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Why Sextus?

The Pros logikous as Reliable Source for Gorgias’
Peri tou me ontos

Abstract: Two versions of Peri tou mé ontos (ptmo) by Gorgias, related by an
Anonymous Author (MXG) and by Sextus Empiricus (SE), have been alternatively
accredited by scholars according to their disposition to seek a doctrine or a rhetoric-
al-communicational dimension respectively with the first tendency prevailing. Com-
paring the ptmo to the rest of Gorgias’ works, we verify and clearly demonstrate how
SE manages to convey a precise modus argumentandi. In effect, SE shows Gorgias’
demonstrative reasoning as employing: (1) the application of demonstrandum and
quod erat demonstrandum typical of Gorgias’ speeches, reinforced by a substantial
and abundant use of verbs of explanation and demonstration, especially in compari-
son to the rest of the same Against the Logicians’ section. Otherwise, MXG reduces
this lexicon to the more generic phems; (2) the continuous employment of the reductio
ad absurdum, like in all of Gorgias’ works; (3) a very refined formulation of the prin-
ciple of non-contradiction (§67, similar to the one seen in Pal. 25). In addition, MXG
is accurate in the discussion of some arguments (as in the third kephalaion), however,
presents as an overcorrected interpreter, more interested in questioning Gorgias than
reporting his original text, also directly referring to Zeno, Melissus, and Leucippus.
The context of the ptmo in SE’s work the structure presented leads us to believe that
SE had the text or at least an accurate summary of the ptmo different from MXG.
The aims of this paper are: (1) to demonstrate that SE shows well the Gorgianic
demonstrative reasoning and, for this specific reason, he is reliable and valuable re-
source for us; (2) to hypothesise that SE’s version is based on an independent (as yet
unknown) source.

Keywords: Gorgias, De Melisso Xenophane Gorgia, Sextus Empiricus, Peri tou
meé ontos, demonstrative reasoning

Studia Philosophica Wratislaviensia 14, 2019 z. 1,
© for this edition by CNS
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Premises of a Question

The two versions of Gorgias’ Ilegl tov un dvros #j Ilepi pioews (ptmo), treatise
related by Sextus Empiricus (SE) in the Ilgdg lopuots,! and by an Anonymous
Aristotelian author? in the De Melisso Xenophane Gorgia (MXG),? are accredited
by scholars as alternative sources for the understanding of the original text by Gor-
gias. The preference for either version is decided mainly by an interest in reading
the content of the arguments or the rhetoric of the discourse. Irrespective of the
preference, it is possible to consider the choice between these two versions accord-
ing to two fundamental guidelines: those who intend to focus on a philosophical,
ontological or linguistic doctrine generally prefer to rely on the MXG text, whilst
those who prefer SE are more interested in the rhetorical-communicational dimen-
sion. It should be noted, however, that currently the first tendency is preponder-
ant® and the second is less prominent. MXG is therefore generally considered more
reliable, especially concerning the profile and the philosophical weight of Gorgias.
Indeed, the idea of Gorgias as deeply devoted to philosophy is increasingly popu-
lar, while the classification of Gorgias as a rhetorician appears to many as a dis-
paragement of his theoretical contribution to the history of philosophical thought.
The critical attitude towards Gorgias was prominent during the second half of the
past century; however, such an approach is presently receding and today Gorgias
is interpreted, for the most part, as a theoretician in the guise of a rhetorician.

Obviously, MXG is a decisive source but one cannot disregard its highly inter-
pretative character,’ a consideration that must also be taken into account regarding

L'S.E. Adv. math. VII, 65-87.

2 According to Wesoty, remarking on the correspondences between MXG and the Aristotelian tex-
ts,the author could be Aristotle. The hypothesis that the Anonymous Author was an Aristotelian
author but not Aristotle is more convincing since MXG appears almost at the level of a refuting exer-
cise. Cf. Wesoly 1983-1984 and 1986. An overview of the hypotheses of the identity of the Anonymous
has been offered by Wesoly 2013: 166: “Nel catalogo degli scritti di Aristotele (Diog. Laert. V 25)
ricompaiono i titoli dei libri polemici che corrispondono alle tre parti di MXG (Ilpdoc ta Meliooov a’,
[...] Tooc wa I'ogyiov a’, Ipoc td Eevopdrovs a’). Questo testo nei manoscritti veniva tradizionalmente
attribuito ad Aristotele, ma solo alcuni interpreti moderni lo hanno considerato come un opuscolo dello
Stagirita (Karsten, Mullach); molti, invece, I'hanno inizialmente attribuito a Teofrasto (Bessarione,
Brandis, Berg, Kern, Reinhardt, Steinmetz). Solo successivamente ¢ prevalsa 'opinione del Diels, da
molti condivisa (Zeller, Gomperz, Robin, Gigon, Kerferd, Wiesner) che pensa ad un peripatetico del
terzo secolo, o anche del primo secolo d.C. Successivamente si é parlato di un megarico anonimo (Un-
tersteiner, Reale, Migliori) o di un dossografo anonimo (Cassin). Da ultimo, si ¢ avanzata l'ipotesi di un
tardo aristotelico pirronizzante (Mansfeld), e recentemente di un aristotelico molto vicino ad Aristotele
(Ioli).” See also Ioli 2010: 23-26 and 2013: 45-47.

