odyssey 12. So Circe opens her speech (Od. 12.37—38):

& Tol £y v Epéw, uvnoel 8¢ ot Kai Beds alTos,

and introduces the choice between the two hodoi (Od. 12.56—58):

>

gvBa To1 oUKET EmaITa Binvekéws dyopeUow

Bupd Pouleusiy: épéw B¢ Tot dugoTépwbev.

What follows there I shall no longer narrate piece by piece
Which of two possibilities will in fact be your Aodos, but
Consider this carefully yourself: I shall tell you both from this point.

Parmenides’ goddess, meanwhile, begins (Fr. 2.1-2):

oitrep 680t yolvau dilfo16s £iol vofioan.

But come now and I shall tell you (and you, having heard it, preserve the
account)
Just which hodoi of inquiry alone there are to be thought/for thinking.3®

35 For discussion of the gesture’s Homeric resonances, see Coxon (2009) [1986] 10; Floyd

(1992) 254—56; Cordero (2004); Mansfeld (2005). While Homeric aspects of the gesture
have been observed since at least Diels (1897) 53, the connection with Circe’s gesture at
Od. 12.32 does not seem to have been noticed. She, too, will reveal ‘all things’ (évTa
TuBécBou, Fr. 1.28); see n. 33 above.

See also n. 33 above for another echo of Od. 12.25-35 in Fr. 1.27-28.

See Introduction, 13.

The difference between the verb understood as transitive infinitive (‘to be thought of”)
as opposed to a datival infinitive (‘for thinking”) is discussed at greatest length — and
with extensive bibliographical citation — in Palmer (2009) 69—73. The parallel with

o

3
3
3

%
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The linguistic overlap is striking: the goddess in question declares
that she will tell her mortal charge (¢ycov &péw, Od. 12.38; ¢péw,
Od. 12.58; #ycv épéw, Fr. 2.T) what comes next;>® underscores the
importance of listening to her (ov . .. &oucov, Od. 12.37; oU . ..
dxoucas, Fr. 2.1); mentions a closed set of hodoi that she will
present (6wwoTépn . .. 68ds . . . dugoTépwbey, Od. 12.57-58; oimep
680t wotvan, Fr. 2.2);%° and invokes the being of these roads, be it
possible or actual, present or future (65865 #coeTan, Od. 12.57;
680t . . . lol, Fr. 2.2).

Continuing with these two passages, we find yet another simi-
larity in the use of men ... de . . . clauses to introduce the alterna-
tives. In Circe’s hodos telling, men ... de ... clauses play an
important role in articulating both pairs of alternatives one finds
in the ‘Choice’ discourse-unit of the hodos (Od. 12.55-81, 12.73—
110; see Section 4.2.2 above). So, too, Parmenides’ goddess
presents the two hodoi as follows (Fr. 2.3-5):

f pév &rws EoTv Te kad ¢s oUk 0Tl P givan . . .

78’ dos oUk EoTww Te Kad g xpecov 0T ut elvan . . .

The one, that ... is (.. .)*" and that it is not possible [for] ... notto be (...) ...
The other, that . .. is not (.. .) and that it is right [for] ... notto be (...) ...

Furthermore, in both Od. 12.59-81 and Fragment 2 lines 3 and
5, the goddess who expresses the krisis or fork in the road takes
great care to present the two alternatives in a highly symmetrical
manner. Circe correlates the same words (étpai, 12.59; Als wéTpm,

Empedocles’ Fr. 3.10 provides striking support for the second option (see e.g. Palmer
(2009) 70 and 70 n. 61).

The phrase & 8° &y’ éycov épéw is also quintessentially Homeric in the view of Cordero
(2004) 37 n. 133; see also Coxon (2009) [1986] 57 and Bohme (1986) 4748 for parallels.
Where 6mmotépn ... 686 ... dupoTépwdev highlights the mutual exclusiveness of the
terms, ofmep 6801 poUvon would emphasize their exhaustiveness. For more discussion see
n. 43 below.

For the semantics of einai, much work on the use of the word in Parmenides before
Brown (1994) is out of date (exceptions include Kahn (1973), Furth (1974), Mourelatos
(1979b)). Since then, Kahn (2002), Mourelatos (2008b) xx—xxvi, Mourelatos (2008a)
all make headway on the sense and function of the word in Parmenides, while Kahn
(2000a) articulates a general framework of its syntax and semantics in early Greek. One
of the most productive outcomes of this reconsideration has been an emerging consen-
sus that ‘rather than choose between the various senses, we need to acknowledge their
interplay’ (Miller (2006) 44). See also Kahn (2002) 88-89; Curd (2011) 19. The
rendering here is based on — but freely modified from — the translation given by Miller
(2006).

39
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12.64 [Planctae]; wétpn. . Als, 12.79 [Scylla]), the same characters
(e.g. Amphitrite (12.60 and 12.97)), and the same technique of
‘description-by-negation’ (12.62—4 and 12.83-84).** Likewise,
the scrupulous congruities defining the phrasing of Parmenides’
Fragment 2 lines 3 and 5 have been illustrated by the close
symmetry marking the pair rendered in propositional form (e.g.
‘to think that A and that B’ and ‘to think that not-A and that not-
B’) and in rudimentary logical notation — e.g. ‘A and necessarily
—(—A)’ and ‘—A and necessarily —=A’.43

The similarities between Parmenides’ Fragment 2 and Od.
12.55-126 extend to the level of discourse modes and the types of
dependence that define their relationship (Figure 5.2). Recall that the
normal discourse-unit in Odyssey 10 and 12 involves a narration
portion, followed by description, which in turn provides the raw
material for the instruction and/or argument that follows
(Section 3.2, Section 4.2); the ‘either-or’ disjunction of the krisis
was associated with its own variant of this pattern, with two distinct
levels of description used to advocate rejecting and/or selecting one
alternative (Section 4.2). The key features of this pattern are repli-
cated in Parmenides’ Fragment 2. A narration section gives a choice
between two hodoi (Od. 12.55—58; Parmenides Fr. 2.1—2), introduced
via a men ... de ... clause, with close symmetry between the two
terms. In the Odyssey, these terms are immediately subjected to
a further qualification; so, of the Tétpon émnpegées introduced by
men . . ., Circe says (Od. 12.61):

TMaykTds 81 Tol Tés ye Beol udkapes kaAéouat.
But the blessed gods call these the Planctae.

While of oi . .. 8Uw okémedol, introduced by de . . ., Circe says of
the first (Od. 12.80):

péoow & &v okoTéAw E0T1 oTTéos flepoeldes. . .

And about halfway up it there is a misty cave. . .

4 See Ch. 4, n. 33 above; the sentence here paraphrases Hopman (2012) 26-27.

43 Cordero (2004) 43 and Thanassas (2011) 295, respectively. See also e.g. Miller (1979)
23, 33 n. 36; O’Brien (2000) 31-32; Cordero (2004) 37-57, esp. 42—44, 54—57. For
discussion of the significance of this carefully crafted formulation, see e.g. O’Brien
(2000) 28-33; Cordero (2004) 69—79; Miller (2006) 28-33; Palmer (2009) 83-105.
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Entry: Choice

Narration:
Choice

Type of
Dependence

€« — — — — — —

Description:
Two Roads

Figure 5.2 Levels of dependence, Od. 12.55-81 and Fr. 2.1-6

In Parmenides, meanwhile, the following qualities are attributed in
the men ... de ... clause (Fr. 2.4, 2.6):

TMeBoUs ot kéAeuBogs — AAnbein y&p dndel . . .
THy &7 To1 Pp&lw TavaTreubéa Eupey &TapTov.

This is the path of Persuasion, for she attends upon Truth ...
This is a track from which no learning/report** comes whatsoever, I point
out to you.*>

All four lines just presented are classic description, with verbs in

the third person present (xoAéouot, 6ndei) and predicative uses of

einai (Te18oUs o1 kéAeubos, and, in indirect speech, Tovomeubia

Eupev &tapmov). If description is ‘oriented to the statics of the

world’, then lines 4 and 6 of Parmenides’ Fragment 2 are perfect

examples of it, attributing qualities to the two sodoi in question.
Fragment 2 then proceeds as follows (Fr. 2.6-8):

oUTe yap &v yvoins T6 ye pt) €6v — o y&p &vuoTov —
oUTe ppaoais.

4

S

See Mourelatos (2008b) 23—24 and Mourelatos (1979b) 359; I shall discuss the meaning
of this word elsewhere.
4 See Mourelatos (1965).
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This is a track from which no learning/report comes whatsoever, I point out
to you:

For you could not apprehend what-is-not as such*® (for it cannot be
accomplished),*’

Nor could you indicate*® it.

For their part, lines 7-8 display an ‘argument’ discourse mode
comparable to Circe’s instructions at Od. 12.106—10:

...y oU ye kel TUYOIS, OTe poiBdnioeiey
oU ydp kev pUoaiTo o ek kakol oUd’ évooiyfawv.
A péAa SKUAATS OKOTTEA TIETTATUEVOS KX

£ £Tdpous &v vni TobBAueval ) &ua TTdvTas.

... May you not chance to be present there when Charybdis sucks down,
For no one could rescue you out from out of that ill, not even Poseidon.
But driving your ship hard by Scylla’s rock
Sail on swiftly, since it is far better
To mourn six men from your ship than all of them together.

In both cases we find a conclusion (Fr. 2.6, Od. 12.106) justified
(gar)® by a modally charged (an/ken) negation (ou[te])
(Od. 12.107a, Fr. 2.7a, 8).5° If Fr. 2.1-6 resembles the first fork
in the hodos presented by Circe (Od. 12.55-81), at the upper levels
of dependence — narration followed by description — Fr. 2.6-8
resembles the second (12.82—126) at the lower part of the level of
dependence — description followed by argument.

46

47

48

49

Translation after Miller (2006) 4, whose rendition is one of the few to incorporate the
limitative, and also the intensive, forces of the particle ye. Indeed, all three categories of
‘forces’ that Denniston (1951) I114-15 attributes to the particle seem apt: the
‘Determinative’ (‘what-is-not’, regardless of any other qualities this ‘what’ may poten-
tially have), the ‘Limitative’ (‘what-is-not, as such’), and the ‘Intensive’ (‘what-
absolutely/radically-is-not’). On the ‘Limitative’, see also O’Brien (1987) 18: ‘you
could hardly come to know what is not — whatever else you might come to know.” On
ve here, see also Cordero (2004) 81 and 81 n. 334.

I plan to address this word, especially in light of Homeric usage, in an article; for now,
see remarks in Mourelatos (2008b) 23 and n. 36; Coxon (2009) 10-11.

For further nuances, see Mourelatos (1965) and Mourelatos (2008b) 20 and n. 28, more
generally DELG and LfgrE s.v. pp&{e.

Likewise, epei at line 109 resembles the four appearances of epei that help articulate the
four semata of Fr. 8 — especially given that it, too, is followed by the predicative esti (see
Ch. 4). On the role played by gar in delineating the argumentative structure of Fr. 2.6-8,
see Cordero (2004) 79 and Palmer (2009) 103.

For further discussion of the grammar of Fr. 2.7-8, see O’Brien (1987) 17.
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The major continuities between Parmenides’ Fragment 2 and
Od. 12.55-126 thus obtain not only at the level of diction, but also
in terms of the discourse modes used and the order of their sequen-
cing: first narration, then description, and finally instruction/argu-
ment. But two very striking differences must also be noted. The first
is verbal form. The two ‘conclusions’ of the ‘argument’ sections in the
Odyssey take the form of second person imperative optatives (or
infinitives) — pf oU ... ki TUxors (Od. 12.106) and ZkUAAng
OKOTEAW TreTANUEVos ko | vija TopEE EAdow (Od. 12.108-09) —
while the justifying support takes the form of the third person —
o0 ... kev Puooatd (Od. 12.107) and ToAU @épTepdy  EoTv
(Od. 12.109). In Parmenides, by contrast, the justifying support
takes the form of the second person — oUte ... & yvoings ... olte
ppcoaus (Fr. 2.7-8) — while the conclusion takes the form of a third
person indicative (in indirect speech) — Ty ... TTavameuBéa Eupev
&rapmov (Fr. 2.6).

Second, in Homer the ‘argument’ sections are, as discussed,
examples of practical reasoning and arguments insofar as they
conclude in an imperative to a particular action. In Parmenides’
Fragment 2, by contrast, the conclusion is a proposition asserting
a state of affairs, namely, that a certain object (the second route)
has a particular quality (viz., being panapeuthés). And, strikingly,
the support for this claim now encompasses two actions —
gignoskein and phrazein (Fr. 2.7-8) — as opposed to the Homeric
patterns of deliberation, where the argumentative support is often
anchored in basic facts about the world (e.g. the evil that Scylla is,
is immortal — AN &B&voTov kakéy goti [Od. 12.118] — because of
the six heads that she has — s | Tor wOBes eiol Sumdeka TV TES
&oopot | €€ B¢ T¢ ol Beipad Tepiunxees [Od. 12.89—90)).

These transformations bring to the fore two developments of
major import. In Homer, facts about the world, expressed in the
third person indicative (sometimes negated with a modal charge)
serve as the basis for (or provide the raw material for premises of)
a kind of practical argument yielding a second person imperative
pertaining to some action. In Parmenides, by contrast, second
person actions (now negated with the modal charge of the
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Homeric description sections)®’ serve as the basis supporting and
justifying the assertions that play the role of description, stating facts
about the world and attributing qualities to entities that have been
introduced (in this case, via the predicative esti, the fact that
the second route is ‘entirely without report’, Fr. 2.6). The underlying
relationship or ‘type of dependence’ between these two discourse
modes has been reversed: the ‘argument’, in both cases centring on
actions that can or cannot be taken by the interlocutor, in Parmenides’
poem ultimately supports the assertions made about the world (i.e.
descriptions). If Parmenides is one of the first to defend, justify, or
argue for his conclusions about the nature of the world, identifying the
manner in which he adopts this traditional form of deliberation but
reverses the relationship between description and action is of decisive
importance (see Table 5.1, Figure 5.3).

Second, the reversal of person between the verbs of conclusion and
premise in Homer and Parmenides spotlights the crucial importance of
one of Parmenides’ argumentative strategies: his argument’s dialect-
ical nature.>” This dialectical nature is invaluable for securing the
foundations of his argument because Parmenides’ assertion at Fr. 2.7—
8 ‘is axiomatic within a dialectical context’>® This manoeuvre
responds to the problem of what strategy a thinker whose goal is to
‘cut free from inherited premises’ can devise to accomplish this
goal.>* If one can no longer make arguments on the basis of facts
established by description (and even if one wants to do just the reverse,
and establish facts through the arguments one presents) how should

w

Strictly speaking, a statement concerning the impossibility of performing certain actions
(such as we find in e.g. Fr. 2.7-8) is a statement of a fact that concerns an action.

As emphasized by e.g. Furth (1974) 250-51 and Mackenzie (1982); see also Robbiano
(2006) 61-88. It is infelicitous that the word ‘dialectic’ should be used to mean both
a ‘process of discourse . . . carried on by more than one person’ (Mackenzie (1982) 9n. 8
on Parmenides) and a particular pattern of generating claims and pursuing arguments —
also vitally important to Parmenides’ thought — centring on position, negation, and
denial of negation (see the series of studies: Austin (1986), S. Austin (2002), Austin
(2007), Austin (2011), Austin (2013), Austin (2014)). It is plainly the first sense in play
here; see n. 65 below.

Mackenzie (1982) 1, and see generally the excellent analysis at Mackenzie (1982) 1—2.
Interpretations of Fr. 2.7-8 along similar lines include Owen (1960); Tugwell (1964);
Hussey (1972) 85-86; Hintikka (1980); and the powerful O’Brien (2000), esp. 30—34.
Owen (1960) 95. It is for this reason, of course, that references to Descartes’s cogito are
so common: see e.g. Owen (1960) 95, followed by Tugwell (1964), Guthrie (1965) 15
(see discussion at Mourelatos (2008b) 271); Hintikka (1980) explores this question at
length (see esp. Hintikka (1980) 12—13, 12 n. 16).

53

54
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Table 5.1 Verbal person and type of ‘situation® in ‘description’ and
‘argument’sections, Od. 12 and Fr. 2

Homer (Od. 12.106—-10) Parmenides (Fr. 2.6-8)

Conclusion 2nd person, action 3rd person, state of affairs (is
description section)
Support  3rd person, state of affairs  2nd person, (state of affairs
(from description section) concerning) action
+ modal charge + modal charge

Description Description

Type of
Dependence
— >

Argument Argument

Figure 5.3 Types of dependence, Od. 12.83-110 and Fr. 2.3-8

one proceed? What else could one do other than ‘start from an
assumption whose denial is particularly self-refuting’?>3

These are not the only elements from Od. 12.55-126 to
feature prominently in Parmenides’ Fr. 2. Of course, third
person singular indicative forms of einai continue to be very
important beyond the beguiling but portentous names given to
the hodoi at Fragment 2 lines 3 and 5. Similarly, predicative
uses of esti attribute qualities to these hodoi, as at Fragment 2
lines 4 and 6. Finally, the particle gar links the conclusion
(stated first) to its argumentative support. Finally, the modally
charged negations important in Od. 12.55-126 remain funda-
mental to Parmenides’ Fr. 2, serving as the essential premises for

55 Owen (1960) 95.
56 See the modified Kenny-Vendler chart in Figure 1.1 above.
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major conclusions (Od. 12.107 for conclusion at Od. 12.106; Fr. 2.7—
8 for conclusion at Fr. 2.6) — and if one accepts the view that the force
of Fragment 2.6-8 springs from the self-defeating nature of any
attempt to refute it, the persistence of the modally charged negation
(combined with the switch from third to second person) acquires
momentous significance for the history of thought.>’

We have already discussed at great length the arresting conflu-
ence of features found where Gill’s Homeric pattern of deliber-
ation — consideration of different courses of action, rejection of one
course, conclusion — intersects with a forking of a /odos. In this
special case, ‘course of action’ and ‘course’ — viz. a cursus, part of
the itinerary of a journey through physical space — are perfectly
coextensive (Section 4.2.3, ‘Assessments and Cautions’); accord-
ingly, basic dynamics of the use of space, namely, the impossibility
of travelling two routes at the same time (a crystalline way of
imaging — or indeed imagining, thematizing — the abstract notion
of mutually exclusive, exhaustive alternatives), or the impossibility
of getting from point A to point C except by way of some point B,
shapes the nature of the choice. As a result, when Homeric deliber-
ation about what courses of action to take is deliberation about
courses, the matrix of possible decisions is concretized in the form
of two mutually incompatible, exhaustive alternatives: in other
words, a krisis, or exclusive disjunction (see Figures 5.4a, b, ¢).5®

In the ‘Choice’ hodos-units of Odyssey 12, we saw that the
rejection of one option as a crucial preliminary to a conclusion can
take various forms (see Figure 5.5a, b, c¢). In the case of the Two
Roads, the rejection is merely implicit, and emerges from an
extended series of ‘descriptions-by-negation’ which are in fact
tantamount to a ‘proscription-by-negation’ (Section 4.2.2). In the
case of the Two Rocks, the rejection and selection of the other
alternative are explicit (Od. 12.106—08). This rejection takes on
a special kind of potency within the framework of the mutually
exclusive, exhaustive alternatives of the forking sodos. Circe lays
bare the power of the either/or choice when noting that Scylla is to
be selected not because she represents a desirable option (six men

57 See n. 63 below.
58 See on this point Mansfeld (1964) 56—62, though also with the cautions of Kahn (1970);
see also Kahn (2009c) 15051, and the remarks at Cordero (2004) 66, with footnotes.
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Choice:
Two hodoi

Choice:
Two rocks

Choice:
Two hodoi

Figure 5.4c Parmenides’ goddess’s exclusive disjunction, Fr. 2.2—5

will die); rather, given that nobody would survive the alternative,
she is in practice the only option (Od. 12.106-10).>°

Finally, modally charged negation plays the crucial role in
eliminating one of the alternatives in the case of the Two Rocks
choice (12.107), in effect forcing Odysseus to choose the other
term, no matter how grim the prospect (Section 4.2.2.1, ‘Three
Features’). Framed in terms of modally inflected impossibility —
nobody would be able to save Odysseus, not even Poseidon,

3% Encapsulated by the comparative construction oAU gépTepdv oTwv | €€ éTdpous év vni
Tobfjuevan A Sua wévTas (Od. 12.109-10).
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Choice:
Two hodoi

Choice:
Two rocks

Choice:
Two hodoi

Figure 5.5¢ Fr. 2: Rejection explicit, selection implicit

master of the sea (Od. 12.107) — this rejection takes on a kind of
general, theoretical force, expressing something like a categorical
claim. What we see in Fragment 2, then, is a very powerful
synthesis of features common in Homeric language and thought —
the pattern of Homeric deliberation deemed typical by Gill,
a modified ‘description-by-negation’ technique (with a modal
charge) — that, when applied to a specific kind of choice (between
bifurcating paths denoting physical movement through space),
combine to require the selection of one possibility by virtue of
the necessary rejection of the other.®® This is the moment to cash

6 There are many possible ways of expressing this, and here is one point where the
distinction between observers’ categories and actors’ categories becomes particularly
loaded; O’Brien (2000) 32, for example, aptly describes the matter in terms of a strategy
for ‘ensuring that we make the right choice’.
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out the observations in Section 4.2.3 of the previous chapter. Seen
from this perspective, Parmenides’ krisis, or ‘exclusive disjunc-
tion’, at Fr. 2 loses its novelty and becomes an argumentative
device taken over ready-made; it is the use to which this argumen-
tative strategy is put that is transformative and revolutionary.

5.2 Opening Moves

The majority of the transformations effected by Parmenides that
we have examined so far come at the level of ‘types of depend-
ence’; there is also, however, one vitally important change under-
taken by Parmenides at the level of rhetorical schemata. In Homer,
the ‘Choice’ hodos-unit comes in the middle of the journey, after
the meadow of the Sirens and before Thrinacia. In Parmenides, by
contrast, the krisis portion forms the very first hodos-unit we
encounter (see Figure 5.6).

Why is this significant? Lloyd noted that ‘the aims of The Way of
Truth are clear: Parmenides sets out to establish a set of inescapable
conclusions by strict deductive arguments from a starting point that
itself has to be accepted. Those are features it shares with later
demonstrations.”®" The development of interconnected deductive
arguments we shall explore in the next chapter; what is at stake here
is the notion that, as Parmenides’ successor Diogenes of Apollonia
would put it some decades later, ‘anyone beginning an account
ought to make the starting point [or principle] indisputable’
(64B1).°* Fragment 2 plays the definitive role in securing this.®?

To put everything together: Parmenides accomplishes this ground-
breaking leap in the structure of rigorous argumentation by reconfig-
uring and recombining discursive elements found in Homer. At the
level of ‘types of dependence’, he reverses the roles between descrip-
tion and argumentation, using the argument section to support an
assertion advanced in the description section. This argument in turn
can be decoupled from previously established facts and remain free-
standing; it is self-supporting or self-verifying,** partly as a result of

61

Lloyd (1979) 67—79; see also Lloyd (2000) 244—45 and Lloyd (1990) 81-86.

For discussion of this claim and further bibliography, see Curd (1998a) 1—2, I n. I.
See e.g. Lloyd (1979) 69; see also n. 57 above.

See formulations at e.g. Owen (1960) 95; Hintikka (1980) 12 n. 16; Miller (2006) 35.

62
63
64
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Fragment 2

Figure 5.6 Shift: Krisis placed at the beginning of the hodos

the use of the second person, which gives the argument its dialectical
dynamics and force.®> And this argument section, insofar as it works
in the service of a claim that, in typical Homeric fashion, rules out one
alternative — and does so, following Od. 12.55—126, in the context of
an exclusive disjunction®® — therefore demands the selection of the

% See M. Mackenzie (1982) 2: ‘The dialectical context is introduced by the myth of
a dialogue between the goddess and the Kouros ... But this conceit recedes into the
background, and Parmenides appears to argue directly with the reader, who becomes his
interlocutor throughout the A/étheia.” See also Furth (1974) 250-51, Robbiano (2006)
61-88.

