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ABSTRACT

This thesis is a commentary on G.’s extant works and fragments
which consists in three main parts: an Introduction, the Greek text,
and notes on the text and fragments. a) The Introduction offers an
account of G.’s life which is based on the information provided by
ancient authors, a discussion of the stylistic features of his prose —
along with a presentation of the criticism of his style by ancient
authorities — and an analysis of the recurring argumentative
schemata that underlie G.’s extant work. b) The Greek text, as it
stands, embodies the readings that I adopt. c) The commentary on
the extant texts and fragments is normally preceded by short
Introductions, which are pertinent to the main problems of
interpretation posed by the individual texts. The notes themselves
normally include: i) a presentation of the textual problems and the

possible solutions which have been proposed by previous scholars,

~ together with the arguments that support the readings adopted in the

text, i1) explanation of the text and its stylistic characteristics, iii)
discussion of the individual arguments, and their role in the
reasoning as a whole, and iv) where appropriate an analysis of the

philosophical issues raised by the texts themselves.



PREFACE

This is the first commentary on Gorgias’ work in English, and the
first detailed one in any language; more importantly perhaps this
thesis deals independently with an author who is most frequently
referred to in footnotes. I think that I am justified in believing that
this neglect does not accurately represent the gravity of G.’s work,
and the scholarly work that has been done in the last few years
makes me feel less lonely.

The emphasis in this thesis is mainly placed on the interpretation
of G.’s own preserved speeches, and this éxplains the order in which
I have presented the texts. It was for this reason also that I did not
see fit to comment on the text of Sextus’ summary of G.’s work On
not Being; yet, it would have been impossible to avoid textual notes
on the De Melisso Xenophane Gorgia, because the readings one
adopts there affect one’s own interpretation. Writing a commentary
requires a certain economy of expression; several points could have
been discussed in more detail, but my aim has been to present the
whole of G.’s work. It was also for the sake of economy that I did
not inctude the Testimonia (section A in Diels-Kranz);' it was upon
those, however, that I based my Introduction. In complying with the
instructions, the Bibliography includes only the titles of books and
articles that I refer to in my thesis, and consequently I only
reluctantly dropped works that contributed decisively to my
understanding of G.

Commenting on G. is not the same as commenting on a single
work of an individual orator which purports to be cohesive in itself;
like the Sophists’ intellectual activity in general, G.’s individual
works touch on a great range of themes. Numerous scholars make
G.’s works appear coherent by systematising the available matenal
and thus detecting in them theories or doctrines that recur in varnous

forms. I frequently challenge this view, mainly on the basis of

! The numbering of the Testimonia in my text follows Buchheim’s edition.



evidence provided by the texts themselves. I hope that my difficulty
in detecting theories in G.’s work will not be construed as a
difficulty in appreciating his pioneering contribution to the
development of rhetoric and the examination of logos, the two fields
in which his influence was particularly feit.

I am indebted to many people. The first to initiate me into G. was
Mairi Yossi; it was 1n her undergraduate seminar on “Prepaltonic
and Platonic Poetics” that I first became acquainted with G. Mairi’s
logos echoed ever since in my ears, and when I completed the
writing of my thesis she generously commented on my text in the
penetrating way that she always does. I am very indebted to my
parents; they have been encouraging for years all my educational
undertakings. I am grateful to Georgia Petridou for all her patience,
and for lifting my spinits when I reached the point of posing
metaphysical questions pertinent to the relation between classics and
‘real life’. She could not have been more caring. She was also kind
enough to read my work and discuss with me aspects of it which
were closer to her interests. ] owe much to Thomas McGrory; he
read carefully my typescript and corrected my English. As if this
were not enough, he was certainly the person who made me feel that
Glasgow was my second home. Special thanks I owe to Prof.
Garvie. In the first year of my studies in Glasgow he gave me the
opportunity to attend his postgraduate seminars on Greek tragedy;
especially his teaching of the Persae made G.’s contention ér’
dAdorplwv Te mpayudTawv kal gwpdtwy edTuvylats kal Suvompaylais
{8bv T wdfnua Swa Tdv Adywv émaley 7 Yuyrh more tangible. I
also have to thank him for reading my essay on the relation between
G. and Euripides’ Troades. Dr Costas Panayotakis has always been
ready to offer good advice. I am also grateful to Mr Graham
Whitaker, the classics librarian; Glasgow University Library is an
ideal place to do work in Classics. Many thanks to Mrs Jennifer
Murray; she is a genuinely kind person. I now feel the need to
express my warmest thanks to my examiners, Dr S. Usher and Dr.