3 De M.X.G., c. 5-6, 979a11-980b21.

4 For an outline of the interpretative positions see Cunsolo 1996 and the most recent analysis in
Bredlow 2016: XXI-XXIV.

® Especially starting from Calogero (1932) who supported the superiority of MXG as source. Late-
ly, Toli 2013, in her last edition of the fragments, argues that MXG is more reliable than SE. Loenen
found to the contrary in 1959: 177 ff.

6 Some scholars have discussed the strong interpretative character of the MXG, both its general
content and the authors referred to; see, recently, on different fronts: Kurfess 2012: in part. 56-66 and
Bremond 2017: in part. 61-95.
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the SE version.” SE is written by a later, sceptical author, generally polemical and
critical, whose thinking is oriented by his interpretations. However, in my opinion,
the version by SE should be considered as a credible source for the Gorgias’ ptmo
on several key points. Firstly, I start from an overall reading of Gorgias according to
the idea that he was a pure rhetorician. Gorgias does not stop being rhetorical even
when he puts forward theses which, from our point of view, belong in the sphere of
philosophy.® The ptmo is the only Gorgias’ ontological work that we have an access
to. From the available sources, it does not appear that the Sophist ever returned to
the subject: it still remains to be determined whether this was a deliberate choice
or a lack of opportunity. A conscious choice would be a result of his giving up on
the discussion. If this were the case, we would be left with a single text. The lack of
opportunity or impossibility to address the topic again could be explained by the lack
of further arguments or by lack of an interest in continuing the debate. If this were
so, one could claim that a “philosophical level” can be traced in Gorgias’ thinking
but it was not intended to “seriously” deal with any specific theoretical arguments.
In the specific case of ptmo, Gorgias aimed to contradict and deconstruct the philo-
sophical-ontological discourse, demonstrating its weaknesses by means of the same
arguments as those who had established it. These arguments are mainly the use of
argumenta ad absurdum and some other specific tools.

For these reasons I firmly perceive the Gorgianic ptmo as a polemical work in
which the author did not intend to adopt a nihilistic or meontological position.
Moreover, I claim that philosophical interpretations which aim to argue so do not
find support in Gorgias’ thought. I believe that such interpretations of Gorgias are
due to the influence of the MXG’s Anonymous.

How to Demonstrate (According to Gorgias)

Putting other works by Gorgias, i.e., the Encomium of Helen, the Apology of
Palamedes and the Epitaph within the context of the treaty ptmo, encounters a ma-
jor problem because these works do not concern the ontological issue. In these works,
one can find reflections or references to a variety of different topics (including moral-
ity, law, anthropology, logic, Greek culture and gnoseology — the truth of discourses
and the mechanisms of knowledge based on Empedocles),” but not a specific refer-
ence to “what is not” and its construction. On the contrary, if we consider reflections
on the truth referred to in these discourses, Gorgias seems to be a moderate realist

7 Janacek wrote that it is impossible to decide which version is the reliable one: “Obgleich die
beiden Berichte, der des Sextus und der des MXG, im Ganzen iibereinstimmen, gibt es zwischen ihnen
im Einzelnen viele Ungereimtheiten formaler wie sachlicher Natur, es fragt sich daher, welcher von
ihnen authentischist. Diese Frage kann iiberhaupt nicht beantwortet werden, weil es keine &lteren
Zeugnisse von der Lehre des Gorgias, insbesondere keine aus seinen Schriften selbst gibt. So bleibt
uns nichts anderes {ibrig, als eine bescheidenere Frage zu stellen, ndmlich die, welcher von den beiden
Berichten authentischer ist, welcher die Ansichten des Gorgias besser wiedergibt.”; cf. Janacek 2008: 4
(= 1932: 14-15).

8 See Giombini 2012. According to Rossetti (2015) and Ramirez Vidal (2016) in the 5th century
B.C. “being a philosopher” was not a clear and structured condition.