That frs. 2.3 and 5 articulate what is at this stage an exclusive disjunction is strongly
suggested. See e.g. Cornford (1933), in response Palmer (2009) 64-65. See also
important discussions in Owen (1960) 91—92; Furley (1973), Furth (1974) 254-55;
Gallop (1979) 67; Kirk, Raven, and Schofield (2007) [1983] 245; Lesher (1984) 1318,
esp. 14; O’Brien (1987) 152—53; O’Brien (2000) 31-32; McKirahan (2010) 153-56.
Recent discussions include Crystal (2002) 207-08; Cordero (2004); Mansfeld (2005);
Warren (2007) 83; Lewis (2009); Bredlow (2011) 295; Thanassas (2011) 295—96. This
point is accepted even by those who feel there is no ‘argument’ in Fr. 2.7-8 (e.g. Curd
(1998a) 15-17 and Lesher (1984)). Whether the modal complements of fragments 2.3b
and 2.5b render the terms in question complementary — but not contradictory — has also
been debated: for extended discussion (and comprehensive bibliography), see Palmer
(2009) 51-105.

66
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other alternative.”” Moreover, the modal charge attached to the
rejection of the one possibility generates a kind of symmetrical
modal valence that is projected onto the other route, which must
necessarily be selected if one is to proceed further down any path at
all.®® All this takes place within one kodos-unit on the journey spelled
out by the female goddess to her male mortal charge. Moving this unit
to the front of the itinerary, meanwhile, not only forces the mortal
voyager down a particular path, ruling the alternative out, but does so
from the very beginning of the voyage— before there is any chance of
selecting a different starting point, before there is any alternative but
to confront this decisive initial krisis.®

57 This is where the likes of Curd (1998a) 15-17 part company from e.g. Barnes (1982)
159; see also n. 43 above. For discussion of the word #Aeyxos (Fr. 7) in this context, see
e.g. Lesher (1984); Lesher (2002); Furley (1989) 2; and Mourelatos 2013a.

Herein lies the force of the modal complements at fragments 2.3b and 2.5b. This is the
most controversial aspect of the rendition presented here, one in harmony with import-
ant aspects of e.g. Cordero (2004); Thanassas (2011); Miller (1979) 22—24; Miller
(2006) 28-33.

Here, too, we also have an opportunity to reassess some of the questions raised at the end
of the last chapter (Section 4.2.3, ‘Assessments and Cautions’). What we saw there was
a quite a high degree of distinctiveness in the Homeric passage, a distinctiveness that is
now underscored by the very high degree of overlap these distinctive features share with
Parmenides’ Fr. 2. In the choices between travelling by way of the Wandering Rocks or
the Two Rocks, between Scylla and Charybdis, we saw a confluence of Gill’s pattern of
Homeric deliberation — two courses of action are considered and, one course being
rejected on the basis of the consequences implied by selecting it, the other is selected —
with the use of opposites observed by Lloyd. What is more, entirely unlike anything we
saw in either Hesiod or the gold tablets, passage by one route is rigorously barred via
modally charged negation, which is in turn supported, implicitly or explicitly, by
argumentation of some kind in the form of clauses introduced by gar and/or epei; this
forces the selection of the other alternative. What we have seen in the exact usage of all
these features by Parmenides thus not only underscores the distinctiveness of the
Homeric model, but also illuminates point by point the very high degree of overlap
with Parmenides.

68

69

216

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009047562.006 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009047562.006

6
CON(-)SEQUENCE: FRAGMENT 8

In both Odyssey 12 and Parmenides’ poem, then, a female divinity
with privileged access to knowledge, located in a special Beyond,
signs out a sodos that her male mortal charge must travel in order to
reach his destination. In both cases this features a choice between two
hodoi where one is radically blocked and impassable, and, according
to the logic of the exclusive, exhaustive disjunction or Arisis, the
traveller is therefore forced to proceed by way of the other. In both
Odyssey 12 and Parmenides’ poem, the goddess then provides
detailed instructions for travel on the remaining route." We examined

' The debt to the formulation at Mourelatos (2008b) 24 n. 38 (see also pp. 24, 92) is clear:

In both cases, we have in this order: (a) an initial choice between two routes; (b) an
explanation that one of these invariably leads to plané (cf. the very name Planktai in the
Odyssey, the adjective panapeuthea in Parmenides); (c) a further explanation that
the remaining route calls for expert navigation and that most mortals fail at it
(Od. 12.73-110; cf. B6, B7); (d) detailed instructions for the correct navigation of this
remaining route (Od. 12.115-26; cf. B8).

It will be noted that I have omitted points (b) and (¢) in my summary. That is because I think
that the parallel between the hodos that Circe signs out to Odysseus and the one Parmenides’
goddess signs out to the kouros may be even more precise than Mourelatos spells out. In the
Odyssey, we actually have two successive exclusive, exhaustive disjunctions. The first is
between the Wandering Rocks (which, pace Mourelatos (2008b) 92, do not somehow lead to
or induce wandering, but, as we have seen, themselves ‘wander’ insofar as they move by
snapping shut, thereby blocking absolutely any passage through them) and the Two Rocks.
Then, as we have seen, we immediately get a second exclusive, exhaustive disjunction or
krisis — passage by way of either Scylla or Charybdis (note that Circe does not use the word
hodos to describe this disjunction here, as she does at Od. 12.57). Charybdis is of course no
less radically impassable, and so Odysseus is forced to go by way of Scylla (see also
Section 6.2.1 for further discussion). The parallel opens up a startlingly evocative vista on
the vexed question of how many routes there are in Parmenides’ poem. Scholars sometimes
discuss a three-route option as if there were a choice between all three roads at once. But this
need not necessarily the case, and it is certainly not the case that Odysseus must decide from
the beginning whether to travel by way of the Planctae, Scylla, or Charybdis. Instead, as the
text of the Odyssey makes very clear (Section 4.2.1), what we see are two consecutive choices
between symmetrical, carefully balanced pairs that form an exclusive, exhaustive disjunction;
the effect is a successive winnowing of routes available to the traveler rather than a free
choice between three routes. Because the analysis I pursue in this book can accommodate
a broad range of interpretations of Parmenides’ arguments (see sections 6.3.1—4), I have been
careful to remain agnostic on certain questions, such as how many routes are involved, that
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the first part of this parallel in Chapter 5; now it is time to examine
the second.

Putting matters this way underscores another benefit of analysing
the structure of Parmenides’ ‘Route to Truth’ not in terms of a rigid,
one-to-one correlation, but with the greater flexibility afforded by
the notion of the ‘rhetorical schema’ governed by the hodos. Rather
than being forced (as Mourelatos is) to correlate fragments 2, 6, 7,
and 8 with Circe’s hodos as it is ordered in lines Od. 12.55-126,
with the analysis of Chapter 3 in hand, we are now in a position to
examine the possibility that Parmenides exploits the combinatorial
possibilities offered by the entire hodos (Od. 12.39-141) and of the
rhetorical schema of the hodos more generally. This points towards
a core claim: as the catalogic entries ‘Sirens’, ‘Choice/Krisis’, and
‘Thrinacia’ are linked together in Circe’s hodos according to the
relationship we have been calling ‘con-sequence’, so the hodos-
units articulated in fragments 2, 6 and 7, and 8.5—49 are linked
together in the sodos outlined by Parmenides’ goddess according to
the same sequentially ordered pattern.

Before approaching the specifics of this claim, a few prelimin-
ary points should be stated at the outset. In what follows, I shall
adopt several widely agreed-upon tenets concerning the best way
to analyse the constituent elements comprising Fragment 8:* that
the four semata of lines 8.3—4> announce a programme for the

might commit me to a specific interpretation of Parmenides to the exclusion of others. I intend

to build on the points set out in this footnote in an appropriate setting.
* Those who advocate (or at least endorse) the following positions — at least in their
basic outlines — include the seminal Owen (1960), from which a number of
positions either originate or where they received their current form of expression;
van Groningen (1960) 226; Guthrie (1965) 26—43; Mansfeld (1964), esp. 93-102;
Mourelatos (2008b) [1970]; Stokes (1971); Lloyd (1979); Lloyd (2000); Barnes
(1982); Kirk, Raven, and Schofield (2007) [1983]; Coxon (2009) [1986]; Austin
(1986); Curd (1998b); Sedley (1999), with reservations at 122; Robbiano (2006)
109-19; Palmer (2009); Graham (2010) 237—38; Thanassas (2011); Wedin (2014).
Notable dissidents include Taran (1965) 191 and now McKirahan (2008), discussed
below. Though I do not necessarily share his view of Parmenides’ overarching
project, my understanding of the specific arguments made in the course of Fragment
8, particularly their internal form and structure, is much indebted to Palmer’s four
de force exposition (Palmer (2009) 137-59).
Of the works listed above, Owen (1960), Guthrie (1965), Mourelatos (2008b) [1970],
Coxon (2009), Curd (1998b), Sedley (1999), Robbiano (2006), and McKirahan (2008)
consider the argumentation proper to beginning only at Fr. 8.6b; the status of Fr. 8.5-6a
varies in these interpretations.

w
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remainder of the ‘Route to Truth’;* that these sémata, which name
qualities of to eon, fall into four groups: (i) agenéton kai
anolethron, (ii) oulon mounogenes te,” (iii) atremes, and (iv)
teleston;® and that these four qualities of fo eon are taken up, and
arguments offered in support of them, one by one in the course of
lines (i) 8.5/6—21, (ii) 8.22-25, (iii) 8.26-31/33,” and (iv) 8.42—49,
respectively.® Because my interest here lies in the formal prin-
ciples of arrangement organizing the relationship between
Parmenides’ arguments rather than in the substance of the claims
they advance, I will not attempt to prove the merits of viewing the
structure of argument along these lines, which have been widely
accepted since at least Owen’s exegesis undertaken more than
sixty years ago.” At this stage, we may simply note that the
traditional hermeneutic concerns of the poetry critic — attention
to the way that repeated words and images help define the struc-
ture, and articulate the units, of a poem — are in harmony with
analyses that see the repeated use of words like epei as the key to
understanding the articulation of the argument'® (rather than, say,
a strategy of combing through the body of Fragment 8 for

~

For what constitutes a séma, see discussion below.

Kahn (1994) 157 n. 1; Taran (1965) 88—93; Verdenius (1967) 116; Coxon (2009) 314—
15, Palmer (2009) 382-83.

See e.g. Owen (1960) 102; Taran (1965) 93—95; Coxon (2009) 315; Palmer (2009)
382-83.

Those in favour of the third argument encompassing 8.26—31 include: Mourelatos
(2008b) [1970], Kirk, Raven, and Schofield (2007) [1983], Thanassas (1997), Curd
(1998b), Austin (2002), Austin (2007), and Robbiano (2006). Among those who include
lines 8.32—33 in the third argument are: Owen (1960), Lloyd (1979) 70 n. 60, Barnes
(1982), Coxon (2009), and Palmer (2009).

See esp. Palmer (2009) 352—54, who summarizes the argument of Ebert (1989); see also e.g.
Thanassas (1997). My own view of 8.34—41 echoes Barnes (1982) 180: ‘I cannot associate
them with anything in the prospectus; and I have sympathy with the proposal to place them
after line 49.” Wherever one places lines 8.34—41, the view taken here is of a continuous
argument that spans fragments 2, 6, 7, 8.1-33, and 8.42—49.

Owen 1960. Among those who agree about the four-part structure of Fragment 8, there
is also the question of lines 8.32—33; see n. 7 above. For an entirely different analysis of
Fragment 8, see e.g. Taran (1965) and, more radically, McKirahan (2008); I shall discuss
McKirahan’s position at some length below.

And this in turn has a bearing — though by no means a decisive one — on such questions as
whether 8.5-6a should be considered part of the first séma proper or an extension of the
programme, or whether 8.32—33 should be read as part of the third or the fourth séma. For an
excellent analysis of the use of epei and other such words to structure the argument, see e.g.
Palmer (2009) 13659, esp. 156; see also Barnes (1983) for the more general point. On
a similar note, the observations above regarding the role played by the discourse marker
autar (and also, surprisingly, the classic epic combination autar epei) can perhaps help us

v
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arguments that seem to line up according to our sense of what makes
an argument good)."'

Before moving on to the body of Fragment 8, it is worth
observing three additional ways in which the analysis undertaken
in the preceding chapters can shed new light on aspects of the use
of the word séma in the opening movements of the fragment. It
begins (Fr. 8.1—3):

... Mbvog 8’ #11 uiiBos 68oio
AeleTan, s EoTv TadTn & Tl ofjuat’ ot
TOMK P&’ . ..

... As yet an account of a single hodos">
Remains, that ... is (...):'3 and on this hodos there are semata,
Very many ...

The precise meaning of the word here is debated. On one view, the
four predicates listed in lines 8.3—4 (or 8.3-6)'* constitute the
seémata;"> on another, it is the arguments (i.e. lines 8.5/6-49)
themselves to which the word sémata refers."® In the first case,
the emphasis falls on the notion of a séma as a physical object

discern the shape and structure of the argumentative pattern in ways not yet appreciated — an
issue I hope to explore elsewhere.

So e.g. Taran (1965) and McKirahan (2008) begin by formulating the points they think
Parmenides attempts to make and work backwards to parcel up Fragment 8 into chunks
that would support these, though McKirahan is, admirably, at pains to argue that it is
a mistake to judge the quality of Parmenides’ arguments according to contemporary
understandings of what makes an argument good; see discussion below in this chapter’s
sections 6.3.4, ‘Two Further Options’, and 6.4, ‘Séma IV: Accomplishments and
Completions’.

For the nuances of these possible translations and the very high stakes tied to the
different possibilities, see Cassin (2011), esp. 65—79.

See Cassin (2011), esp. 65—79.

See n. 3 above.

'S See e.g. Owen (1974); Mourelatos (2008b) 94; Coxon (2009) 312-15.

See e.g. Cerri (2000) 214; Cordero (2004); Robbiano (2011) 218 and passim; see also
McKirahan (2008) 221 n. 9. Against this view, see Mourelatos (2008b) 25 n. 40: ‘the
sense of a “signpost” or “marking on the route” seems more apt. The syntax of
the passage makes Parmenides’ “signs” into something physical: they are on (epi) the
route.” Palmer’s view is sage: ‘the goddess’s catalogue of sémata functions with some
degree of ambiguity, in that they can be understood both as markers or “signposts”
defining the way to come and also as the attributes under which Parmenides will come to
conceive of What Is itself” (Palmer (2009) 139). See also p. 296 below.
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acting as a kind of landmark (as often in Homer);'” in the second,
the hermeneutic demands embedded in the word semaino —
indicating a message neither immediately intelligible nor entirely
opaque, but requiring interpretation — come to the fore."®

The first benefit: whichever construal of séma one favours, we
find here yet another benefit of reading Parmenides’ poem against
the backdrop of Odyssey 12. Parmenides’ goddess’s choice of
words becomes less surprising, and more intelligible, when one
recalls that Circe begins her account to Odysseus (Od. 12.25—26):

... aUTAp By Beifw O8OV T3¢ EkaoTa

OTPOVE® . . .

...But I shall indicate your hodos and each thing
Sign out . ..

‘Sign out each thing’ s, in fact, precisely what she does in the course of
Od. 12.39-141, just as Parmenides’ goddess will do in the course of
Fragment 8.5—49. Had Circe been moved to provide a synoptic over-
view of ‘each of the things’ she was to ‘sign out’, perhaps she might
have provided just such a summary as we find in Fragment 8.3—4; she
might even have referred to each of the things to be signed out as a
sema.

Second, the discussion undertaken in Section 1.1 may perhaps
help us transcend the division between these two interpretations.
Much of this book has proceeded from the premise that one of
Parmenides’ main strategies for thinking new thoughts and speak-
ing in new ways is to mobilize and activate the full range of
associations between old words — hodos, for example — and their
physical referents, their semantic range, and their place in the
mesh of discursive, sociocultural, and mythical associations. We
will see below how Parmenides exploits the ambivalence between

'7 Owen’s epigrammatic formulation — Parmenides ‘is careful to call these signs on
the way to [his] conclusion. Destinations do not contain the signs that lead to
them, and travelers at their destinations have no use for the signs’ (Owen (1974)
276, emphasis original) — is often cited by partisans of this view. Valuable
Homeric bibliography includes Prier (1978), Lynn-George (1988), Nagy (1990a),
Ford (1992), Foley (1999), also Katz (1991), Bergren (1993), Zeitlin (1995),
Henderson (1997), Grethlein (2008), and Latona (2008) 218-19.

Unsurprisingly, Heraclitus Bg3 — 6 &va€ o0 6 pavTeidv ot 16 2 Aehgois oUte Adyer olTe
kpUTTTEL MG onpaivel — is often adduced here (e.g. Robbiano (2006) 108-09); for an
extended analysis of B93, see now Tor (2016).
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the object-like and activity-like senses of the word hodos. Why
should séma and its word family be any different? Section 1.1
provided several fascinating examples of how both senses of the
word sema — a physical object that can guide, mark, or otherwise
act like a road sign, and something whose significance requires
interpretation — can intersect, overlap, or be (literally) coextensive.
Consider again the inscription on the Altar of the Twelve Gods:'®

[ oNis] Eot[n]o[év pe BlpoT[ois] pvnueiov dAnbts
[r&ow] onuadve[w pé]T[pov] 68ormropias . . .

(The city) set (me) up, a true record (for all) men
To indicate (the length) of the journey . ..

The physical object — a ‘true record’ or ‘truthful monument’ — itself
‘indicates’ or ‘signs out’ a message, but this message is directed to
‘mortals’ and is presented as meaningful in the course of the process
of journeying that these mortals will, or at least may wish to,
undertake.*°

Even more arresting in this respect are Hipparchus’ herms,
which literally embody all at once the séma as road sign,
aphysical object ‘on the route’ signing out the path and its measure
(‘you are halfway between the city and the deme of x or y”); the
séma as interpretans, a maxim verbally communicating an import-
ant insight about the world, be it moral (e.g. ‘Do not deceive
a friend’) or ontological (e.g. ‘what-is is ungenerable and
imperishable’);*" and the séma as interpretandum, something to
be interpreted in the course of the journey that follows, be it on the
road to the astu or the argument supporting the claim about what-
is. Here would be one more advantage, then, of reading
Parmenides as both a poet and a culturally and physically embed-
ded denizen of the late archaic period, rather than as an analytic
philosopher avant la lettre speaking Truth across the void of ages.
In the semantic ambiguity of the word séma, we see Parmenides

See discussion in Section 1.1 above.

That is to say, it also encompasses the qualities of the second interpretation of
Parmenides’ séma that are deemed important by, for example, Robbiano: both an
addressee and a sense that the relevance of the message is defined in relation to
a journey and the action of undertaking it; Robbiano (2011) 217-19, 227-28.

This is closer to the reading offered by e.g. Coxon (2009) 312.
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the poet-thinker, having found only old words and old referents,
hammering out new meanings and conceptual connections from
the crucible of language upon the anvil of sense and reference.

Third, we may observe the relationship between the program-
matic announcement of the seémata in 8.3—4 and the notion of
catalogic discourse discussed above (Section 3.1.4). This inven-
tory of semata at lines Fr. 8.3—4 returns us to the characteristics of
catalogic speech: the sequential enumeration of a set of items that,
were they to form a series (rather than a list), would be ordered
according to a specifically determined principle.

This brings us to the substance of Fragment 8 and Parmenides’
argument itself. In brief, my interest lies in examining the types of
similarities that obtain between the manner in which the four
assertions about the nature of 7o eon are linked to each other and
the kris(e)is in fragments 2 and 6/7, and the manner in which the
episode of the Sirens is linked to the krisis between the two hodoi
or the trip past Scylla is linked to the sojourn on Thrinacia.*?

How might this work? Examining the possible answers to this
question will form the bulk of the discussion in Section 6.3 below.
A preview of one possibility, however, is as follows. The Aodos, as
a rhetorical schema, makes possible the linking of what we have
been calling hodos-units according to a regular ordering principle:
the hodos, that is, would play a decisive role in ordering the items
of a catalogue into a series. On this view, in place of episodes
dramatizing narrative encounters with mythological creatures
(such as we find in Homer), in Fr. 8, Parmenides makes claims
about the nature of fo eon. Where in Homer episodes are
sequenced partly on the basis of the spatial contiguity of the
locations where the episodes take place in the story-world of the
Odyssey, on this view, the claims about fo eon would be sequenced
on the basis of their ‘spatial contiguity’ in the underlying ‘logical
geography’ of the story-world of fragments 2, 6, 7, and 8 (the physical
dimension expressed in part through the sema qua road sign, grave
marker, or other physical object fixed in a particular place).>> And

** Parmenidean analysts who prefer a one krisis, two-route reading can read ‘Fragment 2’
for ‘fragments 2 and 6/7° — the underlying point remains the same; see n. 25 below.

3 See again p. 222 and Section 1.1 above for the range of meanings encompassed by the
word séma.
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where in Homer the direction of this sequential ordering of episodes
in the narrative is fixed by the necessity that Odysseus move in time
from location to location within the story-world, in Parmenides the
direction of this sequential ordering of claims seems to be dictated by
the same consideration in logical space. Narrative time collapses into
story time as this sodos of inquiry is explained to the kouros —and to
us. On this reading, the rhetorical schema dictated by the figure of the
hodos — and the specific mode of discursive organization we have
been calling con-sequence — would then provide the basic framework
governing the shape of the discursive architecture of fragments 2, 6,7,
and 8.1—49 (see Figures 6.1a-b).

Having thus previewed a ‘strong’ reading of the relationship
between Odyssey 12 and Parmenides’ ‘Route to Truth’,** it will be
important to distinguish the relationships between Fragment 2, frag-
ments 6 and 7, and Fragment 8.5—21 at the level of odos-units (two

Fragment 2 Fragments 6 & 7 Fr. 8.5-21
A A |
[ \ . ) —
hodos-unit 1 hodos-unit2 hodos-unit 3
E0TL
b ayévnrov Kai
éotu 7] avdneBpov
‘> | KRISS |
k e e faTL & ovk E0TL
ovk 0L

.

&0V

LCRTEAT

Figure 6.1a One possibility. Con-sequence: Ordered sequential linkage of
discursive units (= hodos-units), frs. 2, 6, 7, and 8.5—21%>

24
25

This will be seen to coincide with the influential reading advanced in Owen (1960).
This schema depicts a two-krisis rather than one-krisis map of Parmenides’ arguments.
But my arguments work just as well in either case, and in this book I remain agnostic as
to whether there is one Arisis or two in the course of fragments 2, 6, and 7, just as I
remain agnostic here as to whether, for example, Owen’s interpretation of the relation-
ship between the sémata in Fragment 8 (represented in Figure 6.1b) or Sedley’s
interpretation is to be preferred (see further Section 6.3, ‘Séma 111. Hodopoiésis: The
‘Route to Truth’ and Fragment 8’ below). Since my arguments do not hinge on
committing to one interpretation or the other and, no less importantly, can accommodate
anumber of different interpretations, I have refrained from advancing my own views on
several specific points of Parmenides’ arguments, which is best done in another setting;
I thank my PhD examiners for encouraging me to proceed in this fashion.
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Fragment 8
\
[ |
sémal séma 2 séma 3 séma 4
dyévnrov kal | | olhov L 2 : | R
dvwAeBpov LOUVOYEVEC T BREERES FEREEESY
8.5-21 8.22-25 8.26-31/33 8.32/42-49

Figure 6.1b Articulation of Fr. 8.5—49 (after Owen = strong reading) according to
rhetorical schema of the hodos (con-sequence)

kriseis (or one, if one prefers) and the first séma down the path ‘IS”)
from the relationships between lines 521, 22—5, 2633, and 42—49
of Fragment 8. That the first grouping — fragments 2, 6, and 7 and
Fragment 8.5—21 — is organized as a series is not today in serious
dispute (see discussion at Section 6.3 below). The specific relation-
ship between each of the different semata is, however, somewhat
more contentious (again, to be discussed in Section 6.3 below).
According to some interpretations26 these, too, form a series; accord-
ing to others®” they are more list-like (though, as we shall see, even
on these interpretations, they do not really comprise a list, strictly
speaking). Ultimately, my goal in this book is not to plump for one
interpretation or the other. Rather, I want to examine how my overall
account of Parmenides’ invention of extended deductive argumenta-
tion — with particular emphasis on his mobilization of the associations
of the reference of the word /odos, the ambiguities inscribed in its
polysemic nature, and, most of all, via the discursive architecture of
the hodos — looks when paired with different plausible, internally
consistent interpretations of these arguments themselves; it is to these
I shall turn in Section 6.3 below. First, however, in sections 6.1 and
6.2, I shall cash out the previous discussions of narration and narra-
tivity, description and descriptivity by examining Parmenides’ tasks

26 E.g. Owen (1960).
*7 E.g. Sedley (1999); the interpretations of both Owen and Sedley will be discussed at
length below.
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and accomplishments in their intellectual and historical context. In
Section 6.1, I place Parmenides in his historical and intellectual
context and explore particular limitations that his predecessors con-
fronted, thereby revealing the unique set of discursive resources the
rhetorical schema of the hodos offered him. In Section 6.2, I consider
these questions from the perspective of Parmenides’ seminal onto-
logical and epistemological innovations, and also their relationship to
another set of narratologically complex manoeuvres he performs.