D. L. Cains: they saved me from serious mistakes and in many



cases they offered alternative interpretations which now seem to me
more plausible than the ones that I had originally put forward.

My deepest gratimde I owe to my supervisor, Professor
MacDowell. Without his support this thesis would have been a ‘not-
being’. I may be the least appropriate person to praise his erudition
and his expertise in the fields of Greek oratory, comedy, and
Athenian law. However, I feel confident in saying that his scholarly

excellence is in harmony with a deeply §cdaogxaAixr) nature.



ABBREVIATIONS

Ancient authors

Aiskh. = Aiskhylos
Aiskhin. = Aiskhines
And. = Andokides
Arst. = Aristotle

Ar. = Anistophanes
Dem. =Demosthenes
Eur. = Euripides
Hdt. = Herodotos
Hom. =Homer

Is. = Isaios

Isok. =Isokrates
Lys.  =Lysias

PlL = Plato

Plout. = Ploutarkhos
Soph. = Sophokles
Theophr. = Theophrastos
- Thuc. = Thucydides
Xen. = Xenophon

Frequently abbreviated words and titles

DK =H. Diels, Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, 6™ edn., rev.
and ed. W. Kranz, vols. 1-3, Berlin, 1951-2.

fr. = G.’s Texts and Fragments (section B in DK)
G.  =Gorgias

Hel. =@G.’s Encomium of Helen

i

Loeb = Loeb Classical Library

LSJ

i

A Greek- English Lexicon, H. G. Liddell-R. Scott, 9" ed.
Rev. H. S. Jones, R. McKenzie, Oxford, 1940.

MXG = [Arstotle] De Melisso Xenophane Gorgia.

ONB =G.’s On not Being (as represented either in the MXG or
in Sextus)

Pal. =G.’s The Defence of Palamedes



Test. = Testimonia (section A in DK in the present thesis I
employ Buchheim’s edition)

Abbreviations of the titles of periodicals in the Bibliography are
normally as per L’ Année Philologique.



INTRODUCTION



I. Gorgias’ Life

G. was the son of Charmantides of whom nothing is known; his
brother was the physician Herodikos.! G.’s sister was married to
Deicrates, and she gave birth to a certain Hippokrates, whose son
Eumolpos dedicated a statue of G. at Olympia. Ploutarkhos (fr.8a)
says that when G. delivered his Olympic Oration, a certain
Melanthios complained that G. advised the Greeks to unite, when he
was himself unable to secure unity in his own house, because he had
fallen in love with his female servant and this caused the jealousy of
his wife; but Isokrates belies this information (Test.18), and there is
every reason to believe kim, not the anecdotal testimony given by
Ploutarkhos. G.’s life lasted for more than 105 years, and thus he
had a personal experience of the fascinating events that took place
during the fifth, and the beginning of the fourth centuries: though at
a very young age, it is possible that he had firsthand knowledge of

‘ ‘events that took place during the Persian wars, and he was an old

! For Herodikos see Pl. Grg. 448b (=Test.2a); at 456bff. Plato puts in G.’s mouth
a comparison of rhetoric with medicine, which shows that the former is by all
means superior to the latter and to any other existing art (régv7). G. there says that
the physician, if he is to be compared with a rhetor, “would be left at the post” (as
Dodds translates ov8apold dv gavijvar tov larpdv, p.211), which is certainly a
reductive colloquialism. But there is no way of confirming that the historical G.
considered the ‘art’ of his brother inferior to his own one, although we may
speculate that this was so. Yet, it is certainly possible that Plato exploits and gives
a new meaning to the comparison of rhetoric with medicine which was probably
inaugurated by G. himself (see Hel. 14). From Aristotle (Rhet.1400b19) we leamn
thar Herodikos attempted a word-play with the names of Thrasymakhos and
Polos. We should also say that Herodikos, G.’s brother, should be distinguished
(see Olympiodoros on 448b) from ‘Hpédwkos & ZmivpRpravés, 76 8¢ dpxalov
Meyapeds (PL. Prot.316el), of whom we learn from Suida s. v Iwwokparns that he
was, along with G., a teacher of Hippokrates.