9 For an overview of these topics in Gorgias’ works, cf. Giombini 2012.
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for whom reality exists and is the yardstick through which things or actions can and
should be evaluated.!® One could consider that the Eleatic ontology is an ontology
realised on a logical level and not defined by the senses. Indeed, Gorgias noted the
contradiction of this mismatch. Taking the logical point of view, the Eleatic ontol-
ogy (in particular, its Melissus’ version) reveals its weaknesses and Gorgias aims to
deconstruct it. The fact that this deconstruction does not result in the construction
of a discourse on non-being maybe due to the fact that either Gorgias did not wish
to do so or he failed to establish it. In my opinion, the first option is more plausible.
Thus, if the ptmo does not contain any gnoseological or ontological theory, the inter-
connection between his works has to be found in his arguments.™

One of the argumentative modalities most commonly used by Gorgias is that
constituted by the demonstrandum and the quod erat demonstrandum. These are
formulas in which the rhetorician declares he will demonstrate a thesis “X” and
later, having demonstrated it, he addressed the public (or the reader) by confident-
ly stating that he has just demonstrated that X. This argumentative modality was
not completely unknown at the time of Gorgias since we find traces of it also in
Hippocrates!'? and Plato.!? Its first real employment, via the specific formula &nep
€deL del€oun, may be found in Euclid (2.5) and then subsequently Archimedes in the
context of mathematical proof.!*

Gorgias makes an extensive use of this argumentative method, as here below
is schematized:

Table 1. Demonstrandum and Quod erat demonstrandum in Gorgias’ Epideictic Works

in the Encomium: | §2: demonstrandum (Gorgias sets out his intentions about Helen’s defence)
§§5-6: demonstrandum (Gorgias proposes the reasons of the action of Helen)
§88-9: demonstrandum (Gorgias asserts that he will prove Helen’s innocence, and
will prove it according to the “opinion”)

§13: demonstrandum (Gorgias intends to demonstrate how persuasion acts on
the soul)

§15: quod erat demonstrandum (Gorgias claims to have shown the third motiva-
tion, the persuasion of the logos)

§19: quod erat demonstrandum (Gorgias claims to have shown the fourth motiv-
ation)

§21: quod erat demonstrandum (Gorgias claims to have shown Helen’s innocence)

in the Apology: §§4-6: demonstrandum (Palamedes intends to prove his innocence, via two ways
and argues the first; the second is in §13)

§21: quod erat demonstrandum (Palamedes claims to have completed the speech
and demonstrated what he had set out, in a very similar manner to §21 of the
Encomium)

in the Epitaph: §1: demonstrandum (programmatic intention of Gorgias about the speech to be
performed)

Source: own work.

10 See: Gorg. Hel. §§1-2; Pal. §5. Cf. Giombini 2012: 127-129, 218-220.
I Gorgias, indeed, was primarily a rhetorician with many intellectual interests, some of which we
can, a posteriori, recognize as philosophical, cf. Giombini 2012.

12 Hp. Morb. Sacr. 1-2: [...] i év6 dnodelEw Etepa 00BEY filooov ebvta Bowudote 0UdE TepatddE |....
On the demonstrandum see also Rossetti 2006.
13 PL. Men. 84a: [...] \\& dei€ov dmod molog [...], the passage is with regards to the demonstration

of the duplication of the square.
4 Cf. Mugler 1958: 114.
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The ptmo, like the other epideictic works, shows how Gorgias uses these types of
argument, and, in my opinion, these specific arguments were understood and trans-
mitted by SE. Indeed, in book A of the Ilpog Aopixois, Sextus clearly intends to show
that Gorgias belongs to the ranks of authors who have denied the criterion of know-
ledge: for this reason, he proposes to adopt the Gorgianic attitude to the demonstran-
dum and to the quod erat demonstrandum. Obviously, he does not propose it directly,
in the first person, as his text is a synthesis of the Gorgianic work and not a direct
transcription. Yet, there are significant signs of the adoption of several demonstrative
formulas used by Gorgias; a series of references to the reasoning (to be carried out or
that has been carried out) exposed through the use of specific verbs.

In SE a wide spectrum of verbal forms is used which resemble the explanation
and the demonstration that can be found in ptmo and in many cases other Gor-
gianic works:!?

Table 2. Verbs of demonstration in SE’s version of ptmo

SE’s ptmo Gorgias’ Hel. and Pal.
SE 1 | dOvopoun / 71: 10 yap un Ov oude yewvijoal | Hel 6: Ozob yop mpoBuplay dvbpwnivi
advvatov T d0voton Bid O EE Avdryxng | mpopndion G0UVATOV XwNEW.
(eotiv)!0 opehey UmdpEewe petéyey 1o | Pal 5 olte v Pounnbelc eduvduny
YEVWITIXOY TIVOC. dv obte Buvduevog EPouliiny Epyoic
76: |..] o Sovaton dupétepo | EMMUEREDY TowLTOK.