6.1 Sema I: Systematicity and Argumentativeness

The best way to approach the arguments that make up Fragment 8 is
to consider them alongside two crucial aspects of the larger intellec-
tual milieu in which Parmenides may be seen to be working.>® First is
the question of what we might call discursive systematicity, an
attempt to create a discursive structure in which claims are linked
according to a regular pattern or underlying set of principles; second,
the development of argumentation to support claims advanced (as
opposed to a mere assertion of the claims themselves). This demands
a brief discussion of earlier (or, in the case of Heraclitus, potentially
contemporary)*® thinkers.

Scholars have found the Milesians to be the most promising
place to look for evidence of discursive systematicity among the
immediate precursors of Parmenides.>® Any evaluation of the
discursive structure and argumentation exhibited in the works of
the Ionian cosmologists is gravely constrained, of course, by the
paucity of ipsissima verba coming down to us from Miletus.?"
A charitable reading, however, would see a certain level of discur-
sive systematicity implied by their apparently systematic cosmo-
logical theories. The communis opinio remains that ‘cosmogony is
the heir of theogony’, and that Hesiod’s Theogony in particular
provides the key model for the Ionians on two levels.?* In the first

28 However this should be best understood; see the Introduction and Ch. 2.

Regarding this old, vexed question, little is at stake for the argument advanced in this
book; for recent bibliography, see Introduction, n. 16.

See e.g. Curd (1998a), and overviews such as Algra (1999) or Graham (2006) 1-27.
See e.g. Mansfeld (1999) and Runia (2008), also Palmer (2009) 1—45 for discussion and
bibliography.

Phrase from Kahn (1994) 156.

29

30
31

32
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place, it supplies a conceptual framework for understanding the
world as one kosmos; in the second, it supplies a discursive frame-
work for expressing this in a discursive unity (viz. a single, unified
whole organized by a systemically applied rhetorical schema, the
rhetorical schema of the genealogy).?3

A genealogical mode of organizing discursive units does not,
however, naturally suggest a role for argumentation that justifies
the specific cosmological claims advanced.?* (Although, again,
any assessment of Milesian argumentation remains provisional on
account of the lack of original source material.) And although
Anaximander is credited with supporting his claims with argu-
mentation rather than merely asserting them in two justly cele-
brated instances,® the scholarly consensus is that even ‘where
there is apparently genuine disagreement with a predecessor [and] we
might expect specific arguments against’ views previously espoused,
a Milesian theory ‘seems to be a matter of assertions with connecting
links, rather than a system whose basis is argued for and in which the
various elements are supported by demonstrations of their connec-
tions with first principles’3® A generous view of Milesian thought,
then, would grant a kind of systematicity (at both conceptual and,
potentially, discursive levels) to their cosmogonies and cosmologies,
but detects scant interest in indicating why a particular assertion in
this system should be accepted over a rival claim.

Xenophanes and Heraclitus cut rather a different pair of pro-
files. Here, too, we suffer from the patchy, haphazard manner in
which their words have come down to us; in what survives we can
catch some glimpses of argumentation, but any evaluation of the
discursive architecture of these thinkers’ expressions is necessar-
ily speculative. What seems certain is that the argumentative

33 In addition to Kahn (1994) [1960], see also the classics Cornford (1952), Vernant
(2006g) [1957], Stokes (1962), Stokes (1963), more recent summaries such as Hussey
(2006), and newer developments, such as e.g. Graham (2013) 41-80.

At the level of types of dependence, it is difficult to imagine how the third level,
allowing for instruction which shades into argument in the case of the rhetorical schema
dictated by the figure of the #odos, would be occupied by anything but a narration in the
case of a genealogical schema.

35 See discussion in Lloyd (1979) 66-68; Mourelatos (1981); Makin (1993) 101-04; Kahn
(1994).

Curd (1998a) 5; the view is not held unanimously — Lloyd (1991a), for example, cuts
somewhat against this grain.
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support for individual claims advanced by these two thinkers is
unquestionably more developed. Xenophanes uses reductio argu-
ments, notably in Fragment 15;37 Heraclitus uses various hypo-
thetical arguments, as in fragments 7 and 23.3®

Nevertheless, even one of the staunchest defenders of
a rationalist Xenophanes admits that, while ‘some fragments con-
tain logical connectives ... and take the form of hypothetical
argument, on the whole Xenophanes offers little by way of argu-
ment in support of specific conclusions’.?® Nor do those who
would see in his corpus a systematic account of physical phenom-
ena and their causes claim that he supports these daring assertions
with much in the way of argumentative justification. Rather, the
novelty of the claims lies in their ostensibly systematic nature and
scope, not in their being systematically advanced or defended.*°

It is not easy to assess from Heraclitus’ fragments how system-
atic his argumentation was, or what the report that Heraclitus
wrote a ‘book’ might imply.#' The view summarized by Barnes
three decades ago remains the generally received wisdom:

Heraclitus was an aphorist; he did not produce periodic prose or write in
continuous chapters; rather, he unburdened himself in the aphoristic form of
instruction, by way of short and allusive sentences. No doubt he wrote ‘a book.’
But his ‘book’ was no treatise; rather, it had the outward look of the Hippocratic
Aphorisms or of Democritus’ collection of gnomes.**

37 For Fr. 15, see e.g. Lesher (1992) 8994, 114-19; for Xenophanes’ argumentation, see

e.g. Lloyd (1979) 68.

See also fragments 99 and 4, and the discussion in Lloyd (1979) 68—69.

39 Lesher (1992) 4-5: ‘in spite of the non-argumentative character of most of the frag-

ments, a philosophy of considerable complexity emerges from the corpus as a whole’.

See Tor (2017) for a discussion of different views of Xenophanes, and Lesher’s place on

this spectrum.

See esp. Mourelatos (2008a), also Mourelatos (2002).

4! See e.g. Arist. Rhet. T 5, 1407b, Diog. Laert. 9.1, 5, 6, 7, 12.

42 Barnes (1983) 97. Indeed, the chief dissenter is Barnes himself: see Barnes (1983) 104;
but see now also A. Finkelberg (2017) 33—38. Most (1999a) 357 thinks it likely there
was a ‘lack of connection among many or all of the sentences that went to make it up’;
each is ‘effective more on its own terms than because of its place in a chain of
argumentation’. Similarly, Kirk, Raven, and Schofield (2007) 184 opines that: ‘[t]he
surviving fragments . .. do not resemble extracts from a continuous written work’; see
also Hussey (1999), esp. 9, and Granger (2004), reprised at Granger (2008) 1—2. For
more recent (and comprehensive) treatments of the topic, see e.g. Johnstone (2014) and
A. Finkelberg (2017) 30—40 with up-to-date bibliography.
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Even a leading proponent of the view that Heraclitus’ corpus
forms a carefully composed unity envisages this formal ordering
of the whole ‘on the analogy of the great choral odes, with their
fluid but carefully articulated movement from image to aphorism,
from myth to riddle to contemporary allusion’; on this view,
supporting a presumed ‘central theme, ... hen panta einai’, we
find ‘a chain of statements linked together not by logical argument
but by interlocking ideas, imagery, and verbal echoes’.*3
Likewise, one of the most recent attempts to ‘protect ... the
rationalism of Heraclitus’ concedes ‘a lack of intrinsic order
among the fragments of Heraclitus’ which may well ‘stand to
one another in no particular order or bear no intrinsic relation to
one another, logically or syntactically’.*+

What we find, then, in the case of the Milesians is, most likely,
a relatively high degree of discursive systematicity but relatively
little argumentation. In Xenophanes and Heraclitus, meanwhile,
there are hints of a somewhat more developed level of argumenta-
tion, at least at the level of individual claims,*’ but what we do not
seem to find is much evidence of discursive systematicity.

By contrast, the rhetorical schema dictated by the figure of the
hodos offers a discursive framework that makes possible a single
discursive unity that both accommodates a number of different
textual units (unlike in Xenophanes and Heraclitus) and the link-
ing together of these units in such a way as to suggest, and build
upon, their necessary connection (unlike in the Milesian cosmol-
ogies). Studies of Parmenides’ accomplishment emphasize both
the systematicity of his discourse and its thoroughly argumenta-
tive character;*® I suggest that it is his use of the figure of the hodos
that, by providing a discursive framework that can accommodate
both features, makes this combination possible.

43
44

All quotations from Kahn (1979) 5-6.

Granger (2004) 15, 6, respectively. See e.g. Graham (2008) 182, and 183: ‘Heraclitus
cannot provide an extended argument for inferences, but he can sharpen our
perceptions ... He can invite us to make inductive leaps in place of deductive infer-
ences.” See also Mansfeld (1990) 20.

See Curd’s assessment: ‘early Presocratic thought remains a series of ad hoc assertions’
(Curd (1998a) 6); she continues: ‘[t]his is true even in Xenophanes and Heraclitus . . .
their cosmological theories . .. are more assertion than argument.’

See e.g. Curd (1998a) 6—7; likewise e.g. McKirahan (2010) 150-51 and McKirahan
(2010) 173.
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Importantly, Parmenides’ use of argumentation operates at what
we might deem to be two levels. Just as the decision in the krisis in
Fragment 2 is supported by (condensed and skeletal) argumentative
justification, so each of the four claims advanced in the course of
Fragment 8 is defended by argumentative support of varying exten-
siveness and comprehensiveness (viz. at the level of types of depend-
ence). But these claims — and their supporting argumentation — are
also linked to fragments 2, 6, and 7 (viz. at the level of rhetorical
schemata) and, on some readings, also to each other, a question to
which we shall return in Section 6.3. It is the potential movement
along both axes — down the level of dependence and across the level
of rhetorical schemata — that helps make Parmenides’ achievement
what it is; and it is the hodos — which, unlike the genealogy or the
stand-alone argument, accommodates and organizes relationships
along both axes — that makes this possible.

6.2 Séma 11: Discursive Architecture and Temporality

What does this mean in terms of the discourse modes associated with
the rhetorical schema of the sodos and the types of dependence it
dictates? Before examining the specific relationships obtaining
between the different fragments and the arguments of Fragment 8,
it will be necessary to address aspects of Parmenides’ hodos of
inquiry in relation to two other dimensions of import for the history
of thought. Against the backdrop of the deep continuities between the
discursive architecture of the hodos in Homer and Parmenides, we
may also note some changes of extraordinary significance.

We saw that in the Odyssey, the enumeration of an itinerary of
a hodos is usually a narrative affair (Section 3.2). This is reflected
at the textual level insofar as episodes are linked together by
temporal adverbs (e.g. wpdTa, keiBev, #meita), and by verbs
whose features are closely associated with narration: verbs in the
aorist, or in the future or historic present tense; and verbs in the
imperative mood and/or second person — the language of time-
bound activities that unfold in the course of, and themselves
constitute, narrative action. These features suggest that the manner
in which the text itself progresses has an irreducibly temporal
component: the sequence of items as they appear in the text unfold
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along temporal lines (i.e. they are related to the passage of time in the
story-world). This in turn is connected to the fact that ‘the temporal
order in which events happen’ — the underlying events depicted by the
narrative, which in turn unfolds along temporal lines according to the
passage of time in the story-world — “is significant’.4’

Parmenides’ Fragment 8, however, bears little trace of these
narrative textual features linking the ‘episodes’ of the sémata.
Instead of the hemistiches mpé&Ta pév & TTvAov €At (Od. 1.284),
keiBev 8¢ Sméptnvde (Od. 1.285), and voothoas &1 Emata (Od.
1.291), or Zeipfivas pév TpdTov &oeitson (Od. 12.39), altép &Ny 81
(0d. 12.55), and Opwoxkinv & & viicov &eifecn (Od. 12.127), the
opening units of the sémata in Fragment 8 begin, for example:
oud¢ ot Tv oud’ #oton (Fr. 8.5), and ouUd: Sicupetdv EoTwv
(Fr. 8.22).** We do not find the adverbial markers that indicate
a temporal progression of text or event, just as we find none of the
aorist, imperative, and/or second-person forms of narration or
instruction that link the textual units of the hodoi of Odyssey 10
or 12. Although we do find verbs in the past and in future tense in
line 8.5, these are both rejected in favour of the third person
singular indicative timeless (or even eternal) present* (formally
akin to what we find at line 8.22): émel viv ot SpoU &V | Ev,
ouveyés (Fr. 8.5-6). And at the top level of dependence, we find
few actions, and none for which the sequence of events depicted by
them is significant. In the #odos detailed by Parmenides’ goddess, the
narrative framework that links the various units of the #odos to each
other — expressed in Odyssey 12 in the second person future indicative
verbs of prophetic utterance — has vanished (a dynamic to be dis-
cussed at greater length in Section 6.2.2.1 below; see Figure 6.2).

By contrast, verbs in the third person singular indicative omni-
temporal present correspond perfectly to the characteristics attrib-
uted to ‘description’ given above (see sections 3.1.2 and 3.2.3).
Moreover, the opening hemistiches introducing the first
and second sémata (séma-qua-‘argumentation proper’) also fulfil
the very same functions of description — namely, introducing

47 See above Ch. 3, n. 21.

4% Lines 16 and 26 to be discussed below.

49 See discussion in e.g. Owen (1974), also Mourelatos (2008b) [1970]; Schofield (1970);
Taran (1979).
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Rhetorical Schema (Od. 12) Rhetorical Schema
(Parmenides Fr. 8)
Entry 1 Entry 2 Entry 1 Entry 2
Narration | —> Narration Description | —> | Description
i i A A
I I I I
3 i i i i
55 v v i i
|2‘ 8. Description Description Argument Argument
[a]
I I
I I
I I
I I
1 1
| |
\/ Y
Argument Argument

Figure 6.2 Levels of dependence: Transformation from Homer Od. 12.39—141 to
Parmenides Fr. 8

elements of the story-world and attributing qualities to them — that
we have identified (see Section 3.1.2). Not only are these opening
hemistiches of sémata 1 and 2 formally similar to the ‘description’
portions of Circe’s hodos but they also perform the same function
of attributing qualities.

These observations regarding description approach a larger nexus
of topics which will form much of the remainder of the chapter. They
can be examined from two perspectives. The first, to be addressed in
the remainder of this section, concerns Parmenides’ place in the
history of thought: what is at stake in the deployment of the figure
of the hodos at this particular phase of Presocratic thought? What
possibilities and resources might it afford to one who exploits it, how
do these work, and why might they be useful? Second, to be
addressed in Section 6.3, ‘Séma 1II: in what ways might this figure
actually operate in the sequence spanning fragments 2, 6, 7, and 8 and
in Fragment 8 itself? Finally, in Section 6.4, ‘Séma IV’, I shall attempt
to draw some conclusions and assess their implications for our
understanding of Parmenides’ poem.
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6.2.1 Ontology, Epistemology, Discourse
6.2.1.1 Ontology: No Time, Like the Present

Eric Havelock considered one challenge facing the early
Presocratics to be the following: ‘aside altogether from the coinage
of abstract nouns, the conceptual task ... also required the elimin-
ation of verbs of doing and acting and happening, one may even say
of living and dying, in favor of a syntax which states permanent
relationships between conceptual terms systematically.’>° This syn-
tax, marked by the use of verbs in the third person omnitemporal
present indicative, is in fact closely related to the kind we
have been trying to capture under the rubric of ‘description’.>"
More specifically: ‘[flor this purpose the required linguistic
mechanism was furnished by the timeless present of the verb
to be — the copula of analytic statement. The angles are equal
to two right angles. They are not born that way or become or
are made s0.”?

Complementing this claim at the level of individual words and
discourse modes are others operative at the level of rhetorical
schema. These centre around the benefits that arise from elminat-
ing the narrative frames formed by ‘verbs of doing and acting and
happening’ (e.g. A8, voothoas, &piear). Pertinent here are Kirk’s
observations concerning certain basic elements of epic and myth
evolving out of the oral tradition: ‘it is events, not permanent
relationships, that are their currency.’>? He continues:

when tales concern themselves with the nature of the outside world, they do so in
personal and genealogical terms of the kind used by Hesiod and his sources in the
Theogony. That is not only because of the inclination of the tales . . . to animate, to
anthropomorphize . .. but also because the development of action requires .. .
diachronic not synchronic terms . . . history rather than philosophy or science . ..
The language of the Theogony is, typically, the language of sequence; aorist
rather than present tenses predominate . . . even when Hesiod is trying to set out
the conditions of the present world, he is constantly driven back on

> Havelock (1983) 14.

3! See also Havelock (1978).

5% Havelock (1983) 14. That such a topic has been treated by works as varied as e.g. Kahn
(1973), Kahn (2009b), Benveniste (1966), Havelock (1978), and Brown (1994),
Heidegger (2000) and Derrida (1982), should give us pause regarding Havelock’s
claims concerning the ‘copula of analytic statement’.

33 Kirk (1983) 86.
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personification and myth — on personification indeed because of the need for
myth, not just because he is taking refuge in tradition but rather because he simply
does not know how to describe (quite apart from vocabulary matters) a dynamic
complex without interrelating its components in a historical manner.>*

The verbal and other features of description do not merely
provide a useful medium through which to express ‘permanent
relations between conceptual terms’, that is; being liberated from
presenting the world in terms of temporally pregnant events
(which necessarily unfold according to a narrative sequence), it
therefore becomes possible to conceptualize a reality not already
woven from a temporally charged fabric, a warp of being not
already meshed with the weft of becoming.>3

Denarrativizing the framework within which an account of
reality can be expressed and finding a discursive structure that
both accomplishes this and maintains the ability to order its
contents systematically (as discussed in the last section) are of
obvious importance for a thinker who would abolish change and
dynamic activity from reality.® The figure of the hodos plays
the decisive role here.

First, regarding Havelock’s claims, we may now return to the
observations made in Section 4.2.2, concerning the high propor-
tion of description and the frequency with which forms of einai
(and esti in particular) appear in the krisis portion of Circe’s hodos.
In Od. 12.55-126, precisely what we do find are the ostensibly

>4 Kirk (1983) 86-87. Cf. in similar fashion: ‘As far as Hesiod is concerned, one cannot
speak of an antimony between the genetic myth and the structural arrangement. In
mythical thought, any genealogy is also the expression of a structure, and there is no way
to account for a structure other than to present it in the form of a genealogical narrative’
(Vernant (2006¢) 28, emphasis mine); see also 410 n. 10. Likewise: ‘What characterizes
Hesiod’s thought . . . is the fact that the genetic myth and the structural divisions are not
clearly opposed, as they are to our way of thinking, but indissolubly linked’ (Vernant
(2006b) 59, emphasis mine). Similarly Vernant (2006e) 119—20: ‘This genesis of the
world recounted by the Muses . .. does not unfold over a homogenous period . .. This
past is punctuated not by any chronology but by genealogies. Time is included within the
relations of filiations’ (Vernant (2006e) 120, emphasis mine). There is a great deal more
to be said on the relationship between discourse structured by the figure of the odos and
by genealogy. Likewise, it would be wrong to think that Vernant’s points had settled the
matter: see still e.g. Most (1999b).

See n. 54 above.

See esp. Nehamas (2002) 63: ‘Reason says that the real does not change’; Popper
(1998a) 154, 160 discusses a Parmenidean doctrine that centres on ‘the search for
invariants: the search for what does not change during change ... he equated the real
with the invariant, the unchanging’. See also e.g. Hankinson (2002).
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permanent relationships whose importance Havelock stressed.
Moreover, and evocatively, many of them are expressed via copula
or copula-like forms of the third person present indicative form of
einai (see Section 4.2.2.1.1, ‘Einai’, above); whatever we may
make of this fact, we may also observe that if Parmenides needed
a model for expressing the kinds of enduring facts about the world
discussed by Havelock, in this part of the Odyssey he would have
found a very useful set of discursive building blocks waiting ready
to hand.>’

Second, the figure of the #odos provides for sections of indefin-
ite length to be pegged onto, or depend from, the narrative framing
that linked distinct units of text (Section 3.2.3), sections typically
formed of description. These description portions in turn offer the
possibility of articulating relationships between objects in the
world that would be potentially unbound by temporal consider-
ations; this in turn could also take on a particularly abstract,
conceptual colouring (e.g. Od. 12.118-19, 12.109-10).5
Parmenides exploits this possibility in the course of Fragment 8
and his hodos dizésios. From a discursive perspective, what we
find in Parmenides’ reworking and reconfiguring of the Homeric
figure of the hodos is (a) an elimination of the narrative frame, and
(b) a corresponding expansion of the description sections, with
their omnitemporal presents and frequent uses of einai, especially
in the third person present singular indicative.

This moves us in the direction of Kirk’s point. The language used
in Od. 12.55-126 in particular suggests that the world Circe’s hodos
traverses is simply there, with stable, unchanging features that are
simple givens: Scylla’s rock simply is smooth (12.79); her cave, like
the fig tree above Charybdis, simply is there (12.103). It simply is not
possible to defend against Scylla (12.120); the evil she represents just
is immortal (12.118). There is no question ‘of verbs of doing or acting
or happening’ penetrating this timeless space of the Apologoi: the

57 In saying this, I do not wish somehow to deny Parmenides’ philosophical originality, or
suggest that his use of esti and other forms of einai is not motivated primarily by his own
philosophical agenda; see Section 4.3.2, ‘Krisis: Assessments and Cautions’, above.

58 Striking here is the shift in gender in the course of Circe’s description of Scylla: ‘She is
not mortal, but rather the evil is immortal® (1) 8¢ To1 oU 8vnTf, &M\’ &B&vaTov kakdy EoTl,
Od. 12.118). See below for further analysis of this passage.
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syntax and diction suggest that this is a topography untouched by
change, that its basic features just are.>®

The point is underscored by Circe’s rebuke to Odysseus when
he asks what he can do to defend against Scylla. There is, the
goddess makes clear, simply nothing to be done.® Circe goes so
far as to couch her conclusion through negations and in a modally
inflected idiom: o8¢ 115 201’ &A1) (Od. 12.120). That in turn stems
from the brute fact that not only is Scylla unchanging, immortal,
but in an abstract sense, ‘the evil’ itself just is, for it, too, is
deathless, unchanging, indefatigable (Od. 12.118-19):

7 8¢ To1 ol BvnTn, &AN dBdvaTov Kakdv éoTl

Bewdv T dpyadiov Te kai &yplov oUudé paynTov.

She is not mortal, but the evil is immortal,
Terrible and grievous, wild and not to be fought with.