* We possess this information thanks to the fact that the base of the stame with the
inscription (Test.8) was discovered in 1876, by German archaeologists very close

to the temple of Zeus at Olympia, and it dates from the first half of the fourth
century.



man at the outbreak of the Peloponnesian War; he contributed to and
witnessed the evolution of Greek science; he was still active in his
eighties' when Sokrates (399) defended himself, and he was in his
early sixties when Plato, the person who later wrote a dialogue
under his name, was born; if we accept Athenaios’ otherwise
anecdotal testimony (see Deipn. xi 505d-e=Test.15a) he also read it
and refuted its accuracy, as far as his own theses were concerned. In
the field in which his influence was particularly felt, he had plenty
of time to identify the features of his own prose in the works of
Antiphon, Andokides, Isokrates, and to ;ead some of the narratives
of Lysias, for which the latter was so much admired by critics in
antiquity.

Although there is no reason to doubt that G.’s life spanned more
than a century,” the exact dates of his birth and his death cannot be
specified with any certainty. The main information is given by
pseudo-Ploutarkhos (Test.6) who says that G. was older than
~ Antiphon, who was bomn around 480; Porphyrios now places G.’s
acme in the 80™ Olympiad, that is in the years 460-457, and
according to Pausanias (Test.7) he was invited to Pherai by its
tyrant, Iason, which provides us with a terminus post quem, as lason
became tyrant in 380. On the basis of this information, in
combination with the fact that most of the sources give him 107-109
years of life one should consider the years around 485 as a possible

date for his buth and 378 or later for his death. But these

' See PL. 4p.19¢ (=Test.8a).

* The most reliable sources do not specify the exact number of years; these
sources are Isokrates Antid.155 (wAelorov ypdvov PBuovs) and Plato (Phdr.261b)
who compares G. with Nestor, the proverbially old wise man of the //iad. The
scholiast writes: direikdler 8& tov [opylav 7§ Néorope, émeldn) xal alddpwv kail
moAverns éyévero. Other sources include: Suidas s.v. [opyias (=Test. 2),
Apollodoros (=Te$t10), and Olympiodoros (Test.10) 109; Philostratos (=Test.1),
Pliny (=Test.13), Loucianos (Test.13), and Censorinus (TEst.13) 108; Cicero
(=Test.12) 107; Pausanias (=Test.7) 105. Athepaios (Test.11) 80 is certainly
wrong; as Skouteropoulos suggests (p.155), by + Apoil. probably refers to the

years that G. was professionally active; Diels suggests p.” .
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conclusions are merely based on the available sources; although
there 1s no serious reason to object to the placing of G.’s birth in the
years before the birth of Antiphon, common experience shows that it
1s hardly possible for a person who is 107 years of age to travel from
wherever he was situated in the Greek world to Pherai, in order to
exhibit or teach his art.' At this age — normally much earlier —
human ambition expires.

Nothing is known about G.’s life before his arrival in Athens in
427; some sources make him a pupil of Empedokles,”> but this
information should preferably be considered with caution, because
as a leading scholar in the field of the hiétory of ancient philosophy
has recently claimed, “retrospecively, such lines of succession were
also constructed for the Preplatonic period, and these successions of
Preplatonics were in various ways linked with the later
philosophical schools”.® Apart from specific affinities of G.’s works
with Empedokles’ life (mainly his reputation as a magos; notice that
Diogenes (Test.3), says that he found in Satyros the information that
G. witnessed Empedokles’ practice of magic) and premises (for
instance the theory of dwoppoai; see also notes on Hel. 4), it was also
Aristotle’s otherwise opaque statement that Empedokles was the one
who naugurated rhetoric that probably served as the ground for the
invention of a smooth and (even geographically)* ‘reasonable’
succession.”