Pal. 12: mdvtoc dpa %ol mévTne méva
TRATTEY ABUVATOV HV oL

Pal. 13: |...] &l yd\iota mévtov E3uviuny;
[-:] SN Dp@sv [SAN] dd0vertov TocolTwY
%ol TowvTV |...]

Pal. 23: w0 yev ydp dryévntd wg ddvvata
popTupnffivas [...]

Pal. 29: oltwe Nowoplav olx &youcav
ENEYYOV O NOYOC QTG DUVOLTOUL.

Pal. 31: w0 vdp éxelvoig TOV VoDV
TPOCEYOVT  TOIC  TOWUTOK,  TROGEYEY
AOVVATOV.

elvan’

15 An analysis of the lexicon of SE was offered by Classen 1992: 73 ff. Classen finds formulas depending
on Gorgias in SE: some expressive forms and the use of specific terms, prepositions and conjunctions. If it
is true that Classen also considers a series of rather generic terms (as Bredlow 2016: XX, n. 34 points out)
it is also true that this type of investigation is the first resource we have to identify Gorgias in SE; and
this also applies to the MXG. I will not refer directly to the list of terms identified by Classen, limiting
my attention to the forms of the proof. The same kind of analysis was done by Janacek, who included
general terms and also genuine terms by SE. Janacek wrote: “Aus allem bisher Gesagten kann man,
meine ich, zweierlei erkennen: Sextus driickt die Gedanken des Gorgias durch eigene Worte und in eigener
Form aus. Doch nicht nur das — aus dem Vergleich wird ersichtlich, dafs er sie auch stark ausdiinnt, mit
Rhetorik iiberschwemmt, fiir seine Zustimmung oder Ablehnung gefiihlsbetonte Worte verwendet (8zonov
67 u. a., eVemNoyloTov 75, Uyieg xol o@lov T dxoloubiav 78, dreugoivov 79), Worte wie o deioueyv, oq
nopactaffioeton usw. einschiebt. Dies alles driickt eine starke personliche Anteilnahme des Sextus an der
Argumentation des Gorgias, sein Interesse an der Uberzeugungskraft von Gorgias’ Thesen aus. Nichts
von diesen Beitaten kommt in MXG vor, im Gegenteil, die Sprache von MXG ist sachlich, komprimiert,
logisch,” Janadek 2008: 8 (= 1932: 18-19). He recognized that SE pointed out the philosophical and rhet-
orical ideas of Gorgias but not his method of arguing and demonstrating, but also concluded that: “Die
Quelle fiir Sextus’ Bericht iiber Gorgias festzustellen, ist unmoglich, gerade wegen Sextus’ Willkiir” (2008:
10 = 1932: 19-20); so, according to him, SE is not a valid source.

16 Cf. Classen 1992: 73.
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SE 2 | dromov (éotiv) 67: TovteNde 0¢ dromov o elval

(of an argu- T Qo xal un) elvon”
ment)!” 70: toUto 3¢ ye dromov.
73: dtomov 08¢ ye 1O Unoev
T00TwV Elvat NEYEw TO 6V
80: dromov & €oTl ToUTO’
82: dromov ¢ tolto’

SE 3 | delxvou 68: [...| o¢ detfouev’ Hel. 2: [..] 7tobg B¢ upepgouévoug
75: dédewton 0¢ Tawwto ToUTWL | Peubouévoue  Emdelac  xol  Betlloc
xabecthrc O EV wAn0ec || moboo tiig duabiog

Hel. 8: tabta 8¢ ¢ oltoc Exel delln’
Hel. 9: 8ei 8¢ xol 86&n Oei€o toic
axovouot’

Hel. 15: tv 08¢ tetdptnv oitlav 6t
TeTdpTOL NoywL Sié€euL.

Pal. 21: [...] 8w &V mpoeipnuévay
deédenTont®.

SE 4 | Sdn\éw 86: |...| domep oLde éxeiva thy | Cf. MXG 4
SANANOV BLadN\oL pOoLy.

SE 5 | dddoxw 66: |...] dc xol ToUto B1ddEel Pal. 33: |...] 3d&Zovta dAn0éc |...]

SE 6 | évbelxvuu 86: oUx dpo EvdelxvuTon Ta
TONNG TV UToXewévey O
Noyog |...]

SE 7 | émhoyilopor!? 66: &L pév obv oLdEv EoTw,
emhoyileton OV TpdTOV TOUTOV

SE 8 | énopou 76: olg Eneton TO undEV Elvau.

SE 9 | edemhéyiotoc? | 75: 8L 8E 00dE dppdTepn

(EmhoryZopon) goTw, 16 TE OV X0l TO un) By,
EVETNOYIG TOV.

I With the variant dténnuo in M. 1.80. This verb is also present in Plato’s Gorgias: 521d: |...]
%ol 00UdEV e drormov el dmoBdvouut. (Socrates speaks with Callicles about the strangeness of the case in
which he could die).