Would-be champions who want to protect their crew can do what
they like, but Odysseus must confront the fact that not only does the
landscape through which the two possible Zodoi would take him not
change, it appears in this case to be categorically unchangeable.®'
This immutability plays an important role in articulating and
establishing the limits of Odysseus’ ability to influence the world
around him.®? But the limits of Odysseus’ own powers are only half
of this equation — it is the transcendent fixity, the absolute immunity
to change of the world traversed in Od. 12.55-126 that defines these
limits by imposing on Odysseus’ powers insurmountable obstacles.
The Planctae, Scylla, Charybdis: the landscape and its features not

5

°

Related here are Betegh’s observations, recorded en passant, regarding the ‘journey
model’ of the soul-cosmos relationship; as he notes, ‘the cosmic regions’ through which
the soul traverses in the afterlife ‘offer a static stage on which the drama of the soul can
unfold’ (Betegh (2006) 34).

See n. 62 below.

Note again the surprisingly abstract language used here. Just as nothing from the
category of ‘flying things’ ‘could make it past (o0&t TornTd TapépyeTon) the
Planctae’ (Od. 12.62), so Scylla — or rather, the immortal evil that she is — is simply
‘not to be fought’ (oU8tpoyxnTéV).

See e.g. Benardete (1997) 100: ‘First, he learns he cannot know; next, he learns he
cannot defeat evil; and finally he will learn the limits of persuasion . . . He is being forced
to submit to his fate’; cf. also Austin (1975) 135: ‘There are, then, a series of mythic
representations for the elements or elemental forces ... Some, like Skylla, cannot be
outwitted at all.’

6

o
=~ ©

6

N

236

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009047562.007 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009047562.007

6.2 Séma II: Discursive Architecture and Temporality

only simply are as they are, unchanging, they are, as far as Odysseus
is concerned, unchangeable.%3

6.2.1.2 Epistemology: Searching-in-Time and the hodos dizésios

There is another side to this point. Although the rhetorical schema
of the hodos offers a discursive framework that allows for the
withdrawal of temporality, change, genesis, and destruction from
the constitution of the landscape it traverses, and although the
narrative frames linking the textual units that form the itinerary of
the hodoi in the Odyssey have been removed from the hodos of
Parmenides’ goddess (see Section 6.2, ‘Séma II: Discursive
Architecture and Temporality’), we have also seen above
(Section 3.2.2¢) that an inherent feature of the mechanics of the
rhetorical schema of the /odos is to order the entries it catalogues in
a sequential way — to form a series, not a list.** Just how this works

3 Intriguingly, there is one episode in the Odyssey where time does intrude, where the
landscape through which Odysseus travels, while itself static and unchanging, is not,
tragically for Odysseus’ men, simply unchangeable. Moreover, in precisely this episode
the questions of time, change, genesis, and destruction are explicitly foregrounded (indeed,
thematized in the concrete form deemed a hallmark of Homeric thought; see, e.g. Finley
(1965) 165). This is the episode on the island of Thrinacia, where the Sun stables his cattle;
of these, Circe says (Od. 12.130-31; see here esp. Austin (1975) 134-35):

yovos 8 oU ylyveton alTédv,
oud¢ TroTe pBvUBouot. Beal & émimoipéves ioiv. . .

But there is no birth of them
Nor do they ever perish. Their shepherds are goddesses. . .

This final place Circe ‘signs out’ on her hodos is a place where, as Havelock long ago
observed vis-a-vis Parmenides, ‘coming to be and perishing had been banished’
(Havelock (1958) 140); this is of course highly reminiscent of what we find in
Fr. 8.5-21). Ironically, this is the only place on Circe’s hodos where the passage of
Odysseus and his men actually leaves an indelible imprint on the landscape they pass
through, where, thanks to their presence, the mark of eventhood — and therefore
temporality — is stamped irreversibly into the landscape and its denizens.

Parmenides, we might say, reclaims this lost paradise. Not only does his #odos also
include in its itinerary a place where there is no perishing and no becoming, it resusci-
tates the slain cattle, beyond creation and destruction, change and time, and reincarnates
them in the form of an absolute law, immortal as Scylla, that no man, however starved or
disobedient, could break: by the end of the journey along his #odos not only will the
cattle who are not born and do not die be restored by a law as beyond time as they are, but
all things, or, rather, what-is itself, will have been as purified of flux and change as the
cattle were before they were slaughtered.

Lloyd (2013) proceeds along largely parallel axes (although the topic is mathematical
deduction and the conceptual apparatus Aristotelian): ‘Narratives . .. deal with events
that have a chronological sequence, whether or not the narrative itself follows that
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and what this means in Parmenides’ poem we shall examine shortly
(see Section 6.2.1.3, ‘Discourse’ below); in the meantime, we must
observe that the temporal sequentiality, withdrawn from the inner
workings and constitution of the story-world, does not, pace Kirk,
disappear from the story of Parmenides’ hodos dizésios. Instead, what
we find with respect to the place of movement and change in time in
the hodos dizesios is a kind of fascinating double move.

In fact, it is not that temporality disappears from the picture
altogether when it is withdrawn from the fabric of the world; rather,
this temporal dimension is instead displaced to a different aspect of
the story-world. Here we must pivot our attention from ontology to
epistemology. Of the pre-Parmenidean epistemological history dis-
cussed at length in Chapter 2, scholars of the Presocratics emphasize
one particular strand that may be summarized as follows.®> An old
‘poetic pessimism’, to be found in Homer, Hesiod, and early lyric and
expressing a kind of archaic ‘folk epistemology’, had posited
a fundamental dichotomy between the severely constrained know-
ledge independently available to mortals and the comprehensive
knowledge possessed by divinities. Divinities could, however, grant
privileged access to knowledge to favoured mortals, such as a poet
who has made a special appeal to the Muses. This access was to be
granted all at once in the form of an instantaneous revelation rather
than an incrementally unfolding process of enlightenment. For those
who took him seriously, the epistemological critiques advanced by
Xenophanes would terminate this possibility by making divinity and
the divine perspective — characterized by certain knowledge, to

sequence. In mathematical reasoning, time in the sense of chronology is not relevant,
since the truths revealed are indeed timeless. On the other hand, the reasoning does
involve a sequence of steps that are essential to reveal . . . the truths that are there ... . In
the sense that the proof depends on a construction or procedures that are carried out at
some point affer the statement of what is to be shown, in the sense that mathematical
reasoning shares the sequentiality, if not the temporality, of narrative’ (402—03,
emphasis mine). Lloyd’s perspective is Aristotelian; by approaching the question
from the other end chronologically, I attempt to show below that extended deductive
argument and demonstration (if not necessarily mathematical proof per se) not only
‘share the sequentiality of narrative’ but that this sequentiality has its origins in — and is
descended from — narrative sequentiality.

Such as one finds in e.g. Lesher (1992), Lesher (1994a), Lesher (1999), and now Lesher
(2008), developed in Mogyorodi (2006); see also Curd (2011) 10-13 and the works cited
in Introduction, n. 15. See also Popper (1998b), esp. 115-19, and Graham (2006) 174—
76. For Tor (2017), see Ch. 2 above.
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saphes — radically inaccessible to mortals. Even in the best of circum-
stances, all that would remain to the mortals trapped beneath this
epistemic ceiling is an inferior level of understanding: that of dokos,
belief.°® But though dokos is ‘available to all” (Xenophanes’ Fr. 34),
not all dokos is created equal (Fr. 18):

OUto1 &1’ &pxfis TévTa Beol BvnTols Uederfav,
A& xpovew (NTolvTes épeupiokouoty &uelvov.

Indeed not from the beginning did gods intimate all things to mortals,
But as they search in time they discover better.®’

Although what precisely ‘searching’ (zéteo) means here is disputed,
the consensus is that the activity denoted has a distinctively empirical
cast (akin, perhaps, to historié).°® If this ‘searching’ for knowledge
can never exceed or transcend the realm of dokos, the possibility for
intellectual progress is not ruled out, either: there is better and worse
belief, and ‘searching’ in the right way still leads to advances within
this domain of dokos.®® What is more, this searching yields progress
‘in time’ (xpdvey (nTolvTes épeupiokouciv &uewov).

On this understanding, what we find in Xenophanes is: (a)
a complete rupture between the domain of mortals and that of
the divine, with severely constricting epistemological conse-
quences for man;’° (b) a claim that this rupture can nevertheless
be mitigated (though never fully repaired) through ‘searching’; (c)
a claim that this searching yields better results gradually and in the
course of time; (d) a conception of this ‘searching’ that takes on an
empirical (though not necessarily systematic) colouring. Situating

% See esp. Mogyorodi (2006) 13648 for summary of previous work and detailed analysis,
also Curd (2011) 11-12. On the other hand, Tor (2017), discussed in Ch. 2 above,
advances an important critical reassessment of this view, though not in ways that affect
the present discussion.

Translation from Lesher (1992) 27; see also Lesher (1992) 149-55, with further
bibliography.

See esp. Lesher (1992) 154—55 and Kahn (2009c¢) 14748 for connections between this
verb and historie; Tor (2017) 104—54 is valuable both as a compendium of earlier
scholarship and for its development of new ideas of what Xenophanes might mean by
the verb zeteo. Notably, Granger sharply differentiates Parmenides’ hodos dizésios from
historié: while both are opposed to instantaneous revelation, the radical a prioricity
intrinsic to the hodos dizésios stands in pointed contrast to the empiricism of historie
(Granger (2008) 16-18; see also Mourelatos (2008b) 56-60).

% See e.g. the classic comments of Dodds (1973) 4-5.

7° See again n. 66 above regarding Tor (2017).
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Parmenides against this backdrop reveals the significance of
his notion of a hodos dizésios (as opposed to, say, an instant-
aneous revelation) in a useful light. If ‘the radical archaic
division between “full knowledge by divine revelation” and
“complete human ignorance without it” is inimical to inquiry’,
then:

So far as Parmenides accepted the human ‘quest’ ... as our default mode of
gaining knowledge, he endorsed an epistemic paradigm [viz. that posited by
Xenophanes] that is conceptually in tension with one in which humans might be
granted a sudden and complete insight into truth by divine help.”"

That is, ‘the central role of the interconnected motifs of “‘the route”
and of “the quest” imply that . . . he subscribed to the new model of
“seeking” knowledge’ through an incremental process that plays
out ‘in the course of time’.”*

Invoking Mourelatos’s dictum — ‘The image of the route mediates
a new concept of the nature of thinking and knowing’ — Mogyorddi
suggests that part of this ‘novelty ... might also be found in its
temporal (as opposed to some instantaneous) nature’.”? Here we see
the second part of the ‘double move’ mentioned above: the figure of
the hodos allows Parmenides to withdraw temporality and dynamism
from the constitution of the world and reality — that is, from the
ontological and/or cosmological domain — by offering an outlet for
this temporality at the epistemological domain, now conceptualized
as a quest for knowledge in the form of the hodos dizésios. For
Parmenides, as for Xenophanes, knowledge is no longer something
that can fall from the sky in an instant, but instead requires
a temporally extended process; unlike Xenophanes’ ‘searching in
time’, however, this process does not take on an empirical cast —
which Parmenides in fact flatly rejects (cf. fragments 6 and 7) — but
operates instead through logos and the goddess’s ‘much-contested
elenchus’ through the form of the hodos dizésios.”* Finally, this hodos

Mogyorodi (2006) 151. See also e.g. Sedley (1999) 114. For a view of Parmenides’
relationship to both empirical ‘questing’ and the idea of revelation, see Vlastos (1993),
esp. 162.

72 Mogyorodi (2006) 15T.

73 Mogyorodi (2006) 151 n. 9o; see also n. 66 above.

74 See e.g. Lesher (2008) 472-76.
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dizésios repairs the link, severed by Xenophanes’ critiques, between
limited human knowledge and the certain knowledge possessed by
gods; by travelling it, mortals can attain access to certain knowledge
(cf. Fr. 1.28—29 and discussion in Section 2.4 above).

It is also stimulating to consider the matter the other way round.
With the temporal dimension inherent to narrative safely displaced
to the human movement of the epistemological quest or hodos
dizésios, the story-world itself is able to remain unaffected by the
temporality and change inherent in a genealogical narrative of
coming-to-be. Liberated from the need to form the narrative back-
bone of a genealogy, the constituent elements of the world are now
left free to be as static and immutable as Scylla is to Odysseus.
This in turn opens the door for what we might call, perhaps a bit
grandly, a conception of the ontological as such, an understanding
of things as things with stable, unchanging, or even potentially
timeless qualities. And again, the rhetorical schema of the /odos,
which accommodates description sections, even — or especially —
long ones, in its levels of dependence, both makes this possible in
the first place, and also (as Od. 12.55-126 shows) provides a lan-
guage and a discursive means for this to be expressed.

6.2.1.3 Discourse: Another Narratological Sleight of Hand

There is a third, vital turn here. We examined above (6.2.1.1,
‘Ontology’) how the temporality inherent to narration functions
differently in the story-world when the narrative in question con-
cerns travelling a hodos, rather than expounding a genealogy (be it
theo- or cosmo- gonical). The temporality woven into the genea-
logically based world of becoming is withdrawn from the objects in
the world itself, notably the features of the landscape traversed. This
temporality does not vanish, though, but is displaced to the human
level of travel through the now-static landscape. In Parmenides’
hodos, the temporal dimension of narration is thus channelled to the
level of the human inquiry for knowledge, the epistemological story
of the hodos dizesios, leaving behind a static world available for
conceptualization in terms of stable, unchanging beings or being
(see 6.2.1.2, ‘Epistemology’). But what does this mean for the
question of the orderliness of the goddess’s discourse, for its osten-
sible narrativity (despite its lack of narrative elements; see again
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Section 6.2, ‘Séma II: Discursive Architecture and Temporality”) on
account of its use of the rhetorical schema of the sodos, and thus its
apparent status as a series rather than a list?

As in Chapter 2 (Section 2.4.4, ‘Narrators and Voices’),
addressing this question presents us with yet another astonishing
narratological sleight of hand by Parmenides, one as discreet as its
consequences are momentous. This complex narratological man-
oeuvre has a number of components that need to be unpacked.

6.2.1.3.1 Plot and Story
Recall that one of the essential features of the rhetorical schema
governed by the figure of the /odos is that, at least in some funda-
mental respects, the movement of the plot tracks movement in the
story-world (see Section 3.1.2 above). Though this is also true in
a very important way in Odyssey 12, the underlying dynamics there
are, in fact, considerably more complex. On the one hand, Circe’s
direct speech in Odyssey 12.37-141 looks forward to the journey that
Odysseus must (and, as we see in the second half of Odyssey 12,
eventually does) take to get back to Ithaca. On the other, this encoun-
ter with Circe takes place in the Apologoi, which Odysseus recounts
to his Phaeacian hosts some seven-odd years after the events in
question occurred.” Od. 12.37-141 is thus a prospective narration
(by Circe) narrated retrospectively (by Odysseus). Finally, because
Odysseus is himself a secondary narrator, the tales that make up
Odyssey 9—12 are themselves ultimately embedded within the larger
tale of the Odyssey narrated by the primary narrator, epic poet.”®
Though they are similar in some respects to what we find in
0d.12.37-141, in Parmenides’ poem and the ‘Route to Truth’
portion specifically, the narratological dynamics and their
attendant levels of temporality are at once both more and less
complex. They are similar in that the goddess’s speech in
Fragment 2 and following is in some respects also a kind of
prospective narration, as the goddess’s remarks in the future
tense, such as mathéseai (Fr. 1.31) and ereo (Fr. 2.1), intimate.

73 See Lowe (2000) 132 for a useful table of the chronology of the Apologoi; absent from it,
however, is Odysseus’ long spell on Ogygia.

76 See on these dynamics esp. de Jong (2001); also Lowe (2000), esp. the figure on p. 147,
offers an insightful analysis of other dizzying narratological complexities one finds in
the Odyssey that can also provide a useful model for the dynamics here.
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Likewise, thanks to the framing device of the proem, which is
rife with classic narrative elements, we also find a retrospective
element to the kouros’s narration.”” The narratological dynam-
ics of Parmenides’ poem are less complex, meanwhile, in that,
unlike in Odyssey 9—12, the mortal first-person narrator is its
primary narrator, not a secondary narrator embedded in a larger
story told by an epic poet. But the scenario in Parmenides’ poem
is also more complex in that, as we noted above (Section 6.2,
‘Sema I1I: Discursive Architecture and Temporality’), the narra-
tive frames that introduce the individual hodos-units forming
the itinerary of Od. 12.39—141 (12.39a, 12.55a, 12.127a) have
been eliminated in Parmenides’ hodos dizésios. The goddess no
longer tells the kouros what he will do, as Circe tells Odysseus
what he is to do (and as, thanks to the retrospective quality of his
narration, we see that Odysseus actually did); instead, she
simply enumerates the items or ‘places’ that make up the itiner-
ary, a series of facts about the story-world itself, rather than
about the events to which they will be witness or party.

This shift is as radical as it is subtle. In Odyssey 12, it is the
prospective journey of Odysseus that provides the temporal dimen-
sion of the rhetorical schema of the hodos.”® Ultimately, Odysseus
does move through the story-world of the Apologoi in Odyssey 12,
a sequence of events of crucial importance for the rest of the story of
Odysseus’ return to Ithaca and the successful completion of his
nostos. But what is the corresponding movement through the
‘story-world’ in Parmenides’ poem? The goddess gives the kouros
a map of the domain through which he must journey, but stating
a sequence of facts about the poem’s ‘story-world’ is not the same
thing as saying that the kouros will or does actually make this journey
in fragments 2—8 — and far less is it the same as hearing about the
occasion in the past when he did successfully undertake this journey,
as in the second half of Odyssey 12. In Parmenides’ poem there is no
clear equivalent to the events of the journey Odysseus needs to make,
and does in fact make; the goddess does not mention the kouros’s

77 See e.g. Robbiano (2006) for a good discussion of the ambiguities surrounding the
temporality of the proem.

78 Which, qua discourse, was underpinned by both a temporal and a spatial dimension to
form spatio-temporal con-sequence, as we have seen (Section 3.2.3).
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movement through the story-world whose layout she describes, nor
do we ever hear of his moving through it. We saw above
(Section 3.2.3) that it is the fact that the order of events is significant
that gives narration the order characteristic of narrativity. But in
Parmenides’ ‘Route to Truth’, there are simply no events whose
order could be significant in the first place.

The rather stunning upshot is that, rather than the movement of
the ‘plot’ of Parmenides’ poem tracking or corresponding to
movement through the story-world, something close to the oppos-
ite happens. Stripped of any underlying movement in the story-
world to track, the plot in effect produces such a movement as it
progresses and in virtue of its progressing. In the ‘Route to Truth’,
that is, it is the sequential, ordered movement of plot or discourse
itself that replaces key aspects of the ordered sequentiality usually
generated by the underlying actions and events in the story-world.

6.2.1.3.2 The Time of the Story-World and the Time of Narration

Why should this matter? If the last point concerned the relationship
between the movement of plot and movement in the story-world, we
must also consider the relationship between the story-worlds and the
‘real time’ of the poem’s narration.” Again, we need to observe a few
preliminary points, this time about the story-world of Odyssey 12 and
Parmenides’ poem. Unsurprisingly, the sodos we find in Odyssey 12
is defined by a great deal of specificity. The characters are specific —
Odysseus, son of Laertes, father to Telemachus, hero and master
spokesman and strategist of the Achaean army, is told by Circe,
daughter of Helios, dread goddess endowed with speech, of the
journey he must take to get back to Ithaca. The places that form the
itinerary are also specific, being named and described in the laborious
detail we have examined above (Chapter 4); some of them, such as
the Wandering Rocks, might even have been well-known from other
traditional myths, and whatever classic expositions they may have
had.® And though the time frame of events is slightly less specific,

79 Which might also be called the time of the poem’s audience; see Hardie (1993) 2 and
especially Kennedy (1997) for sophisticated discussion of the relationship between the
temporality of plot, the temporality of the story-world, and the temporality of the time of
the poet, audience, and/or narration in relation to the genre of epic.

8 For e.g. the story of Jason and the Argo, see West (2005), also Heubeck, Russo, and
Fernandez-Galiano (1989), Reinhardt (1996), Currie (2016), Scodel (2017).
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we know we are roughly one year and two months or so after
Odysseus’ departure from the ruins of Troy.""

Not so in Parmenides’ poem. There, the specific identities of
everything, everywhere, everyone is famously — or infamously —
vague. Just who is the unnamed goddess?®* Just where does one
have to go to find her — up? Down? Beyond?®*? Who, really, is the
kouros, about whom we know essentially nothing?®* When is this
all supposed to have happened? It is almost as if Parmenides, to
much subsequent wailing and gnashing of teeth, had tried to keep
matters as vague as possible.®>

Whatever Parmenides’ intentions may have been, the effects of
this comprehensive, indeed almost systematic, vagueness are
striking. Important here is the fundamentally dialectical structure
of the poem from the moment the kouros makes contact with the
goddess.®® This is also a feature of Circe’s speech to Odysseus,
delivered in her own Voice,87 and directly to her interlocutor;88
deeply embedded in the rest of the Apologoi and the rest of the
Odyssey as this is, however, the audience would have had little
occasion to forget that it is this specific divine character, Circe, who
speaks to this specific mortal hero, Odysseus, and that she does so
on her home island of Aeaea. By contrast, the relatively brief
twenty-three lines of the proem that precede the speech of
Parmenides’ anonymous goddess, however, exert a far flimsier
anchoring force than the eleven books of the Odyssey that precede
the exchange with Circe; nor is this strengthened by the specific
qualities of the Beyond she inhabits (for there are so few), nor by the
goddess’s specific qualities (for she has so few), nor by the specific
attributes of the kouros to whom she speaks (for what are they?).

Why does this matter? The action narrated in the Apologoi, and
indeed the entire Odyssey, took place in the Age of Heroes, not
long after the sack of Troy. It is separated from Hesiod’s age, the

81

) See Lowe (2000) 132 for helpful table and discussion.
2

See above, esp. sections 2.4.2, “Whose Muse?’ and esp. n. 124.

See again Ch. 2 above, esp. Section 2.4.1, ‘Contact with the Divine’ and nn. 121, 123.
84 See esp. Robbiano (2006) 60-88.

85 See Ch. 2 above, esp. sections 2.4.1, 2.4.2, 2.4.5 and nn. 122, 125.

86 See Ch. 5, and esp. nn. 52, 53, 65 above.

87 See esp. sections 2.4.2 and 2.4.4 above.

8 See Ch. 3, n. 72, also Ch. 5, esp. n. 65 above.
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Age of Iron, by an unbridgeable gulf®*® But what of the world of
Parmenides’ kouros? Is there any reason to think the world he leaves
behind is so different from our own? Much more to the point: is the
kouros himself so different from us, the audience, that we could not
identify with him?°° What, ultimately, separates him and his world
from that of the audience? When the goddess speaks in the second
person, what is to stop us from asking to whom she is really speak-
ing? Without the ballast of nearly half of the Odyssey to precede it,
untethered by the specificities of names, times, and places, could not
her words mean as much to any audience — including ourselves — as
they do to the kouros? The extreme generality of the dramatic
scenario, which in many of its aspects seems so carefully wrought,
in fact reduces, blurs, effaces the differences between the world of the
story and that of the narrator as much as possible — or rather, thanks to
this carefully crafted generality, no such gulf emerges in the first
place. With these strategies — (i) the extraordinarily unspecific dra-
matic scenario and characters; (ii) the brief proem; (iii) the first-
person narration unembedded in a poem about the epic past; (iv)
the removal of the narrative frames between the episodes; (v) the
efforts to encourage the audience to associate with the kouros; and,
most of all, (vi) the goddess’s use of second person forms in direct
speech — Parmenides renders the divide between the story-world and
the world of the audience as flimsy, insubstantial, and unobtrusive as
possible.