The first (and probably the only) important incident that we

know with some certainty is that G. arrived in Athens in 427, as the

' To this commonsensical observation, we may add Kerferd’s remark (1981, p.44)
that “the inference [sc. that 380 is a terminus post quem] is quite unjustified since
the story merely relates a comparison between G.’s brand of rhetoric with that of
his pupil Polykrates™.

? See mainly Diog. Laert. 3.58,9 (=Test.3); see also frs. Test.3, 10, 14.

* Mansfeld (1999), p.32.

* Dodds (1959), p.7, contends that “late writers make him a ‘pupil’ of
Empedocles...perhaps merely because they were both Sicilians”.

3 For G. and Empedokles see Buchheim 1985, 417-29.
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leader of an embassy whose task was to seek Athenian assistance on
behalf of the city of Leontini against the threat of Syracuse. This
information is safe, because it is provided by Plato (Hip.Maj.282b;
it is surprising that Diels did not include this passage in his edition),
and there are at least two more authors to reiterate it (see Test.4);
but the chronology of the embassy we owe to Thucydides (3.86.2),
who does not mention G.’s name. Yet, that this was G.’s first visit to
Athens, as most of the scholars suggest,1 is in itself doubtful. None
of the above mentioned sources says that it was, and it is equally
feasible to speculate that it was not: in 427, G. was already 60 years
old, and it is possible that there may ha\}e been more opportunities
for him to visit Athens before this date.

The duration of his stay there is unknown, and we know
nothing of any subsequent visits to it, but according to Plato
(Hip.Ma.282b4=Test.4), G. taught in Athens for money. Like most
of the sophists’ he moved from the one city to the other teaching
people for fees. We are told that he was treated with animosity by
the citizens of Argos and that a penalty was imposed on those who
attended his teaching (Test.22a); he spent some tume in Thessaly at
the court of Aleuadae (as Plato and Isokrates confirm; see Test.18,
19); he travelled to Elis, where he delivered his encomiastic speech
for the city; we also know (see fr.5) that he taught Proxenos of

Boiotia, and it has been inferred that G. went to Boiotia as well;3

! Untersteiner (1954, p.93) writes “he then traveled from city to city”; but
probably this is what he did before his arrival in Athens; similarly, Dodds, in
discussing the dramatic date of Grg. is certain that 427 “is Gorgias’ first (and only
attested) visit to Athens” (1959, p.17). But that it is the ‘only attested’ one does
not mean that this was the only one as well.

? In PL. Ap.19e Sokrates mentions G., Prodikos, and Hippias; in P1. Proz. 316c6 we
learn that Protagoras did the same thing (earlier in this dialogue we are told that

rotagoras was accompanied by some of his pupils 315b).
3 See Untersteiner (1954), p.98 n.21.

12



and he also appeared before the audiences gathered m Delphi and
Olympia.'

Several prominent figures are mentioned by ancient authors as
being G.’s students, but their common practice of creating
successions and contextualising individual intellectuals is once more
discernible. This is obvious in Suidas (s.v. Iopylas=Test.2) where
Alkidamas is presented as the leader who succeeded G. in his school
(oxoAdv), although we know that no such school was established by
G. Others, like Agathon, were simply imitators of G.’s style, and in
the absence of any further positive indications it would be wrong to
assume that they were his students in the sense that they
systematically attended his lectures.

A number of G.’s pupils are mentioned by several authors;
Menon of Thessalia and his friend Aristippos (Pl.Men.70a-
b=Test.19). Plato also presents Polus, one of the interlocutors in his
dialogue Gorgias, as one of G.’s pupils. Isokrates, the rhetor who
‘established a school in Athens, is also listed by some authorities
among G.’s pupils; but as this is information given by authors of
late antiquity, mostly Roman times, we should not be too ready to

accept it A certain Philippos appears in all the instances where

! Blass (1887), p.25 suggested that he returned to Leontini in 424, due to the
political situation there; but no source confirms such an hypothesis. That he went
back to Athens “at the time of his Funeral Oration” as Untersteiner claims (1954,
p.94) is speculation which in its turn is based on the speculative view that this
speech was composed in 421. The Epitaphios is void of references to particular
historical events, and there is no good reason to suppose that G. needed to be in
Athens at the time of its composition.