18 B¢deeton (“it is clear or proven”) is present in Pl. Phd. 66d.

19 Toli notes that émoyilopou is a recurring verb in SE; it is a rhetorical verb of the peroration but
also suitable for the conclusive argumentation, P. 1.40, 87, 96; see Ioli 2013: 183. But the verb is more
meaningful if we consider that Epicurus and the empiricists used it with intensity (also as opposed to
dvanory(Copan and dmodeixvuyt). Arrighetti argues that, for the Epicureans, én\oyiCopat is not a verb of
reasoning but a verb that refers to immediate intuition; cf. Arrighetti 1952. For a review of the use of
this verb and its forms, mostly connected with Epicurus’ basis, see de Lay 1958.

20 Also in M. 1.297; typically of SE.
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SE 10 | unvoe?! 83: [...] n&c obv duvoran Taba
etépwt unviecou;

84: & ydp pnvoopey, EoTti Noyog
[...] oV dpa & Bvta unviopey
TOIC TENAC GANY NOYOV

85: un dv 8¢ Noyog ovux av
Onwbein etépwl.

85: [...] &X\& TO €xtoc TOU
AOYOU UNVUTIXOY YiveTal.
86: |[...] dote dovoohu &L

Onoxeévou adtol xal GvTog T
Umoxelyevo xal Gvta unvoecou.

SE 11 | mopopubéopoun?? | 66: |...] i napopubfoetan |...|

SE 12 | nopatifnu 73: [...] o¢ mopactabfoeTan’
SE 13 | noplotnm 66: [...] ¢ noupacThoet |...|
78: |...| og mopacThoopEy’
SE 14 | Unodelxvuut 770 6t b xdv AL T, TOUTO

GyvwoTov TE %ol QVETIVONTOV
goTiv AvBpdmml, TopaxeEWEvne
Umodewtéov.

SE 15 | Umdxeyon 86: [...] oltwg xal 6 N\oyoq,
&ote dUvaochar €€ Loxewévou
ootol |...|

Source: own work.

In Gorgias there are also present two compound forms of delxvupL:

Table 3. Verbs of demonstration in Gorgias’ Encomium and Apology

G1 dmoBelxvupL Pal. 36: |...] govepdy o0Bepiav dduxioy 008E mo TV aitioy dmodeifavtes.

G2 gmdelrnvut Hel. 2: [...] ol 8¢ pepgouévoue eudopévous embdelfoc xal delfog
wAn0Ec || moboo tiic duabiog

Source: own work.

Indeed, within SE, there is a clear integration of “Gorgianic terms” generic and
more commonly used terms, and terms used specifically by him. The presence of
verbal forms of demonstration in the treaty by SE of the Gorgianic ptmo, com-
mands greater interest when one takes into account that such abundant presence
is not to be found in other parts of the same section of the IIpdc Aopixols. One
could, therefore, infer that several of these verbs belong to the original Greek text
and are not simply introduced by SE arbitrarily, whose work typically does not
contain such methods of argumentation. In 1992, Classen noted that SE seems to
maintain a greater adherence to the original Gorgianic text within the central part

2l Gheerbrant (2017: 48-49) notes that, in SE, this verb carries with it the whole force of the sense
of communicating information to others (starting from §83): Les termes dvéZoistov £tépw, transmettre
a autrui, sont alors glosés par €tépep unvoecBa [...]. Mnvow lends itself to communicating the sense of
formulating or expressing itself ‘avec des mots’.

22 With the specific meaning of justifying a thesis.
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of his own work, whereas he departs from this, even lexically, at the beginning and
end of his speech.?

In the MXG’s version very little remains of this Gorgianic argumentative mo-
dality. In fact, the author of the MXG substantially reduces the lexicon of the
demonstration, so much so that the most used verb is a generic @nui:

Table 4. Verbs of demonstration in MGX’s version of ptmo

MXG’s ptmo Gorgias’ Hel. and Pal.
MXG 1 | 6Ovopon / 979b34: |...] tabto 8¢ d0vatév L xal eivon. | Cf. SE 1
adUvaTov
(Eotlv)
MXG 2 | dnodeixviyut 979a35: & vyop xai dmodeixvuowy, oVtwg | Cf. G 1
SLoNéyeTal.
MXG 3 | delxvou 979a23: |...| & p&v dc Méhwooog, & 8¢ @ | Cf. SE 3
Zhvov énvyelpel deweview |...|
MXG 4 | dpoéw? 979a13: [...] G\’ 00 SMwTOY EXNoLC. Pal. 31: dn\&v <pév> 8t
980b18: |[...] 0Udelc Av adto ETépw dMAdoeley | Tolc TolvToK  TOV VoV
[..] TPOTEYW

MXG 5 | ouloyilopon® | 979al8: [...| cuNhoyileton xat’ dugotépwy.