With this in mind, the dialectical qualities of the poem take on
a special new power in the portions of extended direct speech
where the goddess speaks in the second person.”’ Once the open-
ing twenty or so lines of the proem and their narrative frame fade
from view, we find ourselves in a discursive scenario where the
goddess effectively addresses herself directly to the audience —
any audience, at any time — of the poem as much as to the kouros.
(Indeed, her claim in Fr. 2.7-8 that ‘you could not apprehend or
indicate what-is-not as such’®* would necessarily be just as true for
you, reader, as for me, for the original audience, or the kouros —

89 See e.g. Auerbach (1953), esp. 16; Bakhtin (1981), esp. 13.

9 See here Furth (1974) 250-51; Mackenzie (1982); and esp. Robbiano (2006) 60-88.
91 See nn. 86, 88 above.
92 See Ch. 5, n. 46 for a discussion of the translation.
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and this is the very source of its power.)?? Taken all together, these
manoeuvres produce the appearance of yet another collapse of
temporalities, this time involving the reduction of the temporality
of the story to the temporality of the moment of narration — or,
better yet, a rendering coextensive of the temporality of the story
with the temporality of the moment of narration.

6.2.1.3.3 Discourse: Conclusions

To sum up: since, as we have seen, movement in the world of
the story is already produced by, and thus coextensive with, the
sequential movement of discourse of the poem’s ‘plot’, with the
collapse between the time of the story-world and that of the time of
the poem’s narration, all three temporalities appear to collapse into
each other. It is not just, then, that movement in the quest-story of
the hodos dizésios is at once produced by, and also constitutes, the
level of plot or discourse; astonishingly, each time a listener hears
the poem or a reader reads it, the listener or reader travels the same
hodos dizesios in the very act of proceeding through the ‘plot’ of
the poem. In an important sense, the movement through the story-
world of Parmenides’ poem occurs any and every time the poem is
heard or read.

Three consequences of colossal importance stem from this. The
first is that it is the movement of plot in real time — in the time of
narration, which is also the same as the time of the plot, and also, in
effect, the same as the time of the story-world — that activates or
imparts the temporal dimension to the underlying spatial order of
the itinerary of the goddess’s /hodos. Narration-time, plot-time,
and story-time become one; the hodos dizésios that Parmenides
offers in response to Xenophanes, that is, is undertaken in the very
act of performing (or reading) the poem itself.”*

Second, and related to this, is a more nuanced insight into the
dynamics discussed above in Section 6.2.1.1, ‘Ontology’. In
embodying a temporally extended process of epistemological
quest, Parmenides’ hodos dizésios allows the landscape through
which it passes to remain static and uninfected by the time,

93 See Ch. 5, and nn. 52, 53, 65 above.
94 T explore these points further in relation to the emergence of the rationalist tradition in
a forthcoming article.
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change, and activity intrinsic to narration (see Section 3.1.2). No
narration is necessary in fragments 2, 6, 7, or 8, since the temporal
aspect inherent in narration is played by the movement of the
plot — that is the argument — in the ‘real time’ of its being narrated.

Third, and also a consequence of the first point, in the act of
proceeding through the ‘Route to Truth’, any narrator or reader
preserves the narrativity of this portion of Parmenides’ poem — its
series-like, ordered sequentiality — without requiring any narrative
elements (as defined above — see again Section 3.1.2); the ‘tem-
poral’ part of the spatio-temporal con-sequence that we saw above
was a defining feature of the rhetorical schema of the hodos (see
sections 3.2.2c¢, 3.2.3) is thus provided by the sequential move-
ment of the plot, not the sequence of events of the story.

6.2.2 Discursive Architecture and Temporality: Conclusions

Putting everything together, we may say the following. With
regard to Havelock’s point, in Odyssey 12, the discursive organ-
ization dictated by the figure of the hodos offers a kind of syntax
that allows for the expression of even quite abstract, ostensibly
permanent relations, and not merely the depiction of actions.
This is because, unlike a genealogically based conception of
reality, the figure of the hodos offers a rhetorical schema that
does not intrinsically require that the basic fabric of the world be
constituted by time-bound, temporally pregnant entities; as
a result, it allows for a kind of withdrawal of narrative dyna-
mism — of agent and action — from a landscape whose funda-
mental features may be rendered inert, unchanging, fixed, and
stable. It is this transition that opens the door to what we might
call ontology proper, to a world of being, rather than, at best,
genealogy’s world of things-having-once-become. In short, the rhet-
orical schema of the figure of the hodos offers a discursive frame-
work that preserves the rigorous sequential ordering of items — that
is, the formation of a series, not a list — but allows for the elimin-
ation of narrative frames while preserving the textual features of
description. This is a discursive framework, that is, that allows for
narrativity without narration and description without the unordered,
list-like quality of descriptivity. It is this that is meant when,
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cribbing Mourelatos, one asserts that the rhetorical schema of the
hodos offers a discursive architecture mediating the transition to
a new way of asserting, arguing, persuading.

6.3 Séma 111: Hodopoiésis (the ‘Route to Truth’
and Fragment 8)

We have just seen how the movement of plot, not movement in the
story-world, provides the temporal dimension of the spatio-
temporal con-sequence that dictates the order in which the rhet-
orical schema of the hodos catalogues its entries. But what of the
spatial side of that equation? Is there such a thing as spatial
contiguity with respect to items in the underlying ‘story-world’
that makes up fragments 2, 6, 7, and 8?

Some readers of Parmenides’ Fragment 5 would suggest not.
Karsten, for example, understood the fragment to refer to the
different hodoi on offer in the course of the poem;’> as later
scholars have pointed out, if one accepts that these number three,
or at least that one of them corresponds to the Doxa section, this
understanding of Fragment 5 ‘asks us to believe that Parmenides
could have altered the order in which he examines these three
Ways’.96 There is no reason, then, that Doxa need be read after the
‘Route to Truth’, and it is not necessarily clear that Fragment 2
need precede fragments 6 and 7, nor that these in turn precede
Fragment 8. The items that make up Parmenides’ ‘Route to
Truth’ — and indeed the post-proem poem proper — might well
form a list, then, plain and simple. On this view, there would be no
underlying geography to Parmenides’ story-world at all.

Scholars of Parmenides rarely find time these days to refute this
view, much less to hold it.°7 There are at least three reasons for
this. Briefly: first, certain elements of the poem would become
difficult to explain; were it not the case that all other possible ~odoi
(whether one or two) had already been ruled out by the time

95 Karsten (1835) 74—76.

9 Jameson (1958) 17 (see also 16-17).

97 One finds brief rejections in mid-century publications (e.g. Jameson (1958) 16-17;
Taran (1965) 52), but rarely subsequently. For further discussion of Fragment 5, see
Appendix below.
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Fragment 8 begins, what grounds could there be to declare
(Fr. 8.1-2):%8

L) ~

... Mévog & 11 uibos 680io
AsiTreTan s 0TIV . . .

... As yet a single account of the hodos/® an account of a single hodos
Remains, that ... is (...)

Second, parts of Fragment 8 would appear to indicate expressly
that they are to come after the krisis announced either in Fragment
2 or a combination of fragments 2, 6, and 7 (8.15—18):

... T 8¢ kplois Tepl TOUTWY &V TS EoTIv’
goTv §) oUk EoTv* kékpiTan & oUv, doTrep dvdyk,

TN pév 2&v &vémTov dvawvupoy (o y&p dAndrns

EoTv 6865), THY &’ SoTe TEAeW Kol ETHTUMOY €lval.

... But the krisis about these matters lies in this:
...is(..)or...isnot(...): butithas in fact been decided, just as is necessary,
To leave the one unthought and unnamed (for it is no true
hodos), and that the other is and is genuine.

As the perfect tense (xéxpitan) suggests, at this stage in poem, the
decision between the two hodoi has already been made.

Third, as all commentators agree, the argumentation found in
lines 8.5—21 (or 8.6—21), for example, depends entirely on the
points established in these earlier fragments: the two arguments
offered against coming-to-be, a ‘semantic-epistemological’ rejec-
tion of ‘what-is-not’ (Fr. 8.7-8) and the ban on genesis ex nihilo
(Fr. 8.6—7, 9—10) both presuppose passage by way of the first (and
potentially second) kris(e)is.'®® 1t is clear, then, that Fragment 8
must come after fragments 2, 6, and 7.

9% See e.g. Kirk, Raven, and Schofield (2007) 248—49.

99 See Cassin (2011), esp. 69—71.

'9° See the virtuoso analysis of Fr. 8.5-21 at Palmer (2009) 144-50; for a discussion of
these points from the perspective of a one-krisis reading, see Mourelatos (2008b)
xxviii-xxx and, originally, 98—102. We may also note that the analysis undertaken in
Chapter 5 concerning the level of dependence could be performed here as well; like
Fr. 2.6-8, description — statements of fact about the world — in the third person (Fr. 8.5—
6) indicative (featuring esti, Fr. 8.5) is supported by argument featuring second-person
verbs of action (Fr. 8.7—9) with a variety of modal inflections (e.g. ‘I shall not permit
you’, Fr. 8.7-8), and the use of negated verbal adjectives with -zos suffix (Fr. 8.8).
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What is more, on any interpretation involving a second krisis in
fragments 6 and 7, it is crucially important that the second krisis
(fragments 6 and 7) comes after the first (Fragment 2)."°" On many
of these interpretations, the mutually implicated revelation of
being and not-being in Fragment 2 is a necessary precondition to
any consideration of the possibility mooted in Fragment 6; for
scholars who advocate such a reading, it is only after having
attempted to think or indicate fo ge mé eon that it becomes possible
to conceive of a path that features both ‘IS’ and ‘IS NOT’.'°* On
this reading, the three units, Fragment 2, fragments 6 and 7, and
Fragment 8.5—21, do proceed according to a regular ordering
principle. Put differently, since it seems essential that fragments
2,6,7,and 8.1—21 be placed in this order, we may say that there is
some kind of a fixed, underlying map of the ‘story-world’ the
goddess describes. The catalogue they form, that is, must be
deemed a series, not a list.

So far, so good. But what about the relationship between the
seémata themselves? A goddess enumerating a hodos back home to
Ithaca is constrained by the geography of the world this hodos
traverses. Instead of events tied to places, however, the hodos
of Parmenides’ goddess orders claims, predicates that can (or,
indeed, must) be predicated of to eon. But what dictates the
placement of these claims in adjacent, contiguous locations in
a hodos dizéesios? 1s there also some underlying, pre-existing
logical geography that dictates the sequence according to
which these must be ordered? Or is it merely that the figure
of the hodos imparts — imposes — the appearance of a reified
necessity?

As at so many points of Parmenidean analysis, there is little
consensus here. Perhaps the most prudent way to proceed is to
examine readings that stake out two extreme positions on this
question. Those advanced by G. E. L. Owen and David Sedley

191 As follows from the discussion in the previous paragraphs, whether one settles on
a one- or a two-krisis reading, that there is a necessary underlying sequence governing
the itinerary of at least some components of the ‘Route to Truth’ is not up for debate; in
this, the distinction between a one- and two-krisis interpretations with respect to the
arguments here will resemble the difference between Owen’s and Sedley’s readings
with respect to the ordering of the sémata in Fragment 8.

'9? See e.g. Miller (2006) and Thanassas (2007).
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come as close to forming just such a pair as perhaps can be
found."*? Furthermore, because these two readings share similar
views of several major features of Parmenides’ argumentative
structure — each regards the argument of Fragment 8 as made of
four distinct arguments corresponding to the four sémata pre-
sented above (lines 8.5/6—21, 8.22—25, 8.26—33, and 8.42—49,
respectively) — they are especially easy to compare.

It is worth emphasizing here yet again that my chief aim is not to
provide a comprehensive, exhaustive analysis of Parmenides’
specific arguments but to understand the larger shape and structure
of the argumentation. Accordingly, the following discussion of
Parmenides’ arguments will be undertaken with a view to articu-
lating the possible relationships between each of the different
elements that form it — that is, the relationships between each of
the four sémata, and between different sémata and the arguments
of fragments 2, 6, and 7.

Sedley, who would rehabilitate the views that Parmenides is
a ‘radical cosmologist’ and that fo eon is ‘the sphere that
constitutes ... the world of mortals’, proposes an ‘unashamedly
spatial reading’ of Fragment 8."°* He extracts ‘two Laws’ from
fragments 2, 6, and 7. The second of these crystallizes the sub-
stance of Fragment 2: “No proposition is true if it implies that, for
any x, “x is not” is, was or will be true.”'®> The first gestures
towards a law of non-contradiction, and also seems to encapsulate
Fragment 6: ‘There are no half-truths. No proposition is both true
and false. No question can be coherently answered “Yes and
n0”.”"°® With these ‘Laws’ in hand, Sedley summarizes his view
of the argumentative structure of Fragment 8 thusly:

103

104

Owen (1960); Sedley (1999).

Sedley (1999) 117. Sedley’s justification for his view relies heavily on the distinction
between the literal and the metaphorical: ‘Taken /iterally, what-is will prove to be an
everlasting, undifferentiated, motionless sphere . .. To put it another way, how far are
we meant to deliteralize the description of what-is? ... the Way of Truth is full of
arguments. Most commentators are disappointingly silent on their structure and con-
tent. Only if we take them in /iterally spatial terms, I submit, do they prove to be good
arguments’ (117, emphasis mine); see also Introduction, n. 76.

Sedley (1999) 117.

Sedley (1999) 115.

105

106
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Once the choice of paths was complete, the goddess took us through a series of
largely independent proofs demonstrating each of the predicates of what-is. Only
once did the conclusion of one proof serve as the premise for another, and that
was (B8.27-28) when (a) the rejection of generation and perishing was invoked
among the grounds for (c) denial of motion. Otherwise each proof was self-
contained, its premises either presented as self-evident or relying on one or both
Laws."’

On Sedley’s interpretation of the arguments in Fragment 8.5—49,
then, what we find is a scattering of separate, distinct points —
points that, while ‘hard won by argument’, do not necessarily lead
onto each other or rely on each other via an intrinsic sequence or
pattern. Once one has traversed fragments 2, 6, and 7 in order, the
sémata in 8.3—4 could in theory be visited in any order (provided
that séma 1 is visited before sema 3)."°

Contrast Owen’s assessment of Fragment 8: ‘Parmenides’ train
of argument breaks into four main stages which are clearly distin-
guished and correctly ordered in the programme given at the start,
and each succeeding movement is introduced by an epei-clause
which ... shows how the argument depends on a proposition
already proved.”'® That is, as Lloyd puts it, ‘the fragment forms
a carefully articulated whole in which the later sections build on
the conclusions of the earlier in an orderly sequence of
argumentation’.""®

There is in fact less distance between Owen’s view and Sedley’s
than may be suggested by Sedley’s characterization of Fragment 8
as consisting of ‘largely independent proofs’, each of which is
‘self-contained’. For Sedley, as for Owen, there is no question that
fragments 2, 6, and 7 (captured in his notion of two Parmenidean
‘Laws’) come anywhere but before the four sémata of Fragment 8.
Likewise, if, at least as the argument now stands, séma 3 would
seem to come after sema 1, this already eliminates a number of the

107

Sedley (1999) 122.

This nuance will be addressed later (see Section 6.3.3, ‘Back On Track’ in this chapter
and Appendix below). But one should not fail to notice the ‘otherwise’ that begins the
last sentence quoted above, and that Sedley appears to have no problem whatsoever
conceding that séma 3 takes the conclusion of séma 1 as its premise, and thus, at least as
the argument Parmenides’ elected to make now stands, presupposes it; for further
discussion, see the Appendix, which addresses Fragment 5.

Owen (1960) 93.

Lloyd (1979) 70, reaffirmed in Lloyd (2000).

108

109
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possible sequences in which Parmenides might have ordered his
semata.'"’

For his part, Owen summarizes his views as follows: ‘in the
third movement B 8.27 looks back to B 8.6—21 and especially to
line 21’; ‘in the fourth B 8.42 looks back to B 8.26—33 and
especially to lines 26 and 30-31°.""* Reading line 8.22 as el
m&v 0T duoiov (instead of émwel w&v éoTiv Spoiov) and taking
6poiov adverbially (viz. ‘exists without intermission’, rather
than ‘is all alike’), Owen sees the proof elaborated in lines
8.22—5 as drawing its premise from the claims established at
8.11 and 8.15-18.""3 Of lines 8.6-21 he says less, but this is
perhaps because the situation is in some respects more clear-
cut.''* Owen does not address the complexities surrounding the
epei clause in lines 8.5-6, but in light of his earlier assertions,"">
a defender of Owen’s position might say that this is because
Parmenides himself so thoroughly stitches the claims of fragments
2, 6, and 7 into the argumentation of lines 8.6—21 (even recapitulat-
ing matters at lines 8.15-8.18) that the relationship between the
conclusions secured in earlier fragments and the premises of the
argument put forward in the first ‘movement’ in Fragment 8 is
essentially self-evident.

Owen’s view of the organization of Fragment 8, highly influential
over the years but more contested of late, yields a striking vantage on
the power the figure of the hodos exerts on the structure of
Parmenides’ fragments 2, 6, 7, and 8. This view, that only once one
has attained the first séma — meaning either ‘signpost’ or “proof”, or

See n. 108 above. Of the twenty-four possible configurations theoretically available to
Parmenides on this view, the need to make séma 1 precede séma 3 eliminates twelve
options straight off the bat; for further discussion, see Appendix.

Owen (1960) 93.

See Owen (1960) 92—93 and 92 n. 4 for his discussion of the adverbial reading. For the
overall force of the point: ‘the argument for continuity in lines 22—25 depends on the
prior elimination of temporal starts and stops in lines 621’ (93, emphasis original); see
also Owen (1960) 97.

See e.g. p. 250 above.

The complexity is a function partly of the claims that the qualities argued for in lines
8.22—25 take up the &v, cuvexés of line 6, and partly of the fact that there is no attempt to
analyse how the claims encompassed by the epei clause émwei viv EoTv Spol Taw | v,
ouvexés (8.5—-6a) derive from arguments elaborated earlier in Parmenides’ poem. See
here esp. Stokes (1971) 128-30; Austin (1986) 72.
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both''® — can one begin to make headway in relation to
the second or the third, and only once one has attained the
third séma can one set off on the final stage of the itinerary for
the fourth, coincides with what above was described as the
‘strong reading’ of Parmenides’ Fragment 8; notably, it pre-
sumes a pre-existing underlying logical geography that defines
the map of the ‘story-world’ of Fragment 8 in the way that a pre-
existing underlying geography is presumed to define the story-
world depicted by Circe in Odyssey 12. On Owen’s reading, we
thus see the semata concretize, reify, and take root in a domain
that claims the same sort of material thickness and free-standing
reality as the story-world of the Odyssey, with its Sirens’
meadow, smooth cliffs, hardy fig tree, and so forth; now, how-
ever, this substantiality stands in the domain of the hodos
dizésios and the semata that mark out its course. Likewise, as
the geography of the Odyssey’s story-world possesses a prede-
termined configuration within the universe of the story (so that
Circe can map out the itinerary of Odysseus’ next sequence of
adventures, but cannot reconfigure the map), and as the Sirens’
meadow only gives way to the pastures of the Sun’s cattle by
way of the Planctae, Scylla, or Charybdis, so on this view one
would get to the third point in the itinerary, the third landmark,
the third signpost or séma-object, only by way of the first, and to
the fourth only by way of the third.

6.3.1 A Detour: The Bonds of Necessity and Logical Consequence

Or perhaps must get to the third, and then the fourth point in the
itinerary. Why so? Odysseus’ journey is made by ship, across the
trackless sea."'” To cross this blank, unmarked space is to be perpetu-
ally threatened by the risk of plané — as nearly all the Achaean heroes
returning from Troy can attest."*® Where no path is visibly marked,
aimless, directionless, backward-turning movement always remains

"6 At Jeast insofar as the lion’s share of the argumentation of the first proof comes

in lines 8.6-10 (i.e. before 8.11), which Owen sees as yielding the conclusion
serving as the premise for lines 8.22-25.

Benveniste (1966) 297; Detienne and Vernant (1978) 152-53.

See e.g. Montiglio (2005), esp. I-10.
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possible." ' But the kouros in Parmenides’ proem, as no one will have
forgotten, travels by chariot. Furthermore, as is expressly specified in
the proem, the chariot (&opa, Fr. 1.5) travels on a ‘much-famed’
hodos (6865 TToMUgnuos, Fr. 1.2) and then, once through the portentous
gates, ‘along a road-suitable-for-wheeled-traffic’ (xot’ &ua&itév,
Fr. 1.21). And this, as we saw above (Section I1.1), is highly
significant.

To unpack this significance most effectively, let us advert once
more to Mourelatos’s comments on the topic (discussed under the
rubric of ‘the motif of chariotry’). Having examined what he calls
the ‘motif of the-journey’ and the ‘theme of Fate-Constraint’,"*°
Mourelatos airs the following anxieties:

The danger is that we may be left in the end with configurations of language
which, although internally coherent when taken separately, might appear unre-
lated or even dissonant when compared to one another. Specifically,
a combination of the-journey, chariotry, and binding has, at least prima facie,
a certain baroque, eclectic, and syncretic quality; and that should make us
suspicious. Can we in good conscience project a jumble of motifs into the
imagination of a man who made his name in the history of ideas as an uncom-
promising defender of logic and unity?"*"'

This impression is misguided, he reassures us: ‘motifs which appear
as dissonant or unrelated to us are, to the archaic mentality, strongly
linked by ties of analogy and association’."** The connection between
overland travel by wheeled vehicle and sea travel by ship is indeed no
challenge to establish."** But Mourelatos struggles to connect the
motif of chariotry and the motif of ‘the-journey’ to what he calls the
theme of ‘Fate-Constraint’. He cites a few parallels between the
language used to describe Odysseus as he is bound to the mast in
the Sirens episode, to describe Poseidon’s hobbling his horses’ legs
(1. 13.37), and to make the case for the séma akinéton at Parmenides’

"9 For an example of the dangers presented by unmarked, pathless space, cf. the travails of the
Persians in Scythia in Herodotus 4 (and excellent analysis by Hartog (1988) and Payen
(1997)).

Mourelatos (2008b) 12—13, Mourelatos (2008b) 16-25, and Mourelatos (2008b)
25-29, respectively.

In light of his distinction between ‘motifs’ and ‘themes’ (Mourelatos (2008b) 11-12),
this is perhaps not the title one would have expected for this subsection (see Mourelatos
(2008b) 29).

Mourelatos (2008b) 29.

See the comments at Mourelatos (2008b) 29.
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Fragment 8.30—31. This does not ultimately carry him very far,
however: ‘I am not suggesting that B8.30-31 envisages
a convergence of the three ideas: hobbled horse, sailor strapped to
the mast, sailor committed to his destination. My point is rather that
the Homeric phrase has a certain suggestiveness and flexibility which
allows modulation from one motif to another.”"**

This, surely, is a weak point in the argument. Mourelatos attempts
to bolster his case by examining the etymology and semantics of
words derived from telos, which offers a slightly less precarious
connection between ‘the-journey’ motif and theme of ‘Fate-
Constraint’.'> Importantly, ‘the result of the deity’s “strapping”
and “holding” — as expressed through the theme of the ‘Fate-
Constraint’ — ‘is summed up, in the climactic section of B8, in the
attribute tetelesmenon’."*® The word may be seen to operate not
only on the ontological level (as a description of the nature of to
eon)'®” but also on the epistemological level: ‘In the order of
knowing or thinking[,] the correct “route” is a “steadfast,” controlled
route, “tied” or “committed” to its destination. This is the route that
“consummates” the journey and “comes around” to the goal. On this
journey the guide is the same Fate who bound what-is in straps.”*®
Finally, Mourelatos cashes out this analysis in the claim (comple-
mentary to the notion that ‘the image of the route mediates a new
concept of the nature of thinking and knowing’) that ‘the transform-
ation of the theme of Fate-Constraint is a projection which reaches
toward the concept of logical or metaphysical necessity”."**

As at several other important junctures, I both agree with
Mourelatos on the larger questions (and draw inspiration from
his pioneering analysis) and find the specifics of his interpretation
unconvincing. By advancing this cluster of assertions — that ‘in the

24 Mourelatos (2008b) 30.

25 Mourelatos (2008b) 30.

126 Mourelatos (2008b) 30; for the relevant bibliography, see Mourelatos (2008b) 31 n. 61.

27 Mourelatos (2008b) 30: ‘That is: Justice has bound what-is so that it is “fully accom-
plished,” “complete,” “consummate,” or “perfect”.’