* All the sources are cited by Too 1995, p.235, who devotes an Appendix of her
book to this subject; she rightly casts doubt on the sources making Isokrates a
pupil of G. Her argumentation is twofold: a) she refutes the reliability of later
biographers and writers, and b) she claims that all the direct references to G. are
pejorative, and that in the cases where G.’s name is not mentioned we should not
associate Isokrates with him. More particularly, she maintains that in 4nridosis
155f. (=Test.18) “Isokrates implicitly underscores a contrast with his predecessor”
(p-238); but in this context Isokrates uses G.’s case as an example, in order to

show that the Sophists did not make a fortune out of their profession, and

13



Aristophanes refers to G., and it has been suggested that he probably
was one of his students (Test.5a)." Eumolpos, the grandson of his
sister might also be included, if the phrase mai.deilas kal ¢idias
évexa 1n the inscription on the base of the statue that he dedicated in
Olympia means: ‘because of the education (that he [sc.Eumolpos]
has received). A certain Proxenos of Boiotia is also presented by his
friend Xenophon in the Anabasis (Test.5) as a pupil of G2

Paﬁsanias (Tést.7) saw at Delphi a golden statue of G. which he
dedicated himself, whereas Cicero (Test.7) claims that the golden
statue was dedicated by the Greeks in order to honour him.
Athenaios (Test.15a) embellishes this dedication by saying that
when G. came back to Athens, Plato welcomed him with these
words: ‘the elegant and golden G. has arrived’! Pliny, m referring to
the same incident, gives a date which is conspicuously wrong: he
writes ‘LXX circiter olympiade’ (Test.7), which means that the
dedication took place between 500 and 497. Diels® has maintained
that Pliny misread ¢ in his Greek source, and took it to be an o/,
from which it should be deduced that G. dedicated the statue in 420-
417. This is a reasonable but not conclusive explanation. More can
perhaps be said about G.’s statue in Olympia; this statue was
dedicated by Eumolpos, the grandson of G.’s sister, and it dates
from the first half of the fourth century.* It should be taken for

Skouteropoulos (1991) is probably right in saying that “oré dwdomaona
Scadaiverar... éva feppd ovvaicfnua y.’ avréy” (p.161). She also doubts that
when Isokrates says that “his work serves to correct the attempts of an unnamed
author who composed a defence of Helen while intending to write an encomium
of her” (p.138); Too has not probably read carefully enough G.’s Hel. to see its
intertextual affinities with [sokrates’ own Helen.

' See Dunbar 1995, note on 1700-1.

* For more names see Untersteiner (1954), p.94 with notes.

* 1876, p.50.

* This can be inferred from the letters on the inscription; it is reasonable to assume
thar the statue was dedicated some time after G.’s death (which probably occurred
some time after 380; I deduce that simply on the basis of his long life, not on the

information concerning Iason), and if this is true the statue was dedicated there

14



granted that this statue is later than the one in Delphi (see Test. 8),
because the inscription clearly refers to the latter. It seems that the
dedication of a golden statue had caused negative comments,
because Eumolpos thought it wise to mention that by the dedication
he did not mean to show off wealth, but to pay tribute to G.'

A good deal of the sources provide us mostly with anecdotal
material about G. Ailianos (Test.9) tells us that he, and Hippias,
used to wear pﬁrple clothes, *“as though to emphasise their
continuation of the functions of poets in earlier days”;” if this
information is true, it may also be an indication of the emphasis that
G. placed on the external appearance and the ritualistic gestures that
perhaps accompanied his displays.’

Athenaios (Test.11) says that when G. was asked how he
achieved such a long life, he responded that he never did something

for his own pleasure, although he says that Demetrios records a

either at the end of the first or at the beginning of the second quarter of the fourth
century.