MXG 6 | gnul 979a12: Ox elval gnowv o0dEv |... Cf. SE 16
979a19: &véryxn vdp, gnoiv |...|

979a28: €l 6" 6uwc TO un evoi €oTi, TO
elvau, oty |...]

979a30: dote 00x av oltwe, gnoty, 0LdEY
av etn [...]

979b2: 00dEY vdp, gnotv |[...]

979b20: yetd d¢ ToUtov OV Noyov gnoty
]

979b35: €t einep €oy, v 1) MAelw, gnotly,
gotiv [...]

980a6: éxhimeg  yap TadTy, @noby, T
dufienron, ol Svtog ...

980al0-11: e § oUtweg, oLdEV v elvon
eldog ovdelc gnow |...|

980a19-20: €l 8¢ xol YVOOTE, TEHC AV TS,
@not, dnhooeley ANy; O yap €lde, nic dv
e, gnot, Tolto elmol Noyw;

980b11: ei 6¢ %ol €ln, pnoty, €v TAeloot xol
a0tV [...|

Source: own work.

2 Classen 1992: 78: “Accanto a due o tre luoghi nei quali compaiono singoli vocaboli tardi, le
espressioni certamente estranee a Gorgia sono piu frequenti all’inizio, dove Sesto si serve evidente-
mente del proprio linguaggio per riassumere brevemente in sede introduttiva la dottrina di Gorgia (M.
VII 65), e nell’ultima sezione, in cui egli non solo nell’introduzione ricorre nuovamente ad dvéZoistoc
(M. VII 83), ma nell'intero paragrafo 85 usa formulazioni autonome.”

2 In PL. Grg. 483d: [...] dn\otl 8¢ tadta ToNayob 8t oltwg &yel |...], Callicles talks about justice.
2 Ibid., 479¢: [...] ) BoOXet cuNNoyiompeda adtd; Socrates asks Polus if he has to summarize the rea-
soning; ibid., 498e: cuNNGyloan 1) xowfj wet Epod T Npiv oupPaiver Ex w6V GEoloynuévwy |[...|, Socrates

invites Callicles to draw conclusions.
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Ultimately, SE is able to perceive the formal aspects of the Gorgianic epideictic
rhetoric, whereas MXG appears decidedly further from the Gorgias known through
his other works. Classen reached the same conclusions when he sought the forms
of assimilation between Gorgias and SE and felt that SE is a faithful source, also
with respect to vocabulary, on the Gorgianic texts. In my opinion, the use of verbs
of demonstration in the context of the logical-rhetorical structure of the demon-
strandum and quod erat demonstrandum clearly reveal and further strengthen this
perspective.

Further Arguments in Support of Sextus

In addition to the structures of the demonstration, I believe that other aspects
of SE’s work should be seen as arguments in its favour. In SE’s the constant use of
the reductio ad absurdum—(an argument used constantly by Gorgias in his other
works)—is adequately stressed. The reduction to the absurd had been strongly
developed by Zeno of Elea in his paradoxical arguments, but Gorgias used it so ex-
tensively that one could say that it is one of the logical arguments most developed
by him. The reductio is well suited to the speeches of defence and accusation which
has to do with the courts to which Gorgias had shown to have had a certain pre-
dilection.?0 Like SE, even MXG does not avoid the use of the reductio, and could
not do so because the disjunctive and paradoxical argumentation is the scaffold of
the Gorgianic work. However, in SE reductio is pronounced and evident, whereas
in MXG it is discussed, although it is rhetorically unconvincing, which is probably
due to the fact that MXG did not aim to show how Gorgias argued and what re-
sulted from his arguments.

Another thing that suggests the superiority of SE’s account of Gorgias’ work
is the fact that he presents, in §67,2” a formulation of the principle of non-contra-
diction (pdnc) which is very close to that in §25 of the Palamedes.?® In this passage,
Gorgias has proposed a rather subtle definition of the principle which can be seen
as an antecedent of the Aristotelian one. While it is true that in the Palamedes
Gorgias did not provide an abstract definition (because it is devoted to a specific
case), SE’s ptmo demonstrates a degree of abstraction and universalization that
makes Gorgias’ formulation of the principle of contradiction even stronger when
compared with the Aristotelian formulations. The same principle occurs in differ-
ent steps of SE, e.g. in §72% with a brief passage on the impossibility that some-

%6 Cf. Giombini 2015.

2T S.E. Adv. math. VII 67: noavieNéc d¢ dromov to givel T Spa %ol uh €iver’ (“It would, however, be
entirely absurd for something to exist and at the same time not to exist; transl. by G. Kennedy, in
Kent Sprague 2001).