Mourelatos (2008b) 32.

Mourelatos (2008b) 40. Likewise: ‘the very concept of knowing was based on an

analogy with “questing” and “journeying,” whose concept of logical-metaphysical

necessity was in the process of being formulated on the model of the theme of Fate-

constraint’ (Mourelatos (2008b) 46). See Taran (1965) 117, 151; see also: Verdenius

(1964) 101; Austin (1986) 96—115; Dueso (2011) 283-84.

» <
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order of knowing or thinking, the correct “route” is a “steadfast,”
controlled route “tied” or “committed” to its destination’; that the
notion of being tied to a destination is expressed through the theme
of the Fate-Constraint;'3° and that this confluence of imagery (the
motif of the-journey, the theme of Fate-Constraint) ‘reaches
toward the concept of logical or metaphysical necessity’ —
Mourelatos surely identifies a phenomenon of major importance
for the development of deductive argumentation and the history of
Western thought. But at just the moment Mourelatos isolates the
key element establishing the connection between the motif of the-
journey and the theme of ‘Fate-Constraint’ — namely, the motif of
‘chariotry’, which threatens to turn the mosaic of imagery into an
‘eclectic’ phantasmagoria — he also fails to capture the precise way
this motif actually does forge the link between the other two
dominant figures.

It is at this stage that reintroducing insights gleaned from the
discussion of the physical nature of archaic Greek roads above
(Section 1.1) can move the discussion much further forward. It is,
in fact, precisely by shifting the journeying from travel by ship to
travel by wheeled vehicle that this web of connections not only
becomes possible, but indeed obvious and conceptually potent.
Once the physical nature of archaic Greek roads is properly taken
into account and the semantic density of the word 4odos (encom-
passing both an activity and an object) acknowledged, the rela-
tionship between journeying, chariotry, and the implacable
strictures of Fate not only ceases to be eclectic, but their deep
unity at the level of both word and image, their mutual dependence
and mutually reinforcing qualities, becomes irresistible. It is pre-
cisely because (and only because) the motif of the journey has
been expressed through the motif of chariotry, precisely because
(and only because) the motif of journeying has been transferred
from sea to land, from ship to wheeled vehicle, that it not only can
be tied to the motif of the Fate-Constraint, of binding, of
a ‘steadfast’ route ‘tied’ or ‘committed’ to its destination, but it
does so as naturally as if a latter-day Parmenides had made his
goddess speak of a ‘rail journey of inquiry’.

130

See Austin (1986) 96-115, esp. 11114, for further analysis.
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Depending on one’s interpretation of Parmenides’ arguments,
the point has implications of a potentially major scale for our
understanding of the hodos dizesios. First, imag(in)ing the hodos
dizésios described by Parmenides’ goddess as a rut road inscribed
into the earth underscores the degree to which this road pre-exists
the travelling to be undertaken upon it. The world traversed by
such a hodos has stable, fixed features that exist independently of,
and prior to, a journey passing through it."3' Such a road must have
been constructed already in advance of the travel (and with the
express agency of, and according to plans determined by, the
constructor)."3* Such a route is, that is, prescribed: the tracks, so
far as the traveller is concerned, are always already there.

But such a route is also prescribed. This point bears directly on
‘the notion of logical or metaphysical necessity’ that Mourelatos
saw emerging from the theme of ‘Fate-Constraint’, and may also
help us reconsider yet further the nature of Parmenides’ argumen-
tation as analysed by Owen. The discussion above considered the
relationship between the sémata of Fragment 8 as posited by
Owen, which is to say, in reverse order. Attaining the fourth
séma presupposed attainment of the third; this in turn presupposed
attainment of the first, as did attainment of the second séma; and
this itself presupposed passage by way of the first hodos of
Fragment 2 and fragments 6 and 7. Imagining the iodos dizésios
as a rut road inscribed into the terrain of inquiry it traverses,
however, we find grounds for a stronger, more suggestive under-
standing of the relationship between journeying, travel by wheeled
vehicle, and the notion of binding and constraints, one with even
more direct bearing on the notion of metaphysical or logical
necessity articulated in Parmenides’ poem. If the hodos described
in Fragment 8 is seen as a rut road running continuously the length
of the fragment (and, indeed, from Fragment 2 to 8 via fragments
6 and 7), this suggests that not only is each new point in the
argument premised upon points previously established but also
that, once one has arrived at a particular point on this 4odos, one
has no choice but to follow this prescribed track. Once one has

31 See Section 6.2.1, also n. 4 above.

'3 This opens a horizon, too sprawling to be addressed here, onto the debate between
‘realism’ and ‘constructivism’. Who is the constructor? How did the sodos get there?
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been forced onto the first route in Fragment 2,33 one has no choice
but to arrive at the first seéma; and once one has arrived at the first
séma, if one continues the journey it is not only that one can reach
the second sema but that, locked into a predestined, preordained
path, one must follow the track to the second point."'3* And this is
true at every step of the way: having attained the second séma, if
one carries on with the journey one must arrive at the third, and
from the third, the fourth. Returning to Mourelatos’s point con-
cerning the metaphysical or logical necessity expressed through
the notion of a ‘steadfast’ path that ‘ties’ one who travels upon it to
a particular destination, we may see how deeply appropriate, not to
mention effective and powerful, is the image of travelling by
wheeled vehicle along a rut road. For what route could possibly
be more ‘steadfast’, more ‘tied’ or ‘bound’ to its destination — and
the rest of the itinerary it encompasses — than a rut road one travels
by wheeled vehicle?

So far we have discussed the strictly sequential ordering of
discursive units into a series in terms of the phrase ‘con-
sequence’. In the Odyssey, units are connected in this manner
partly on the basis of their spatial contiguity and partly on the
basis of the temporal order in which they are reached in the course
of travel, understood as a series of actions in time. In Parmenides’
fragments 2, 6, 7, and 8, we have seen that, on Owen’s reading, the
four arguments that make up the /odos-units of Fragment 8’s
‘journey’ are also connected partly on the basis of a kind of
underlying logical ‘contiguity’ rooted in the logical geography
of Fragment 8’s ‘story-world’; similarly, their being ordered into
a sequence stems in part from the journey through them, the Zodos
(journey-in-totality) dizésios one travels across this terrain. But, if
we take the motif of chariotry seriously and attend to the language
of the proem (and especially its reference to a hamaxitos, Fr. 1.21),
what we find is a hodos(-journey) whose hodos(-itinerary) moves
along a hodos(-object = rut road): along a pre-scribed track whose
course allows for no deviation, no wandering, nothing but ordered

!33 And perhaps again forced onto the first route in Fragment 6 — and, if so, also as a result
of the same kind of necessity.

34 As one finds in e.g. Cordero (2004) 171 (emphasis original): ‘The true way follows
a necessary course. Thought is chained to it and no straying is allowed.’
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movement along a predetermined path, whose inscription into the
terrain demands that once one has attained a particular point one
must travel to the next in the sequence, and do so unerringly and
necessarily. On Owen’s reading, what we see in the convergence
of the motifs of journeying, chariotry, and the Fate-Constraint —
three images compressed and condensed into, and encompassed
by, this hodos dizésios, a hodos(-journey) whose hodos(-itinerary)
is connected by a sodos (rut road) — would thus be the transition
from narrative con-sequence to logical consequence.

6.3.2 Other Implications: keleuthos

Appreciating the physical nature of archaic Greek roads and the
semantic breadth and density of the word hodos also provides
a potentially illuminating insight into another phenomenon identi-
fied by Mourelatos. In his analysis of the ‘Fate-Constraint’, he
identified three ‘faces’ or ‘hypostases’: Anagke (Constraint),
Moira (Fate), and Dike (Justice).'?> To these three, he adds
a fourth: Peitho. In light of the semantics of the peith- word family
in Homer, Hesiod, and Aeschylus and its role in parts of
Parmenides’ poem, and alongside the words chré and chreon,"3°
Mourelatos sees peith- terms expressing not the externally
imposed force of the other three terms but rather an ‘inner-
directed justice’, an ‘attitude of adherence or submission’,
a ‘compliance or obedience’ that represents ‘an agreeable submis-
sion to the authority of Constraint-Fate-Justice’."3”

This interplay of internal and external forces, of obedience and
agreeable adherence and compulsion and imposition, makes
excellent sense at an ontological level. But yet again, Mourelatos
has more difficulty substantiating his epistemologically oriented
claims, such as: ‘[t]he four faces of the polymorph deity are
aspects of the modality of necessity that controls what-is, and of
the same modality as it applies to theroute “  is_ ”.""3®In his

'35 See summary at Mourelatos (2008b) 160. The situation is in fact more complex: see

Austin (1986) 95-116, esp. I111-14.

See Mourelatos (2008b) 162, 277—79, and now Mourelatos (2008b) xxxi.
37 From Mourelatos (2008b) 152, 155, and 156, respectively.

138 Mourelatos (2008b) 161.
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analysis of the relationship between these ‘faces’ or ‘hypostases’,
he discusses the ‘modality of chré, “it is rightly necessary’”’, that
pilots the ‘route to reality’ '3 and makes good use of his analysis
of the peith- family while reminding us that the hodos of
Fragment 8 was originally introduced with the phrase TTeifoUs
¢oT1 kéAeuBos (Fr. 2.4). Viewing this hodos(-itinerary) as moving
along a hodos(-for-wheeled-vehicles) provides an elegant figur-
ation of this interplay between internal adherence and external
constraint at the epistemological level — in terms, that is, of the
hodos dizésios as ‘Route to Truth’. On the one hand, the grooves
of the rut road provide an externally imposed force constraining
the movement of the wheels of the chariot that journeys along it:
it holds them fast in its bounds; on the other, the grooves of the rut
road also provide free, agreeable movement to the chariot whose
wheels ‘adhere to’ or ‘obey’ the prescribed track. The image of
a journey by wheeled vehicle along a rut road expresses
a forceful element of imposition, constraint, limitation, binding,
while also articulating its own distinctive version of a journey of
pistis and persuasion and ‘positive teleology’ (a felicitous phrase
here).

Finally, analysis I have undertaken elsewhere and touch on in
Chapter 1 can make a further contribution.'#® Recall that where
the word /hodos addressed a journey viewed as a single, unified
whole (‘from the outside’) and in relation to its structure, the
word keleuthos emphasized the process of journeying (viewed
‘from the inside’) and the series of actions and experiences that
formed this process (Section 1.2). How fitting, then, that the
process of travelling a hodos along a hodos, wheels locked into
the track, should be referred to as a TTe180Us kéAeufos (Fr. 2.4): on
Owen’s reading of the poem, to be swept along on this kodos is to
undertake a kéAsuBos, a journeying, that at every step of the way
(or at every turn of the wheels) complies with, or adheres or
submits to, the ‘positive teleology’ of the hodos-as-journey and
the hodos-as-road.

39 Mourelatos (2008b) 154.
149 See Folit-Weinberg (forthcoming, 2022).
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6.3.3 Back on Track: Towards Conclusions

This, at any rate, is the view that a proponent of Owen’s reading of
the poem’s argument would advance. But what would a proponent
Sedley’s reading of Fragment 8 have to say? One should not forget
that while Sedley sees Melissus’ arguments as forming ‘a single
chain, with each predicate inferred directly from the previous one’,
he reads each of Parmenides’ proofs as ‘largely independent’ and,
with one exception, ‘self-contained, its premises either presented
as self-evident or relying on one or both Laws’.'#'

In fact, his reading also opens a surprising, even provocative,
insight into the role played by the figure of the hodos in
Parmenides’ poem. In the present discussion, two points should
be borne in mind. First, Sedley still places great emphasis on the
importance of argument (rather than mere assertion) to the develop-
ment of Parmenides’ claims, of course.'** Notably, in Sedley’s ana-
lysis of the specific argumentation advanced in Fragment 8, none of
the four claims are proved independently of the ‘Two Laws’.'#?

This is to say that, second, the net effect of Sedley’s analysis is
to shift the bulk of the argumentative labour being done to the
fragments preceding Fragment 8; if the claims of Fragment 8 are
not built sequentially one upon the next, they depend even more
heavily on fragments 2, 6, and 7. Law Two — ‘No proposition is
true if it implies that, for any x, “x is not” is, was, or will be true’ —
is, we might think, a crystallization of the principle expressed in
Fr. 2.7-8 (and reiterated in 6.1-2)."** For its part, Law One —
‘there are no half-truths. No proposition is both true and false. No
question can be coherently answered “Yes and no™” — is presented
by Sedley as a paraphrase or gloss of 8.15-16, but he acknow-
ledges that this is itself the product of the claims presented in
Fr. 2.3—5 combined with those advanced in Fr. 6.4—9 (plus what
has been understood as an implicit principle resembling the Law of

41 Sedley (1999) 125, 122 (though see again n. 108).

4% See Sedley (1999) 114.

43 So lines 6-9 rely on Law Two, as do 11-13 (9—10 rely on the Principle of Sufficient
Reason); lines 22—25 rely on both Law One and Law Two; lines 26—33 rely on Law
One; and lines 42—49 rely on Law Two (although Sedley does not specify explicitly);
see Sedley (1999) 118-21.

"4 Sedley (1999) T16-17.
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Non-Contradiction)." In other words, Law Two is the product of the
blockage of the second way (viz. the one articulated in Fr. 2.5), while
Law One is the result of passing first by way of the first sodos
presented in Fragment 2 (2.3—4) and then, possibly, via the further
krisis expressed in fragment 6 and 7. The four qualities attributed
to to eon come in con-sequence to (and/or are therefore the conse-
quence of) the decisions at the various kris(e)is in fragments 2 and 6
and 7: once one travels by this way, it is inevitable that one arrive at
the four conclusions represented by the four sémata (even if the
order in which one arrives at them is no longer very important).

On this view, the Two Laws become a pair of tracks, of prein-
scribed ruts, into which one finds oneself locked once one has passed
through the krisis or successive kriseis of fragments 2 and 6 and 7.
What does not (with the exception of the third séma and its relation-
ship to the first) have any inherent value is the precise order in which
these conclusions are presented. Thus, intriguingly enough, if one
accepts Sedley’s reading, it is the rhetorical power invested in the
figure of the hodos qua ‘rhetorical schema’ that becomes most
striking. By using this schema, with its special capacity to systematize
discourse and provide description without descriptivity, narrativity
without narration, as a means of figuring this sequence of otherwise
(potentially) unordered units of argumentation, it is as if Parmenides
allows the sequence itself to take on the reified mass of a tomb
midden (séma) installed in the earth, or an altar in the agora, or
a stone stele implanted empedon in the ground. Sedley’s
Parmenides would thus prove a virtuoso rhetorician, a master of
imagery and polyvalent language. By marshalling the resources
compressed and contained in the word and image of the hodos,
Parmenides would invest the sequence of the claims advanced in
Fragment 8 — which, provided they come after fragments 2, 6, and 7,
might otherwise be listed in (almost) any order — with the appearance
of the same necessity and pre-existing ordering, the same power and
authority of the geography of the natural landscape, attached to an
itinerary through physical space."4°

45 Sedley (1999) 114-15.

146 In this case, he may have had a predecessor in no less a figure than Homer himself. For
who is it, after all, who determines the order and sequence according to which the
episodes following Aeaea appear? See esp. Reinhardt (1996) 103-04.
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As noted above, my goal in discussing the competing interpret-
ations of Fragment 8 offered by Owen and Sedley is not to advo-
cate for the superiority of one or the other, but rather to explore two
points. The first concerns the scope and applicability of the ana-
lysis above; what I hope to have shown is that the links I have
constructed between Parmenides’ poem and its physical, linguis-
tic, and poetic context are compatible with each of these two
positions that define the mainstream spectrum of views on the
proper ordering of the semata that form Fragment 8. The second
builds on this by exploring more specifically what these links
might mean, were one to endorse either Owen’s rigorously linear
view of Fragment 8 or Sedley’s view that the sequence in which
the semata are presented is not intrinsically related to the argu-
ments supporting them.

6.3.4 Two Further Options

If the interpretations of Owen and Sedley define between them
a range of widely accepted readings of Fragment 8§, there are of
course other interpretations that deviate from aspects of their
shared orthodoxies. Although it would be excessive to conduct
an exhaustive survey of how each of these other approaches might
be reconciled with my account of Parmenides’ invention of
extended deductive argumentation, briefly addressing two recent,
exemplary interpretations of Parmenides’ Fragment 8 is still
a valuable exercise; doing so will help illuminate more precisely
the nature and scope of this book’s contributions to the study of
Parmenides” poem and our understanding of the history of
archaic — and Western — thought more broadly.

The first is the distinctive line of interpretation of Parmenides’
poem pioneered by Scott Austin.'*” One of Austin’s most valuable
contributions is to delineate a pattern of assertions, negations,
positions, and privations whose recombinations underlie — and
perhaps even serve as a generating principle behind —
Parmenides’ arguments."*® An attractive consequence of

47 See Austin (1986), Austin (2002), Austin (2007), Austin (2013), and Austin (2014).
48 particularly helpful are Austin’s charts and diagrams: see esp. Austin (1986), Austin
(2002) 96, and Austin (2007) 10.
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approaching Parmenides’ arguments via this aspect of their formal
construction is the original perspective it opens onto their content.
More specifically, Austin’s interest in the triadic pattern of pos-
ition, negation, and recapitulatory double negation and his obser-
vations regarding the creation of dyadic pairings and triadic
groupings in Fragment 8'4° reveal a subtly different way of group-
ing together the content addressed by the fragment’s four sémata.
On Austin’s view, the arguments in lines 8.6—15 address what-is in
terms of time, lines 8.22—31 address being in terms of space or
‘the occupation of place by mass’,">® and then in lines 8.32 and
8.42—49 ‘the conclusions developed during the considerations of
time and of mass/place are recapitulated, combined, and rolled up
into a complete statement’.">"

What most catches the eye in the current setting is the extent to
which, seen through the lens of Austin’s interpretation,
Parmenides’ arguments advance in a fundamentally sequential,
progressive manner. On Austin’s reading, Parmenides’ argumen-
tation is defined by a necessary and inherent directionality; as
a consequence, it is hard to imagine a scenario consistent with
Austin’s view in which Parmenides could just as easily have
swapped the sémata around or advanced them in a different
order had he so desired.">* As Austin points out, the successive
interplay of dyads, triads, and singlets, assertions and negations,
positions and privations elaborates ‘the story of a gradual move-
ment away from contrariety and towards unity . .. The logic and

rhetoric of the “Truth-Section” are cumulative’.">3

49 See esp. Austin (2002) 96 and Austin (2007).

'5° As it is put in Austin (2002) 97 and Austin (2007) 57, respectively. Scott Austin does
not always spell out where he demarcates the line boundaries between arguments, but at
Austin (2007) 57 does specify that the second phase of the argument spans lines
8.22-31.

Austin (2007) 57; at Austin (2002) 97, the heading given to this third phase is ‘sphere’.
This is particularly true in the case of the recapitulatory fourth séma, where double
negative and affirmative position formulations are ultimately shown to be coextensive;
see also discussion in the Appendix below.

Austin (2007) 14, emphasis mine. More specifically: ‘The overall picture is, first, that
dyadic contrariety is rejected; second, that it is incorporated into harmony; finally, that
it is transcended altogether in favor of simplicity’ (Austin (2007) 14). A very schematic
version of the point is given in Austin (2002) 97: ‘this sequence ... [is] a story of
development in statement from the rejection of dyadic contrariety, to the negation of
and inclusion of that contrariety in triples, to the simplest positive and double-negative
terms’.
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There are many significant points of non-overlap between
Austin’s interests and orientation and those of the account of
Parmenides’ invention of extended deductive argumentation pro-
vided here. Austin is little concerned with Parmenides’ poetic
background, his pervasive use of road imagery, the dramatic
setting in which the staging of the enumeration of the routes is
embedded, and other ‘poetic’ aspects of Parmenides’ poem; like-
wise, his extensive discussion of such things as negative predica-
tion, modal operators, and Platonic, Trinitarian, or Hegelian
dialectics might seem to have little in common with the present
book’s concerns. This only makes it all the more striking, how-
ever, that Austin’s analysis seems not only highly compatible, but
indeed to align in neat congruence, with the analysis I have under-
taken above. That the discursive architecture undergirding the
hodos narrated by Circe to Odysseus should provide the larger
organizing framework within which Parmenides could explore, in
a manner both systematic and argumentatively rigorous, the com-
plete array of possible combinations of assertion and negation,
position and privation is not only plausible, but highly attractive.
To put the matter the other way round: if what Austin’s account
reveals is a pattern of arguments formed from different combin-
ations of privation and negation, position and assertion, the ques-
tion remains as to how these different phases or stages in the
argument are to be joined together: how to imag(in)e the relation-
ship between them? But this is precisely what the rhetorical
schema of the hodos and its associated types of dependence
provides: a discursive framework to be filled in according to the
pattern described by Austin. On this view, the two formal perspec-
tives of Parmenides’ construction of his argument — Austin’s and
the one offered here — would not only complement each other but,
by triangulating key principles underlying their construction,
could also provide an important and potentially guiding insight
into what Parmenides’ arguments mean.

Perhaps rather more difficult to reconcile with the historical
account I have offered is the line of interpretation recently devel-
oped by Richard McKirahan.'>* McKirahan’s presentation has its

'54 McKirahan (2008).
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share of important virtues. Re-emphasizing that Parmenides ‘lived
before canons of deductive inference had been formalized’, he
sagely observes that ‘the interpreter’s job is not to aim for formal
validity, but to attempt a reconstruction of Parmenides’ train of
thought, showing how he might have supposed that the conclusion
follows from the premises he gives’.">3 While just what it means
for a conclusion to ‘follow’ a premise (i.e. how we ought best
attempt to ‘reconstruct’ Parmenides’ ‘train of thought’ — or, better,
hodos dizesios) gets to the very heart of what is at stake here, on
these points, at least, I find myself in fervent agreement with
McKirahan — even as our different approaches, and answers, to
this question get to the heart of our disagreement.

At this juncture, however, we part ways. Or nearly at this
juncture, for, as with other interpreters, McKirahan also takes the
lines following 8.2 to constitute a programme (he opts to include
8.5-6)"5° of points, or clusters of points, that Parmenides will set
out to prove. McKirahan’s list differs from Owen’s, Sedley’s, and
those of other interpreters in several respects, however. First,
McKirahan distinguishes six groups, rather than the usual four
semata (he styles these ‘Groups A-F’). Second, McKirahan’s
groups do not strictly track the sequence in which the sémata are
presented from line 8.3; the items that form the programme are
clustered instead according to another organizing principle.'s’
Thus, third, McKirahan’s groups cut across the ordinary division
of the programme, in some cases resulting in the pairing of
qualities that are usually taken as distinct, while in others splitting
up familiar pairings. So Group B, for example, is formed by
‘whole’ (oUhov, 8.4), ‘complete’ (téAeiov, 8.4), ‘all together’
(6polU &, 8.5; cuveyés, 8.0), thereby collecting under one heading
attributes deemed by Owen, Sedley, and most other interpreters to

'35 McKirahan (2008) 189-90. Another way of framing my project might be to say that
I have been attempting to trace out the principles underlying the tracks or ruts that form
this train of thought — not to mention the material from which they are made and which
gives them their tensile force. McKirahan continues: ‘This is a matter of sensitivity and
sympathy as much as of logic ..." — a perspective with which I heartily agree.

See n. 3 above.

What does determine the groups? This is not stated, but the logic determining the
groupings seems to stem from the arguments McKirahan discerns in the body of the
argumentation itself, from which he evidently works backwards.
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correspond to the second and fourth sémata in the programme
(oulon and teleion/teleston, respectively)."”>® On the other hand,
mounogenes (8.4), ordinarily read with the grain of the syntax of
line 4 as being paired with oulon (and thus one half of the signpost
for ou diaireton, viz. sema 2, lines 8.22—25), is here glossed as
‘unique’ and paired with ‘one’ (£v, 8.6), which together form their
own distinct cluster, Group F.