! Both dedications have ingeniously been discussed by Morgan (1994, p.375-386),
in relation to Plato’s Phaidros 235d6-236b4, where Phaidros promises Sokrates
that he will dedicate a golden statue of him, if the latter will manage to deliver a
speech on the subject of love which will be better than Lysias’ one. Morgan
believes, and convincingly shows, that the reference is to the statues of G., and
that it serves as “an implicit critique of Gorgias’ dedicatory practice” which “is
not merely a passing blow at the sophist, but is integrated with the major themes
of the dialogue: the quality of the virtuous life, the practice of writing, and the
kind of immortality that one should aim for” (p.386).

2 Kerferd (1981), p.29.

* 1t is well known that in his Clouds Aristophanes caricatures the Sophists for
being particularly poor; they have an empty stomach, they walk barefoot, they
have to go through numerous hardships etc. In three cases they are presented as
securing their clothing by smuggling people’s clothes (179, 497, 859). It is
evident that Aristophanes does not have fifth-century Sophists in mind; notice that
Plato (Hipp.mi. 368bff.) depicts Hippias — who is mentioned by Ailianos — skilful
enough to make his own rings, sandals, clothes and belts of the ‘Persian’ type,
which are wolvreAdv (they cost a fortune). Dover, in his edition of the play,
p-xxxix-xl suggests that Aristophanes attributes asceticism to the Sophists
probably by generalizing a typical characteristic of the Pythagoreans.

15



different answer: ‘I did nothing for someone else’, which may
probably be related to the fact that G. was a bachelor;' a very similar
answer is provided by Stobaios (fr.11). Cicero (Test.12) gives a
different version: G. was asked why he wanted to be alive for so
many years; his answer was, that he did not have any complaints
against being elderly. When death was about to come he said to
someone who came to see him: ‘Sleep is now about to hand me to

his brother [namely Death]’.?

' Buchheim (1989), p.203 adopts a different view, but the dictum is so enigmatic
that nothing can be said with certainty.
2 Cp.Test.15.

16



II. GORGIAS’ STYLE
1. Stylistic features
a) epanalepsis

1. repetition of units of utterance

No other known prose author makes such a great use of repetition as
G.! The effect of this device becomes even more spectacular by
virtue of the fact that the elements repeated are placed very close to
each other. Sometimes no other units intervene between two similar
words, and frequently there are just one or two.”

epanalepsis in G. either coexists with other stylistic devices, or
else it results directly from them. As will be shown later, repetition
and balanced antithesis are interrelated, but an equally important
device that produces repetition is the polyptoton. Some examples
include: Hel. 4 évi 8¢ odpart moAdd odpara guviyayev dvdpadv,
Hel. 18 wodAd 8é moAdots modAdv, Pal. 8 éuol Te map’ ékeivov
éxelvp Te map’ épot (notice the chiasm as well). Other less
complicated epanalepses, very common in Pal, involve
anadiplosis, as in 36 edepyérmv ths ‘EAAdSos, "EAAnves "EAAnva or
"EAdqras "EAMvev In 37. The schema etymologicum also makes its
presence, as In Pal. 13, tods peyiorovs kwwdvvous kivduveverv. To
these features one should add the climax attempted in Pal 23: wepl
3¢ T@v yevopévwv ov pdvov ovk ddvvarov, dAAG kai pddiov, ovdé

povov padiov, dAAG. ...

' See Dover (1997), p. 136ff.

* Dover (1997), p-136-7 evinces statistically that G. “must have sought close
recurrence deliberately” (see Table 7.2), but he also claims that “whatever praise
or biame is deserved for the ‘invention’ of close recurrence should be attached not
to him but to moralizing aphorisms”, such as the passage from Hesiod’s Works

and Days (352-5) that he cites.
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Anthypophora and questions are sometimes followed by
recurrences; so in Pal. 7, the hero asks rive tis dv...mérepa pdvos
wovw, Anthypophora (a string of questions answered by the speaker)
plays an important role in the section of Pal. where G. seeks to
show that the act of treason was impossible; so in 9, P. says that one
may allege that he made a pledge with Priam by means of money,
and he poses the question: mérepov ouv dAiyows;, He immediately
retorts, dAA’ ovk elkds dvri peydiwv dmovpymudrwv dAlya xpriupara
Aapfdvery. He then refutes the possibility that he got a large amount
of money by asking how was it possible to transfer the money, and
he goes on: ris obv v 7 koudy, wds 8 dv <A els> éxduioev 7

mool; moAGY ydp kopl{dvTwvy moAdol dv foav pdprupes THs

émBovAiys, évds 8é kopillovros obk dv moAU TL TO pepduevov Tv. As
this example shows it is practically impossible to track down a
passage where stylistic devices will not include antithesis.