28 Gorg. Pal. 25: xaitolL e xph &vdpl T0l00TOL TOTEVEY, BOTIC TOV ADTOV NOYOV Néywv TpdC ToUC
adToLG Gvdpac TEpl THV aTEY T& EvavtidTota AéYel; (“Yet how can one trust a man of the sort who in a
single speech says to the same man the most inconsistent things about the same subjects?”; transl. by
G. Kennedy, in Kent Sprague 2001).

2 S.E. Adv. math. VII 72: xatd & adtd 0& 000E 0 cuvoupoTtepoy, Adlov dua xol YevnTéy' Tabta
YOp GVOUEETIXS EGTY AANAAWY, Xal €l &ibLoV €0t TO G, 00 yéyovey, xal el Yéyovey, olx ot didov. (“In
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thing is eternal and generated at the same time, in which we find the term dtonov,
often employed in order to convey the idea the absurdity of reasoning.

In opposition to this, the formulation in MXG does not support the conclusion
that ‘what is” and ‘what is not’ cannot be at the same time. Therefore, in MXG the
power of the definition of the principle of non-contradiction is lost because the prin-
ciple is transformed into reflection and interpretation, as in the case of 980b10 fFf.30

Moving from form to content, it must be emphasized that the SE’s account of
Gorgias work is impaired by the intention to support the position of the author.
Indeed, SE aims to show that Gorgias intends to deny both the possibility of
a gnoseological criterion and its application. In this sense, he appears more “com-
placent” and less critical even when he is faced with obvious sophism as in §69,
wherein Gorgias makes the problem of generation and eternity of the temporal
level interact with the spatial level of the infinite and of the container-content
which then follows in §70,3! ultimately resulting in a rapid and coherent passage,
typical of the pressure of the arguments required by rhetoric in the construction
of a sophism.??

SE is also more concise in relating the arguments that may not be in line
with his analysis as in the third kephalaion. He reduces the treatment to a quick
conclusion by underlining the impossibility to communicate the existing reality
by means of language, thus allowing him to reaffirm the lack of the criterion in
Gorgias’. MXG, instead, devotes a lot of attention to the third kephalaion, which
contains the pdnc (and also an exposition of perception—aisthesis—that has evi-
dent influence from Empedocles):3? the part ending with the denial of the possibil-
ity that every man can conceive the speech of another. So, MXG faces the lack of
communication directly while SE focuses on the problem of the language-pragmata
connection since his interest lies in the unattainability of reality.?! In fact, for SE,

the same way it is not jointly at the same time eternal and generated. For these qualities are mutually
exclusive of each other, and if the existent is eternal, it has not been generated, and if it has been
generated is not eternal”; transl. by G. Kennedy, in Kent Sprague 2001).

30 This is the argument on the impossibility that two subjects can conceive the same thing.

31 In this regard, MXG (979b20-30) is more concise than SE and breaks the argument. In fact, he
refers to Melissus on the theme of ungenerated and to Zeno on the theme of space.

32 Pulpito (2015: 186) notes that: “[...] nella deduzione del primo xepéhotov (‘nulla ¢’), discutendo
I'ipotesi che qualcosa sia e che sia eterno, Gorgia confonde palesemente I'infinita temporale (I'essere da
sempre, cio¢ il non avere un inizio nel tempo) con 'infinita spaziale (I'essere dappertutto e quindi in
nessun luogo). Sono manifestamente due cose non assimilabili (non ¢’¢ contraddizione nel pensare che
una cosa infinita nel tempo possa essere finita nello spazio, come ad esempio il cosmo di Aristotele)
e solo 'ambiguita, o pitt precisamente 'indeterminatezza verbale, puo giustificare questo passaggio. |[...|
Ora, gli equivoci (e gli errori veri e propri) non bastano a ridurre un ragionamento a mera yuuvaocio o a
capzioso arzigogolo. Si puo sbagliare in buona fede. (Tanto pit che il primo equivoco fu attribuito anche
a Melisso da Aristotele—Soph. El. 6 168b 35 = 30 A10 DK—il quale anche per questo lo giudicava un
rozzo ragionatore. Nonostante cio, la maggioranza degli studiosi non ha reputato Melisso un erista, ma
un pensatore convinto di quel che dice). Ad ogni modo quegli equivoci dovrebbero indurci ad ancora
maggiore cautela nei confronti di un’operazione complessa come quella di Gorgia.”