Since McKirahan’s approach is geared towards his understand-
ing of the content of the arguments he finds rather than the
sequence of their presentation, this ultimately yields a sequence
of Categories that does not track the movement of Fragment
8.6—49 any more than it does lines 8.3—6, another major difference
between McKirahan’s reading and most others. So, for example,
the treatment of members in Category D: ‘changeless, motionless’
are to be found scattered throughout various parts of the poem,
including lines 8.26, 38, 41, ‘and possibly 8.29-30’.">° Finally,
another result of McKirahan’s approach is that certain qualities
identified in the programme — Group F: ‘unique’ (pouvoyevés) and
‘one’ (8v) — remain entirely unaddressed in the remainder of
Fragment 8,"° while other portions of the body of Fragment 8,
namely lines 42—49, lack any identifiable correlate in the
programme."®*

It is worth emphasizing one final time that this is not the place to
assess the merits of specific interpretations of Parmenides’ argu-
ments. Rather, the more pertinent question here would be how
a defender of McKirahan’s view, which expressly — and rightly —
underscores the need to remain alert to the risks of anachronism
and to understand Parmenides’ poem and its arguments in their
historical context, would reconcile his or her approach and the
results it yields with the historical question of how Parmenides
developed his radically new way of speaking and arguing. If the
resources offered by the semantics of the word /odos, the real

's8 And also, in Fr. 8.5-6 (homou pan suneches), perhaps even the arguments supporting the

first séma, that being is ungenerable and imperishable.

McKirahan (2008) 191, see also 208-10.

McKirahan (2008) 191, 214—16.

This is also frequently true in more traditional readings of Fragment 8, according to
many of which 8.34—41 remains a puzzle (see n. 8 above).
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objects to which it referred, and the intertextual dramatic and
discursive frameworks it conjures up do indeed play a crucial
role in mediating the transition from Homeric narrative to
Parmenidean argumentation, what does this mean for interpret-
ations of Fragment 8 that do not see these arguments as formed
from a series of distinct segments or phases of the itinerary of the
hodos dizesios, or the programme announcing a catalogue of these
phases point by point as they will be asserted and argued for?
Conversely, were we to accept an interpretation which did not
respect this linear, sequential, cumulative structure,"®* would this
imply that an account of Parmenides’ invention of extended
deductive argumentation different from the one offered here
might be required?

6.4 Séma IV: Accomplishments and Completions

It is time to bring this pistos logos to a close. The arrangement of
words in Chapter 7 (‘Mortal Opinions’), potentially deceptive in
its own way, will offer an invitation to reflect on how our own
criteria of knowledge, what we count as a valid contribution to it,
and the hodos dizésios of academic research that leads us there, all
retain a fundamentally Parmenidean shape — for better and for
worse. If part of this shape is defined by what Karl Popper has
called the ‘Parmenidean apology’ of the Doxa and the ques-
tions it poses about the status of the ‘Route to Truth’, Part III
(Doxai) will explore what this implies for the analysis under-
taken in this and preceding the three chapters of Part II
(Routes). By testing the limits of reading Parmenides along-
side Homer, I hope to call attention to some of our own
epistemic presuppositions, which are not always fully articu-
lated or acknowledged, and to underscore their relationship
to a Parmenidean, and Homeric, desire for certainty and
closure — and to the difficulty of attaining it.

For now, however, it remains to ask what all this — this chapter,
this Part (Routes), and the primary line of argument in this

162 At least to a certain extent — the debate about the degree to which, and the manner in
which, this is true is of course simply another way of viewing the debate between Owen
and Sedley.
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book — amounts to."®® The answer to this question will depend
quite considerably on the fields, methods, and aims of the scholar
who happens to be reading this book; the analysis undertaken above
will likely be valuable for different reasons to, and be used in
different ways by, scholars working in different fields, or attempting
to answer different questions. One way of organizing the range of
possible implications of this book’s claims for our understanding of
Parmenides’ arguments would be to discuss matters in terms of
‘priority’.

Working on one level, for example, will be scholars whose main
approach to philosophical texts begins with an attempt to under-
stand and reconstruct the argumentative moves of a text in relation
to what might make a ‘good’ argument by our own standards,
regardless of whether these are expressed in ancient Greek,
English, or any other language (perhaps including logical
notation)."® In this case, what might be called philosophical
analysis of Parmenides’ argumentation will likely remain ‘prior

163 For the ‘accomplishments’ in this section’s title, see Section 1.2, esp. Figure 1.1. For
‘completions’, see e.g. Austin’s translation of tetelesmenon, also Mourelatos (2008b)
125-29.

To note that a scholar is committed to seeing in Parmenides’ poem ‘good arguments’ is
descriptive, not evaluative. Rather, the point is to mark the fact that this commitment,
which is often taken for granted, is a strongly guiding hermeneutic principle which, as
discussed above (Introduction, 8-11), plays a major role in shaping and justifying our
readings of Parmenides; it is alive and well, and continues to orient much of the top
scholarship on Parmenides. This is sometimes expressed in terms of our ability to
formulate his arguments in such a way that they ‘go through’ (e.g. Barnes (1982) or,
more radically, Wedin (2014); notably, both Barnes and Wedin render their interpret-
ations of Parmenides in formal logical notation). But the impulse can also be expressed
through vaguer criteria. Sedley’s stance is exemplary; to justify the core plank of his
reading of Parmenides, he says: ‘I offer the following reason for retaining an
unashamedly spatial reading. This final stretch [viz. Fragment 8.1-49] of the Way of
Truth is full of arguments . . . Only if we take them in literally spatial terms, I submit, do
they prove to be good arguments’ (Sedley (1999) 17, emphasis mine).

If it is not an insult to observe that a scholar is committed to seeing Parmenides’
arguments as good arguments, it need not necessarily be a compliment either. Skinner’s
relationship to Boden (Skinner (2002a)) or Hacking’s to Paracelsus (in e.g. Hacking
(2002a)) are salutary points of comparison. Discussing the ‘incommensurability
between Paracelsus and modern medicine’, Hacking observes: ‘Paracelsus’s system
of possibility is quite different from ours. What he had up for grabs as true-or-false does
not enter into our grid of possibilities, and vice versa. This is not due to different
articulated theories or systems of conscious belief, but because the underlying depth
knowledge is incommensurable. This idea lessens the metaphor in the very word: we
cannot lay some number of Paracelsus’s possibilities alongside ours and have two sets
that match at the end. This is not to say we cannot understand him . . . One can even go
some way towards talking Paracelsan in English, once one has articulated concepts that
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to’ the aspects of Parmenides’ poem discussed here. That is, one
expects that such a scholar will likely decide first whether he or she
finds, say, Owen’s or Sedley’s assessment of the poem’s argumen-
tation persuasive; then, having settled on one or the other, he or she
can use the analysis presented here to explore aspects of his or her
preferred interpretation in this new light. The questions that will
exercise such a scholar will likely concern determining to what
extent, and in which distinctive ways, Parmenides was influenced
by the pattern of Circe’s description of the sodos, or up to what
point he relies on, and at what point he moves beyond, the physical
features of Greek rut roads in developing his own arguments."®3
Did Parmenides conjure consequence from con-sequence, as
a disciple of Owen might feel, as he travelled a hodos along a rut
road of argument inscribed into a pre-existing logical terrain? Or
was Parmenides a master rhetorician, deploying a discursive archi-
tecture with a capacity for a temporally unimpregnated systema-
ticity and argumentativeness, narrativity without narration and
description without descriptivity, as a Sedleian interpreter might
have it? Or, rather, are the language and imagery used by
Parmenides entirely irrelevant, and his arguments fitted together
according to some other set of principles entirely — and, if so, what
are those?

Working on another level, scholars more focused on
Parmenides’ place in the history of thought might approach his
poem with a different set of presuppositions and commitments,
especially as far as the relationship between language and the ideas
it expresses, between signifier and signified, are concerned.
Particularly if they are interested in Parmenides’ role as the
decisive figure mediating the transition to a conception of

Paracelsus was perhaps unable to. Translation is largely irrelevant. “Charity” and
maximizing truth are worse than useless (I don’t believe a word in all seventeen
volumes of Paracelsus). “Benefit of the doubt” about what Paracelsus was “referring
to” seldom helps. What counts is making a new canvass of possibilities, or rather,
restoring one that is now entirely defunct’ (Hacking (2002a) 97). The aspiration of the
present book, and the commitment that guides it, is to try to ‘restore’ the ‘canvas of
possibilities’ that Parmenides worked within, and strained to reshape, rather than to
provide a reading of Parmenides’ poem that makes his arguments ‘good’ or ‘go
through’.

I thank one of the readers from Cambridge University Press for helping me see matters
in these terms and for some of the phrasing in this paragraph.
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knowledge predicated on extended deductive argumentation and
the practice of demonstration, " the semantics of the word hodos,
the imagistic force of the rut road, and, especially, the discursive
architecture provided by the hodos (and Circe’s hodos in Odyssey
12 in particular) may well maintain some degree of priority in their
interpretation of Parmenides’ arguments; this last component
would provide the matrix of discursive possibility available to
Parmenides within which to undertake his metaphysical or cosmo-
logical endeavours."®” For their part, literary critics of the sort who
study Pindar, perhaps, or even Homer — with perhaps still other
commitments concerning the relationship between words and
ideas — might go so far as to advance a form of the stronger
claim that in some respects it is Parmenides’ road imagery that
plays an active role in driving his discursive structure, just as one
might uncontroversially claim the same for either poet.'®®
Finally, working on yet another level, other scholars of ancient
poetry might ‘give priority’ neither to the content of Parmenides’
arguments nor to the role played by his imagery in shaping their
form; rather, they might be more interested in the analysis under-
taken above as a case study in reception theory, one that departs
from the usual strategy of dissecting repeated phrases, or type
scenes, or cleverly pointed allusions, and moves towards an
approach oriented towards archaeological explorations of
discourse. Or, similarly, they might perhaps find the above study
more useful as another data point to be woven into a larger story
about the diverse modes of engaging with, and reworking, Homer
that blossomed in the late archaic era."® How best to incorporate
the analysis undertaken here into one’s understanding of
Parmenides’ poem is a choice that each scholar will make

166 Whether this be a transition effected immediately, or only in the course of succeeding

generations (see Introduction, nn. 13, 82).

However painstakingly or effortlessly, tidily or messily performed these may have
been, seen from our perspective; see e.g. Introduction, 7-9 and n. 43.

For Homer, see e.g. Thalmann (1984), Ford (1992), 4048, Bakker (1997), Minchin
(2001) and, generally Section 3.1.1 above with footnotes, esp. nn. 11, 12, 18, 20, 22.
For Pindar, see e.g. Sigelman (2016) and Spelman (2018a).

See, for example, the topics and scholarship discussed in Section 2.2, ‘Archaic
Receptions of Homer’.
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depending on his or her own orientations and methods, philosoph-
ical commitments, and aims and objectives.

It is also possible, however, that in the final analysis even
the dichotomy between the philosophically minded and the
history of thought- or poetry-minded analysts of Parmenides
will not fully withstand deeper scrutiny. What should
a member of the first group who finds McKirahan’s reading
of Fragment 8 compelling say to a historian of thought who
defends the reading I have advanced here? Surely some
account of Parmenides’ invention of extended deductive argu-
mentation and outline of demonstration is required; barring
this, we find ourselves back in the Greek Miracle paradigm.
And what should future interpreters who attempt to forge their
own path, finding satisfactory none of the interpretations of
Parmenides’ arguments currently on offer, think of all this?
Most crucially: to what factor or set of factors should they
give priority as they do so?

This final nexus of questions takes on extra significance in light
of the positive reception that McKirahan’s analysis has
received.'’® I noted above McKirahan’s injunction that our inter-
pretations of Parmenides’ arguments should not be imprisoned by
an anachronistic understanding of what makes Parmenides’ argu-
ments ‘good’. Like McKirahan, I, too, wholly subscribe to the
notion that one consequence of this is that ‘the interpreter’s job is
not to aim for formal validity, but to attempt a reconstruction of
Parmenides’ train of thought, showing how he might have sup-
posed that the conclusion follows from the premises he gives’. But
needing to remain alert to the risks of binding our interpretation of
Parmenides’ arguments within the straightjacket of subsequent
canons of argumentation does not imply free licence to interpret
them without any consideration for the imagery or discursive
architecture in which he chose to express himself. Put differently,
that the rules governing their order and structure are not those of
Aristotelian or Fregan logic does not mean that we can ignore
larger questions concerning the ordering, patterning, and overall

7 See e.g. Curd (2011) 21, Mourelatos (2013a), who characterizes McKirahan’s article as

an ‘excellent analysis of the argument in Truth’.
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structure of Parmenides’ arguments in tofo. As McKirahan’s own
phrase suggests, just what it means for a conclusion to ‘follow’
from a premise is precisely what is at stake in our different
understandings of Parmenides’ poem. That the sense of many
words and phrases crucial to Parmenides’ arguments in
Fragment 8 (such as eon . .. eonti pelazei at line 25, for example,
or akinéton at line 26) remain obscure and hotly contested is
widely acknowledged. And if we peer through so dark a glass at
the meaning of so much of Parmenides’ language, one might ask
just how comfortable we should be in giving priority to our
speculations about the ‘content’ of this language — especially
when considering what it meant to Parmenides for a ‘conclusion
to follow from a premise’, or how best to reconstruct his ‘train of
thought’.

By contrast, what I hope to have shown here is that we have
a much better foundation upon which ‘to attempt a reconstruction
of Parmenides’ train of thought’ — or, rather, as he himself called it,
his hodos dizésios. This is, of course, to study the nature of the
hodos part of the hodos dizésios. Why might Parmenides have
used this term? What resources did it offer him? How might it have
exerted its own influenced him in turn? These are the questions
I hoped to have answered, or to have begun answering, in this
book.

I opened this study by discussing the heavy price scholars have
paid for anachronistically treating Parmenides’ poem as if it were
nothing more nor less than a sequence of extended deductive argu-
ments as we understand that term."”" Doing so not only cast aspects
of Parmenides’ argumentation in an unjustly unflattering light, but
also obscured the seminal role he played in forging from the
discursive forms he inherited a new and powerful way of speaking
persuasively — one that shares decisive features with what Aristotle
would later call apodeixis or demonstration (and, indeed, defines
and establishes them). But detaching Parmenides from the story of
what came after him for (well-intentioned) fear of anachronism
is arguably no less dangerous, no less distorting — and no less

7' See Introduction, 7-10.
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anachronistic. Demonstration does have a direct progenitor and
distinguished pedigree in the road-thought and road-speech that
Parmenides explicitly invokes. And, much more to the point, as
I have tried to establish in this book, Parmenides’ road-thought
and road-speech is in turn integrally related to the road-thought
and road-speech of his predecessors, specifically Homer, especially
what we find in Odyssey 12.37—-141. It is precisely this inherited
discursive infrastructure that Parmenides reuses and reworks to
craft his own radical new way of thinking and speaking persua-
sively — and thus precisely what can offer us such a promising basis
upon which to reconstruct his ‘train of thought’ and grapple with
what it might mean to him for ‘a conclusion to follow from
a premise’ in the movement of his hodos dizésios.

It is, however, just this road-thought and road-speech, so defini-
tive for the shape and texture of the design of the ‘Route to Truth’,
that McKirahan must jettison to get his interpretation of its argu-
ments to stick. One could say — no doubt somewhat idiosyncratic-
ally — that it is as if for McKirahan, Parmenides’ arguments are
a kind of jigsaw puzzle-baby that must be rescued from the
bathwater of their argumentation in order to be assembled properly
outside it; by contrast, I would contend that Parmenides’ argu-
ment-baby has in fact been developed exactly to fit the bath.'”* Tt
does not follow from this, incidentally, that the philosopher’s, or
historian of philosophy’s, concerns must be rigorously secondary
to those of the historian of thought or the literary critic. Rather,
adequate attention to the structure of Parmenides’ argumentation
(thanks to the efforts of the latter) can be an invaluable guide in
helping the former grapple with his or her quandaries. Likewise,
insights divined by the former can help the latter to refine and
improve his or her analysis — which can in turn help guide further
study by the philosophers, and so on. By considering questions of
form and content as deeply — inextricably — interrelated, we can
better understand the shape of this bath and the nature of the
philosophy-child that it holds, which is both the scion of

7 Thanks to one of the readers for Cambridge University Press for encouraging me to
think along these lines, and for some language in the previous two sentences.
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Homer’s line and the founding dynast of Western philosophical
and scientific thinking.

Taking several steps back, we may also observe that trying to
square the historical account offered here with the interpretive
accounts offered by Owen, Sedley, Austin, and especially
McKirahan is a valuable exercise in its own right. This enterprise
highlights just how complex is the web of hermeneutic assumptions
and interpretative priorities that any reader of Parmenides’ poem
brings to bear on his or her reading. When it comes to the
Presocratics, to whom we are so indebted for the modes of thought
with which we investigate them'”? and yet whom we still so little
understand, the truism that what we get out of the hermeneutic circle
depends on where we enter it is even more vertiginously true than
usual. Are we invested in locating Parmenides in his physical time
and linguistic context, or was his brilliance such that this is unim-
portant, that whatever the nature of his intellectual or discursive
milieu might have been, he would not have been constrained — or
perhaps even influenced — by it? If we do want to discuss language
and imagery, is this to be done in relation to the Homer (or Hesiod) of
Parmenides’ past, say, or to the Plato (or Democritus, or Empedocles)
standing in his future, or to Orphic or other religious — or legal, or
what have you — language that may have been current in the Elea of
his present? If we want to gain purchase on just what, precisely,
Parmenides was arguing for, how much should we emphasize those
against whom he might have been arguing (and should that be an
Ionian cosmologist, or Heraclitus, or members of a competing mys-
tery cult or religious sect, or some other under explored or still-
unexplored possibility?), the specific language of the arguments
themselves, their form, the way that Parmenides’ different successors
understood them — or the degree to which any of these factors might
still have a bearing on our own contemporary issues, in philosophy or
elsewhere? How important is it that Parmenides be understood to
argue as we do today? If it is important, how powerful is our
commitment to the soundness or validity of Parmenides’ arguments?
How much do we feel the need to ‘salvage’ them if we wish to

'73 See Introduction, 6-10 and n. 30 above, and esp. Part III, Doxai, below.
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preserve Parmenides’ standing among the giants in the history of
thought?

These are important questions, each of which can be answered
in a number of legitimate ways — and in each case we are likely to
see a subtly or profoundly different Parmenides emerge.
Ultimately, of course, how we answer will likely tell us more
about our own theories of language, of the history of conceptual
change, and of the process by which new modes of thought emerge
than about Parmenides himself. For my part, I would urge that we
spend at least some time viewing Parmenides as we would any
other archaic Greek poet, taking care to historicize his use of
language, its sense and reference; to re-embed him not only within
his intellectual tradition, but also, especially, his poetic tradition;
and to attend to the manner in which the form, imagery, and
content of his poem are interrelated. Even for those interpreters
who insist on giving hermeneutic priority strictly to content inde-
pendent of form (on the premise that the one could be strictly
independent of the other), these considerations must remain
a powerful criterion in assessing the strength, persuasiveness,
and credibility of philosophically oriented interpretations of
Parmenides’ arguments. Ideally, however, the historical question
of how Parmenides came to argue as he did will become a top-tier
consideration in its own right, assuming a well-earned place
alongside questions such as against whom, or in favour of what,
he might have been arguing. It should ascend, that is, to the status
of a premier consideration orienting our hermeneutic stance to
Parmenides’ poem, and especially the arguments he advances in
the ‘Route to Truth’.
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APPENDIX FRAGMENT 35

So far I have only glancingly confronted the question of
Fragment 5, which at first blush would seem to be in clear
tension with the linear, sequential discursive architecture
I have suggested that Parmenides’ use of hodos imagery
helps give to his poem." The fragment, which comes to us
from Proclus, runs as follows:*

... §uvdy B¢ pol éoTw,
Smrmobey EpEwpar T y&p AW fopan albis.

The translations and interpretations that scholars have provided
differ on two key points: (i) how to render xunon, and (ii) whether
to take hoppothen . .. tothi as correlative. In what follows, I shall
survey different possible interpretations, assess their merits and
demerits, and finally consider how well each interpretation
squares with the account of Parmenides’ poem I have provided
above.

Point (i) has yielded the following alternatives. One school
renders the first two clauses as ‘it is indifferent to me | from
where 1 begin’.? The second, which has commanded the lion’s
share of favour in recent decades, offers a more diverse array of
interpretations; so we find ‘it is common for me | that where
I begin ...>,* ‘it is a common point | from which I start ...’

See e.g. C. Osborne (1997) 33—35.

See e.g. Taran (1965) 51; Coxon (2009) 55.

E.g. Jameson (1958); Taran (1965) 51; Barnes (1982) 177; Coxon (2009) 54; McKirahan
(2010) 146; one finds minor variations of word order across these sources. Similarly, one
finds ‘it is all one to me’ (Gallop (1984) 59; Thanassas (2007) 93; ‘it is all the same to me’
(O’Brien (1987) 23 [= “‘Ou que je commence, cela m’est indifférent’], likewise Sedley
(1999) 122); ‘gleichviel ist mir’s aber, wo ich beginne’ (Diels (1897) 33).

Cordero (2004) 123; he continues °. . . there I shall return again’; see also ‘Il est commun
pour moi ou je commence’ (Cordero (1984) 37).

3> Kirk, Raven, and Schofield (2007) 244; see also ‘it is a common point for me, from which
I shall begin’ (Palmer (2009) 85 n. 104, 365).
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‘commonly present it is, | wherever I start from ...
common, for me, is the point from which I shall begin . . .
Regarding point (ii), the widely accepted view, at least before

Appendix Fragment 5

’ % and ‘in
> 7

Bodnar’s important article on Fragment 5, was that these clauses
were correlative (viz. ‘wherever I start from, to that place I shall
return again’). As Bodnar points out, however, there is no need to
interpret hoppothen and tothi as correlative; hoppothen and tothi,
that is, can refer to two different things.®

This yields a four-part grid of possibilities.

Appendix 1: Table 1

Correlated Uncorrelated (‘Focal Image’)""
‘Indifferent’ 1a 1b
‘Common’ (etc.) 2a 2b

Ia:

1b:

2a:

2b:

© ® N o

Refining the set of possible translations accordingly, we have:

‘It is indifferent to me | where I begin, for there I shall come back
again ...’;

‘It is indifferent to me | where I begin, for to [x] I shall come back
again ...’;

‘It is a common point | from which I begin, for there again and again
I shall return . ..>;°

‘It is a common point | from which I start, for to [x] I shall come back
again...”."

Bodnar (1985) 61.

LM 36-37. See also Low (1935) 9; Meijer (1969) 104; Holscher (1969) 77, 118.
Bodnar (1985) 59.

Kirk, Raven, and Schofield (2007) 244. See also LM 3637, and also, it would seem,
Mourelatos (2008b) 193.

Bodnar (1985) 61 offers: ‘Commonly present it is, | wherever I start from, for there I will
return again’; in light of his observation that hippothen arxomai is to be a subordinate
conditional clause rather than an indirect question, for the sake of clarity, if not elegance,
we might offer: ‘Commonly present it is, | wheresoever I start from, for there I will
return again.’

Bodnar (1985) 59, with helpful diagram.
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Each rendition presents its own interpretative challenges. In the
case of (1a), the two main questions are, first, why the starting
point should be ‘indifferent’; if the starting point will determine
the end point, it should presumably be of great importance.
Second, there is also the question of just what kind of thing
might qualify as a reference for hoppothen and tothi: an(y) object
of inquiry? A key principle? One of the four sémata in
Fragment 8?