There are some cases where the elements repeated are not very
close to each other, as in Pal 11 (mpdrrewv) and 16, with the dazzling
recurrence of s and its products, but they are admittedly very
few. Parallelism, a very important feature in G.’s prose unavoidably
results in repetitions as well. So, in Hel. 11 we find: 5 8¢ 84éa
opalepd kal dféBatos oloa apalepals kal dfefaiows émirvyiais
mepLfdAdeL Tovs auTh xpwpévous .

Pleonasm, redundant repetition, stresses important points, as the
one made in Pal. 29 concerning his previous life: dn’ dpyfs els
Télos dvapdprnros 6 wapoixduevos Blos éori pot, kabapds mwdoms
alrias or in Hel. where G. becomes very analytical about the laws as
they are dictated by nature: méduvke ydp o T kpelooov Umo Tob
fiaoovos...kal 10 pév kpeiooov Tyelofal, T0 8& fooov émectac (6).

We may now discuss some of the repetitions that G. seems to be
fond of. He shows a preference for wavr- derivatives, and this may
belong to the style of the prose composed by the Sophists, because
Plato pokes fun at it in his Menexenos (247¢). So in Pal.12 we find a
striking polyptoton with mdvres, after a lower-scale repetition of
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dmas (notice that the next paragraph starts with one more wdvr-);
later, in 19, we read wdvres wdvra mpdrrovar (the parechesis of /p/
In wavT- repetition is very common), and wdor mept mavtds éore. In
24 we find xowdv dmaot mwepi wdvrwv. Apart from that, there is a
specific kind of repetition which G. uses when he wants to produce
strong correspondences. So, when in Hel G. claims that Paris
deserves an eye-for-an-eye and a tooth-for-a-tooth punishment, he
writes: déios obv 6 pév émixeproas Bdpfapos BdpBapov émixeipmua
kal Adyw kal vopw kal épyw Adyw pév alrias, véuw 0& driulas,
épyw 8e [mpilas Tuxetv (8). A similar example, accentuated with a
question, can be tracked down in Pal22: ¢pdoov tovTors <tov
Tpémov>, Tov Témov, TOV Xpdvov, méTe, mol, mwas eides,. Finally,
one should mention the passage from active to passive voice (6 pév
obv meloas ds dvaykdoas ddikel, 7 8¢ merofeloa ds dvaykaoleioa
pdrv deover kaxds 12, or érapdxfn xai érdpabe v Juynv Hel
16).

To these types of repetition we should add the recurrences of
elements (mainly in Hel.) which are significantly distanced from
each other, or even repeated in different texts. In Hel. 6, G. gives the
four possible reasons that made the heroine travel to Troy. The same
words — along with the statement of the author’s reassurance that he
has completed the task that he had programmatically stated in the
prologue — are used in the epilogue of this text in the reverse order.
Another interesting example is the repetition of the derivatives of
mépupos I Pal., which is undoubtedly intended to bring out the
situation Palamedes is in (e.g. dudaockdAwv émkivdvvorépav 7
mopLpwrépwv Tuxelv 4), as opposed to his proverbially resourceful
personality (see 30 ris ydp dv émoinoe Tov dvlpdmivor Biov
mépupov é€ dmdpou...). Some expressions can also be found in both
Hel. and Pal. The XaBofoa «ai oV Aafoioa in Hel. 4, becomes
&XaBov, &afov Aafdév (Pal.ll). Similarly, the description of the

function of ¢dppaxa as lethal substances in Hel 14 (xal 7d pev
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véoou Td 8¢ Blov mavel), is altered in Pal. to define death and a bad

reputation (t6 pév ydp Tob Slov TéAos, 7 8¢ 7§ Biw véoos)