33 Cf. Giombini 2012: 138-141.

34 See S.E. M I1.1-140, cf. Marcacci 2008: 31-36. On the concept of “experience” in SE, see Spinelli
2004.
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admitting the problem of incommunicability means to consider relativism, but due
to his sceptical position, these ideas cannot easily be assimilated.®® For the same
reason, perhaps, he slips quickly even on the previous sophism. This is an obvious
limitation considering even if he does not interpret it in the manner of MXG, SE
directs and uses the Gorgianic text, noting what is important to him.?6 SE wants
to accomplish a targeted path, so questions the balance of his information and yet,
from our point of view, once this is recognized and properly considered, significant
data still remains that may refer us to the original Gorgianic text.

In any case, the problem of the interpretation distortion must also be tackled
within the MXG’ version. MXG, in fact, appears very accurate in the discussions
of the arguments (such as in the development of the third kephalaion) but is more
careful to discuss Gorgias rather than to directly report him—also using direct
references to Zeno, Melissus and Leucippus.?”

An Independent Source for Sextus

As already stated, SE includes Gorgias among the authors who are against
the criterion together with Protagoras et al.; and yet, only in the case of Gorgias,
there is a comprehensive and exhaustive account given when considering the space
dedicated to the other authors in the same section. Such precision and exhaustive
discussion suggests that SE had at his disposal an accurate and detailed text of the
ptmo*® from which he made his own version. One well-received hypothesis is that
SE used MXG as a source. However, given the lexical and argumentative issues
discussed previously and by the fact that in at least two points SE’ version is more
informative than that of MXG (autonomy of the second part of §673 where SE is

3 Cf. Toli 2013: 189.

36 That is to say that Gorgias belongs to the ranks of those who deny the criterion. Significant that,
in Outlines of Pyrrhonism 2.18, Gorgias is not included among the authors of the criterion together
with Xeniades and Xenophanes but is counted among the supporters of the intellect.

37 These references can only be insertions of the Anonymous since in Gorgias’ works there are never
direct recalls to other authors.

3 A suggestion to the investigation of the origin of the SE’s version was recently offered by Ros-
setti (2017), who at the end of his study, on p. 170, adds: “[...| Che questo confronto possa valere come
indizio in base al quale presumere che Sesto si sia limitato a riprodurre un riassunto dovuto a qualcun
altro? Non lo escluderei.” I understand and partially agree with the interpretation by Rossetti, but I
find no reason to think that the version is not genuinely by SE.

39 S.E. Adv. math. VII 67: xol &\\og, € 10 i) 6v €01, 0 6v obx €otn’ &vavtio ydp 0Tl TabTa
SANNANOLS, ol el T@L W 6vTl cuuPéPnxe O elvon, THL vt ouufroeton TO un elvon. oyl 8¢ ye 1O OV
o0x ot (tolvuv) 00dE to uf Ov €oton. (“And to state another argument, if the nonexistent exists,
the existent will not exist, for these are opposites to each other, and if existence is an attribute of the
nonexistent, nonexistent will be an attribute of the existent. But it is not, in fact, true that the exis-
tent does not exist. ‘Accordingly’ neither will the nonexistent exist”; transl. by G. Kennedy, in Kent
Sprague 2001). T do not agree with Bredlow 2016 when he argues that the difference between SE and
MXG is a proof of the unreliability of the first. Bredlow writes: “Parece ser asimismo esta parte de
la demostracion la que refleja el primer argumento, referido por Sexto (§67), en donde, sin embargo,
la preocupacion exclusiva por refutar el ser de “lo que no es” hace ya sospechar cierta infidelidad a lo
que debio de ser el sentido del razonamiento de Gorgias” (2016: XXVII); and also: “De la segunda parte
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much more explanatory and less interpretative?® than MXG; or the proof of that
“nothing is” in the second part of §76%!) this hypothesis is seems unsupported.

It is also possible to consider the two versions as a direct result of the same
hypo-archetype dependent on Aristotelian IIpoc t& 'opyiou. This hypothesis would
assume that: (a) the Ilpdc ta Togyiov would have contained the Gorgias’ ptmo or
its careful refutation but on a strict textual basis—and on this every hypothesis is
really conjectural; (b) this text would have arrived (i.e., it was available) through
a hypo-archetype, in some manner, to both the authors active in different periods;
(¢) admitting (b), using the same text, the authors would have summarized it by
selecting only the parts of interest re-elaborating them to their liking (e.g., SE
would have even eliminated Gorgias’ own argument). The degree of variability
between these assumptions, as well as their highly hypothetical nature, opens the
door to distinct and possible future ideas of equal complexity. Nevertheless, I pro-
pose to claim that SE has been able to take advantage of a text independent or
different from the virtual hypo-archetype. It is true that we have no trace of such
text, however, given to the specific nature of the SE’s version discussed herein,
one can speculate its possible existence. Finally, I believe that SE’s version should
be reconsidered of the ptmo as a significant, reliable, and valuable source in the
communication of the demonstrative reasoning of Gorgias.
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