Proponents of (2a), meanwhile, must answer the question of
just what the goddess’s starting point is, and in what sense this
could be understood to be ‘common’. For their part, proponents
of (2b) must not only answer these two questions — what is the
starting point, and in what way is it ‘common’ — but must also fill
in the ‘[x]’: to what, precisely, does tothi refer? Similarly, pro-
ponents of (1b) must also answer this last question — to what,
precisely, does tothi refer — as well as the second question posed
to proponents of (1a). What kind of thing might be an appropriate
candidate for the reference of both (i) hoppothen and (ii) tothi,
and (iii) in what way should it be ‘indifferent’ to the goddess
where she begins? These concerns can be summarized in the
following way:

To which, or to what kind of, ‘starting point’ does hoppothen refer?
(1a, 1b, 24, 2b)

In what sense does the goddess ‘come back again’ to that to which fothi
refers? (1a, 1b, 2a, 2b)

Why, or in what sense, is the starting point ‘indifferent’? (1a, 1b)

Why, or in what sense, is the starting point ‘common’? (2a, 2b)

To which, or to what kind of, point of return does tothi refer? (1b, 2b)

As the list above suggests, one of the central challenges for
any interpreter of Fragment 5 is to find a reference (or, in the
case of 1b and 2b, references plural) for hoppothen and tothi.
One of the primary ways to grapple with these questions is to
consider where in the sequence of Parmenides’ ‘Route to Truth’
Fragment 5 might have been located;'? to the extent that this

'? The notion that this fragment might have been located in the Doxa has not been seriously
entertained since Karsten (1835), and for good reason; see discussion in e.g. Jameson
(1958) 16—17; Taran (1965) 52.
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reference or references might be contained in an adjacent frag-
ment, the question of location takes on a particular importance,
especially for interpretations 1b, 2a, and 2b, where at least one
relative pronoun needs a specific reference that is not merely
‘indifferent’. Two proposals are commonly found:

,: vicinity of Fragment 2 (viz. immediately before or after
Fragment 2)"3
g: vicinity of Fragment 8'* (e.g. as Fragment 5)"°

Before deploying this framework to survey possible interpretations
of Fragment 5, it will be useful to frame what follows with the
remarks of two scholars who have written on this fragment. More
than half a century ago, Taran suggested that many discussions of
Fragment 5 are occupied with ‘conjectural interpretations’ that go
well ‘beyond the evidence’; responding to this some decades later,
Bodnar insisted that whether or not this is true, nevertheless ‘we are
able to contrast and rank different interpretations of this fragment’."®
Both points remain valid. Fragment 5 is so cryptic and denuded of
context that any interpretation of it must be deemed considerably
more speculative than most other aspects of interpreting Parmenides’
fragments; it can therefore provide only feeble grounds for supporting
or militating against a particular interpretation of Parmenides’ poem
as a whole. On the other hand, certain interpretations are in and of
themselves stronger than others according to such criteria as how well
they address the questions listed two paragraphs above, how well
their central claims are reflected or borne out in the existing fragments
of Parmenides’ poem and the arguments they make, and what new

'3 This position could be described already in 1985 as a ‘growing new orthodoxy’ (Bodnar
(1985) 59 and 62 n. 17). It is placed there in the sequence of Parmenides’ fragments by
e.g. Kirk, Raven, and Schofield (2007), Coxon (2009), and LM; see also e.g. Mourelatos
(2008b) [1970] 193, Sedley (1999) 122, Cordero (2004) 122—24, Palmer (2009) 85
n. 104. The view is in fact much older; Diels originally placed this fragment directly
before Fr. 2 (Diels (1897) 32), and Reinhardt persisted in calling this Fragment 3 (see
Reinhardt (1916) 60).

The lone source for the fragment, Proclus, quotes it alongside portions of Fr. 8.25 and
Fr. 8.44 (Procl. in Parm. 708.16—17).

I count Fragment 5 as close to Fragment 8 since scholars such as Curd both take the
reference of the relevant indefinite pronouns to be parts of Fragment 8 (viz. the semata),
even though they do not relocate Fragment 5 so that it sits adjacent to Fragment 8; see
likewise remarks at Barnes (1982) 177.

'® Taran (1965) 51; Bodnér (1985) 57, emphasis original.
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light they shed on other fragments or long-standing cruces in the
interpretation of Parmenides.

Finally, it is also true that the scantiness of the evidence at our
disposal makes it difficult to rule out any interpretation of Fragment 5
conclusively. Rather, the exercise of trying to make sense of
Fragment 5 also invites us to reflect on the many different kinds of
hermeneutic circularity inherent in the act of making sense of the
fragments of Parmenides’ poem that remain. How are we to under-
stand any given individual fragment in relation to the larger sense of
what it was Parmenides was trying to accomplish? If we introduce
the question of Parmenides’ larger project — is he a neo-lonian
cosmologist? A metaphysician critical of earlier cosmological pro-
jects? A mystic? Something else entirely? — earlier or later into the
process of reading Parmenides, how does this guide our subsequent
interpretations of individual fragments like Fragment 5?7 When we
encounter a word like xunon — or indeed, more generally — should we
prioritize the semantic parallels and intertextual linkages with Homer
or, say, Heraclitus? Do we give free reign to a ‘creative genius not
much in debt to anyone’,'”” or ought we to try to re-embed
Parmenides’ concerns and arguments within their cultural, intellec-
tual, or discursive contexts? How hard should we try? How much do
our answers depend on our own (often unacknowledged) presupposi-
tions and commitments concerning the development of ideas and the
process by which conceptual and intellectual change occurs?

Some Interpretations

Many proponents of 1b, 2a, and 2b have found it desirable to locate
Fragment 5 in the vicinity of Fragment 2. We may begin with one of
Bodnar’s proposals, a form of 1b, that can be rendered: ‘It is
indifferent from where [viz. from which object of inquiry] I start,
for there [viz. “the outcome of Fragment 2”, or “that it exists™] I will
return again.”™® To the question of to what point of return tothi refers,
the answer would be: ‘the procedure described in Fragment 2’."°
The ‘starting point’, meanwhile, would be ‘objects of inquiry’, and

7 Schofield (2003) 44. See Introduction, n. 23.
% Bodnar (1985) 59-61.
'9 Bodnér (1985) 59, and see also Barnes (1982) 157 n. 65 and Owen (1960) 94-95.
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the meaning of ‘indifferent’ would be that no matter the specific
object of inquiry with which one started, one would still apply the
procedure described in Fragment 2 just the same — and would thus
ultimately arrive in each case at the same conclusion (viz. ‘that the
object of inquiry in question exists’).”® On this interpretation,
Fragment 5 would introduce (if before Fragment 2), or emphasize
(if after), the enormous importance of Fragment 2 in Parmenides’
subsequent arguments — a plausible, indeed valuable, function.”’
What is more, Bodnar’s interpretation has the additional benefit of
justifying the notorious absence of a subject in Fragment 2, which,
following Barnes, he supposes to be the subauditur subject ‘the
object of inquiry’.** Since any object of inquiry would be just as
suitable a starting point as any other (hence the ‘indifference’ of the
goddess), Fragment 5 would suggest that there is no need to specify
any subject in Fragment 2.3

Versions of 2a, meanwhile, have their own respectable pedi-
gree, notably in the discussions of Reinhardt, Holscher, and
Bicknell.** The traditional objection to this view has been that it
is incompatible with the meaning of the word xunon.>> This is only
true, however, if one insists that xunon can only rightly be con-
strued to mean ‘indifferent’. As Bodnar points out, however, this
meaning is otherwise unattested beyond Heraclitus 103, and the
interpretation of that fragment is itself much disputed. (In fact, one
finds advocates of both ‘indifferent’ and ‘common’ who adduce
the parallel in support of their reading of Parmenides.)*® By
contrast, in Homer the word ‘common’ is clearly the primary

2 Bodnér (1985) 60.

*! Bodnér (1985) 59—60.

Bodnar (1985), and cf. Barnes (1982) 157 n. 65.

For a slightly different version of 1b,, see Sedley (1999) 122 n. 15, who allies himself
with Bodnar’s reading; as he sees it, tothi refers ‘not to the arbitrarily chosen starting
point, but to what-is. [The goddess] would then mean that all arguments, wherever they
may start from, will bring you back to being, because ultimately that is the only possible
subject of rational discourse’.

See e.g. Reinhardt (1916) 60, and discussion in Bodnar (1985) 58; Holscher (1969) 77,
118; Bicknell (1979) 9—11.

E.g. Gallop’s criticism of Bicknell (Gallop (1984) 37 n. 57), or Bodnar’s of Holscher
(Bodnar (1985) 58).

For ‘indifferent’, see e.g. Diels (1897) 51; Taran (1965) 52; Heitsch (1991) 148; Coxon
(2009). For ‘common’, see e.g. Cordero (1984) 173; Cordero (2004) 123; Kirk, Raven,
and Schofield (2007) 244 n. 1.

22

23

24
25

26
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meaning;*” whichever rendering of xunon one prefers, that is, it
does not seem possible entirely to rule out ‘common’. Furthermore,
one might feel that had Parmenides wanted to convey the notion of
indifference, he had many other hexameter-friendly words with
a venerable Homeric pedigree.?® In short, the primary argument
against interpretation 2a has been largely defanged.

If nothing stands in the way of pursuing 2a,, what might it
mean? A particularly attractive expression of this position has
recently been advanced by John Palmer, who stakes out what we
might call a ‘recursive’ version of 2a,. On this view, Fragment 5
underscores that Fragment 2 announces the foundational point or
‘fundamental principle’ (e.g. ‘that it is and cannot not be’)*®
anchoring the goddess’s argumentation, a point or principle to
which she will recur again in the course of the arguments of
Fragment 8.3° Of course, as nearly all contemporary interpreters
agree, at various points — most explicitly in Fr. 8.15-18 —
Parmenides’ arguments do recur back to just this point or prin-
ciple. Whether it introduced or immediately followed Fragment 2,
Fragment 5 would thus underscore the paramount importance of
Fragment 2 and serve ‘as a comment by the goddess on the
recursive character of her argumentation’.3" The notion of recur-
siveness thus provides the meaning of xunon, ‘common’, insofar
as the principle of Fragment 2 is not only the point from which
Parmenides’ goddess will begin (&p€wpou), but is also that to
which she will recur time and again in the course of her subsequent
argumentation (& i€ouan adTis). >

If there is no ban on translating xunon as ‘common’, reading 2b,
is also fair game. This interpretation works in a similar way to 1a,.
As Bodnar, who presents this view, observes, both xunon and tothi

27
28

See Bormann (1971) 180.

See Bodnar (1985) 61, 63 n. 26, where other arguments for ‘common’ can be found;
likewise Cordero (2004) 123.

See Palmer (2009) 85 n. 104 for both quotations and lucid summary of the ‘recursive’
position’s merits.

See esp. Kirk, Raven, and Schofield (2007) 244 and Palmer (2009) 85 n. 104; also
Holscher (1969) 77.

Palmer (2009) 85 n. 104.

There is also what we might call a ‘dialectical’ reading of Fragment 5 that is best
classified as a version of 2a,. Cordero (1984) 172—73 and (2004) 123, building on Meijer
(1969) and Meijer (1997) 123—24, is the most prominent spokesman for this view.
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would here refer to the outcome of Fragment 2;33 the idea is again
that no matter the object of inquiry with which one starts, one will
again be funnelled through the ‘procedure’ of Fragment 2 and
forced to the conclusion ‘it [viz. the object of inquiry] exists’.

Reading 1a remains to be addressed. Despite a rather chequered
critical reception, there are still proponents of the view advanced
by Kirk and Raven (what we might term 1ag),>* namely that ‘every
attribute of reality can be deduced from every other’.3> A recent
presentation of this view has been assayed by Patricia Curd; she
asserts that ‘the goddess’s remarks in B5 should be taken, not as
a description of the route [of inquiry presented in Fragment 8], but
as an account of the various characteristics of what-is
Whatever aspect of what-is that we begin with, we will eventually
reach the others.’3°

This interpretation has the virtue of making excellent sense of
the notion of indifference, and also of providing a clear answer to
the question of what category of thing would qualify as a reference
for hoppothen (viz. a séma addressing the nature of what-is). On
the other hand, just what might be meant by the clause introduced
by gar becomes mysterious, since it is not clear in what sense the
mutual deducibility of the sémata could be captured by the phrase
TO6 y&p TéAw f€opan alibrs. More specifically, to what would fothi
refer on this interpretation? Surely not to a séma, or to something
in the séma-like category, for the idea is not that the goddess
provides a proof of the same attribute more than once. It is hard
to think of how one could answer the question in a way that would
produce the sense: ‘whatever aspect of what-is that we begin with,
we will eventually reach the others.”3”

33
34
35

Bodnar (1985) 63 n. 27.

See n. 15 above.

Kirk and Raven (1957) 268, see also 278; endorsed also by Guthrie (1965) 97 n. 1.
Bodnar (1985) 59 called the view ‘fanciful” (and see also excellent analysis in ibid., 62
n. 14), though others (e.g. Gallop (1984) 19) have been more enthusiastic.

Curd (1998b) 69. Strikingly, Curd continues in a footnote: ‘This is the case even if some
of'the attributes of what-is depend on others; for instance, it seems that the discussions of
the characteristics “unshaking” and “complete” depend on proofs of ungenerability and
cohesiveness. Were we to begin with the completeness of what-is, we would have to
pause to consider whether anything else could come to be in order to complete it, or
whether it is divisible and so could lack a part of itself.’

37 Curd (1998) 69.

36
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This interpretation faces another set of difficulties. Is the claim
that no matter with which aspect of what-is we begin, we will
eventually reach all the others borne out by the actual argumenta-
tion of Fragment 8 that Parmenides chose to make, especially in
fragments 2 and 8? As Curd herself notes,?® Parmenides has
expressly chosen to base his argument for akinéton (Fr. 8.26—28)
on the results of his first sema:

AlTép dkivnTov ueydhwy év Teipaot deouddv
goTv &vopyov &mauoTov, éTrel yéveats kai SAeBpos
TfiAe p&A’ EmAdyBnoav, ddoe 8¢ wioTis dAnds.

And also &xivnTov within the limits of great bonds
It is unbeginning, unending, since generation and destruction
Have wandered far off, and genuine conviction expelled them.

It is by no means clear that the concern can be waved aside by
observing that ‘were we to begin with the completeness of what-is,
we would have to pause to consider whether anything else could
come to be in order to complete it, or whether it is divisible and so
could lack a part of itself’.3” Such an assertion misses the point,
and the possible objection it would address is not one we might
easily imagine arising. If, say, with either Owen or Austin, one
sees the sequence of argumentation in Fragment 8 to be cumula-
tive in that aspects of later points build on earlier ones (or even if
one considers it, with Sedley, to be cumulative in some respects,
since, for example, sema 3 builds on séma 1), then it stands to
reason that ‘were we to begin’#® with arguments for the third or
fourth attributes of fo eon, we should of course be able to unfold

3 Curd (1998) 69 n. 16; see n. 36 above. Since Parmenides rarely deviates from the present
tense aspect elsewhere in the poem (see especially Chapter 6 above), the use of the
aorists ¢mAd&yBnoav and &mwéoe is especially noteworthy and arresting. (Notably, we also
saw the perfect in 8.15-18, another instance in which the strict sequencing of the
argumentation was centrally important. Here we find a rare but striking return to
narrativity, now at the ‘argument’ level of dependence: a key signal of the ordering
power of he hodos and the importance of the sequence of the sémata.)

39 Curd (1998) 69 n. 16.
Similarly revealing is the use of the phrase ‘each attribute follows directly or indirectly
from the krisis or decision between is and is not’ (Curd (1998) 69, emphasis added). The
caveat ‘indirectly’ is precisely the point: as the argument now stands, one may go
directly from the krisis between is and is not to the argument for the attribute ‘ungener-
able and imperishable’, but most go indirectly — that is, by way of séma 1, ‘ungenerable
and imperishable’ — from the krisis to get to the attribute ‘immobile and unshaking’.
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from them arguments for earlier attributes. Rather, the real diffi-
culty, obscured by the phrase ‘were we to begin’, comes from the
other direction: for how, precisely, could one ‘begin’ by proving
that to eon is akineton had one not already delivered the proof for
the attributes ‘imperishable and ungenerable’? The charitable
verdict on this question is well summarized by Barnes: ‘I do not
think that this interpretation of [Fragment 5] can be ruled out; and
it is possible to invent arguments, similar to those of B8, which
would support the thesis it ascribes to Parmenides. But as it stands
B8 does not attempt to establish the mutual implication of all
the “signposts”.”#" A more critical interpreter might ask what is
to be gained by interpreting Fragment 5 in this way, especially
when one is required to invent hypothetical (and in some cases
potentially quite controversial) arguments that Parmenides gives
no indication of having made.**

Finally, one might observe further infelicities implied by this
interpretation. It would seem quite unsatisfactory, for example, to
think that what is currently the fourth and final séma, teleston/
tetelesmenon, usually glossed as ‘completeness’ or ‘perfected-
ness’, might come at some point other than the end of the argu-
mentative sequence. Are we to imagine that, rather than forming
the climax or culmination of Parmenides’ previous claims about
the nature of what-is, the argument for completeness might come
at an arbitrary point in the middle of the ‘Route to Truth’, or was to
have been followed by some other attribute (such as, say, the
indivisibility of what-is)?

Reviewing the four ways of construing Fragment 5 on their own
merits, then, provides the following picture. The examples of
interpretations 1b, and 2b, surveyed above make strong sense on
their own terms, fit neatly with the existing fragments of
Parmenides’ poem as they stand, and even have the added benefit
of illuminating a notoriously vexing aspect of Fragment 2.
Interpretation 2a,, freed from the unjust charge that it is incompat-
ible with the semantics of xunon (and perhaps capitalizing on

4! Barnes (1982) 177.

42 TIncidentally, it is not clear that Curd’s innovative and important notion of ‘predicational
monism’ would be harmed at all by accepting interpretation 1b, 2a, or 2b of Fragment
5 — nor that it necessarily benefits from the version of 1ag that she espouses.
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a better-attested sense of the word),*? likewise makes excellent
sense of the Greek and provides clear and persuasive answers to
the central questions that confront interpreters of Fragment 5; what
is more, the ‘recursive’ reading in particular captures a vitally
important phenomenon of the argumentation as we actually find
it in Fragment 8. For its part, the Raven—Curd view of 1a makes
excellent sense of the first half of Fragment 5, but struggles to
make good sense of the Greek in the clause introduced by gar. In
addition, it seems to introduce unnecessary, and potentially con-
troversial, hypotheses about arguments Parmenides might have
made but apparently did not.** What is more, it is far from clear
what new, valuable insights into the nature of Parmenides’ argu-
ments it delivers. In sum, interpretations 1b,, 2a,, and 2b, offer
coherent accounts of the Greek of Fragment 5 that are also
strongly consistent with what we find in the rest of Parmenides’
poem; each also offers the added benefit of illuminating otherwise
obscure portions of the ‘Route to Truth’. By contrast, interpret-
ation Iag relies on a controversial construal of the semantics of
Fragment 5, is not well supported by the arguments as we now find
them, and, finally, does not seem to illuminate other aspects of
Parmenides’ poem (while raising more difficult questions in its
own right).

Squaring the Circle with the hodos of Inquiry?

As the previous section made clear, despite the fact that Fragment
5 is so obscure and decontextualized, we can nevertheless attempt
to evaluate relative strengths or weaknesses of different interpret-
ations based on the information that we now have. I also sug-
gested, however, that its ambiguity and deracination makes this
fragment a weak basis for contesting or supporting a more holistic
interpretation of Parmenides. Still, it is worth seeing how my
account of the structure of Parmenides’ poem squares with the
foregoing interpretations of Fragment 5.

43 See nn. 26, 277 above.

4 Tt is also worth reflecting on the fact that at no other point does Parmenides state,
otherwise indicate, or even suggest that he might have made the arguments another way
but declined to do so.
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Despite the alarming first impression, interpretations 1b, 2a, and
2b are fully consistent — and, indeed, even elegantly consonant —
with my analysis above. In readings 1b, and 2b,, what matters is
that wherever one begins one’s inquiry, one will inevitably be
funnelled into the krisis expressed in Fragment 2 (tothi), and
from there, inevitably and necessarily along the (logical or rhet-
orical) rut road of fragments 6, 7, and 8. The ‘recursive’ 2a, is
perhaps even more intuitively attractive. On this interpretation,
Fragment 5 would express the fundamental importance of the
sequentiality of the argumentation in the ‘Route to Truth’: only
by passing via the krisis in Fragment 2 could one proceed to the
seémata in Fragment 84 (or even: once one has passed via the krisis
in Fragment 2 — and perhaps another krisis in fragments 6 and 7 —
one must proceed along the path formed by the sémata of
Fragment 8).

By contrast, the Raven—Curd version of 1ag may seem at first
glance to fit rather less neatly with the account I have provided
above; the linear, sequential, goal-oriented aspects of the word
hodos and the discursive architecture distinctive to it that I have
outlined may seem difficult to reconcile with the apparently circu-
lar qualities often attributed to reading 1a.

In response to this, one can record two observations. The first is
that, as noted above — and asserted by both Sedley*® and Curd — in
the poem that we now have, Parmenides chose to express his
arguments with at least some sense of order, and it is by no
means clear that his claims about the nature of to eon are ‘mutually
implicative’. At the least, the onus seems to be on those who wish
to assert such a position to prove its possibility, or at least provide
a clearer picture of how this might work — and why this view is
attractive in the first place.*’

4> And, perhaps, a second krisis in fragments 6 and 7 in between. I intend to address this
question in a future publication.

46 Tt is worth recalling once more that Sedley associates himself with a version of 1b,; see

n. 23 above.
47 Even those who find this interpretation ‘intriguing, if unprovable, speculation’ admit
that ‘[t]his goes far beyond the available evidence ... . No such pattern of circular

reasoning has ever been traced” (Gallop (1984) 19). Bodnar (1985) 62 n. 14 offers one
version before dismissing it is as implausible; McKirahan (2008), for his part, expressly
states that the ‘notionally equivalent’ characteristics, of, ‘[f]or example, “whole” and
“all together” are not synonyms, and do not as a rule entail one another’ (189).
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Appendix Fragment 5

Second, one might ask just how damaging this interpretation of
Fragment 5 ultimately is to the argument I have advanced above.
Even were one to accept Curd’s interpretation, for example, the
implications for the argument [ have presented in this book would
be little different from those explored in Chapter 6 in relation to
Sedley’s reading of Fragment 8. Even if Parmenides had ordered
his arguments differently, and expressly asserted as much in
Fragment 5, the fact remains that he needed some kind of discur-
sive architecture in which to express his ideas. In this context,
what I have asserted in this book amounts to this: Parmenides
thinks, speaks, and, most importantly, argues through roads. What
I termed in passing hodopoiésis — creation or composition via the
road, road-poetry, poetry about hodoi — emphasizes the degree to
which the word and image of the #odos and the discursive archi-
tecture it triggers via Odyssey 12 organize the structure and pro-
gress of Parmenides’ discourse in a distinctive way, both at the
level of rhetorical schemata and types of dependence. It is this
distinctive way that I claim mediates the transition from Homeric
narration to Parmenidean deductive argumentation (as we would
call it); that would remain true whether or not the ‘underlying
geography’ of the ‘story-world” — be it the Sirens’ meadow, the
Wandering Rocks, Scylla, Charybdis, and Thrinacia, or the krisis
between ‘IS’ and ‘IS NOT’, the krisis between ‘IS’ and ‘IS and IS
NOT’ (perhaps), and each of the four sémata — were anchored in
a fixed map. Put another way, we can observe that Homer might
have elected to put Thrinacia first and the Sirens’ meadow last; in
that case, he would have told a different poem, but would this have
changed the need for his character Odysseus to travel from one
point to another via a hodos, and the manner in which his goddess,
Circe, narrates the points in a sequence, and then describes each
item and advises Odysseus’ about how to navigate each one? Even
in the event that Parmenides put the argument for ‘completeness’
in middle of his argument and, say, the argument for ungenerabil-
ity and imperishability last, (1) he would still have had to order
them in a sequence, and (2) this sequence would still necessarily
come after Fragment 2 (and, potentially, 6 and 7).
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