2. epanalepsis in sound

It is natural that the repetitions of words or phrases produce
similarities in sound. But G. does not confine himself to that, as his
preserved texts are marked by a manifestly deliberate recurrence of
similar sounds. Traditionally, such devices as homoeoteleuton and
paronomasia are not analysed under the heading of epanalepsis.
However, it is primarily through repetition of phonemes that these
devices are achieved, and this is why I discuss them in connection
with epanalepsis.
Critics imputed to G. redundant sound play; independently
of how annoying or gracious the frequency of sound-plays may be,
- we should bear in mind that form is not simply the robe of content.
Similarity in sound is in most of the cases inextricably interwoven
with meaning; for example, when G. says lom ydp dpapria xal
dpafiia péudeofal te Td émawverd kal émaivelv Td pwpnrd, he
clearly intends to stress the opposition between émaiwverd and
pwpyrd. In other words, the similarity in sound serves to transfer the
meaning of the one element to the meaning of the other, in a way
which resembles very much the ‘metaphor’ of meaning attempted in
rhyming poetry. The devices I shall discuss are the following: (i)
isocolon, (ii) homoeoteleuton,' (iii) parison, (iv) paronomasia, and
(V) parechesis.2
All the first three devices are very frequently combined; so
in the Epitaphios we read Aids pév dydApata, éavrav Se

dvafiuara. Several striking combinations of them in Hel are also

' Sometimes G. transposes the similarity of sound from the end to the beginning
of sentences (see Smith 1921, p.351, and Dover 1997, p.152); the technical term
for this device is homoikararkton.

* For reasons of a more economical presentation of examples under the heading

parechesis I include invariably ailiteration and assonance.
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worth noticing. In 2 we read péugeofal Te Td émaiverd kal
érawvelv td popmnrd, and later el 8¢ Bla fpmwdofn kal dvdpws
€Budatly kal ddikws Ufpiofn. A perfectly balanced construction
ending with homoeoteleuton' is the one closing the examination of
the first cause In Hel: el oov 4 Tuxyy kai 7§ Ged v alriav
dvaferéov, 71 T ‘EAévmqv tHs Suokdeias dmoAuréov. Paloffers
several examples as well; P. expresses the comerstones of his
argumentation as follows: odre ydp PBovArfeis éSuvvdunv ovTe
Suvdpevos éBovAndny €pyois émixerpelv TowouTous (5). Epitaphios is
no less marked by such constructions, as fepdmovres pév T@v ddixws
SuoTuyouvTay, koAaoTal 8¢ T@v diikws evTUYOUVTWY.

Homoeoenarcton, epanalepsis of initial syllables, is again a
field 1in which G. is at home. Some examples: duapria xai duabia,
ouddwvos kal oudduyos, drAovikou dLroTipias,
dmodoyroactac...droAvoactar, (Hel 1, 2, 4, 8); Bios 8¢ ou Puwrds
(which is also an oxymoron), dvdfios dvdéia, lows Ioov,
ddikd...adukmdfvar, dfeov, ddikov, dvopov, déwov déidoar (Pal.2l,
22, 23. 33, 36, 37). In Epitaphios we find 10 Séov év T4 Séovre,
vBpiaral els Tovs UPpiords..., épdrav...Epdos.

Paronomasia is the word-play which involves sound
assunilation between signifiers that are semantically related to each
other m various ways. In Pal for example G. plays with the
antonyms xpdrioros and xdkworos twice: In 2 (domep Su’ éxeiva

kodTigTos dv 7v dvip, obTw Sud TadrTa kdkigTos Gv elm) and in 14

(dvri To0 kpatiorou 1O kdxiorov). Another word-play G. seems to
enjoy 1s the one with cuvv-compound verbs denoting knowledge,
which are combined with similar compound verbs used of existence.
In Pal 11, we find rév ovvévrwy, ovveipr, &ivocde and later in 13
ovveore ydp pot, 810 oUviore Tabra. But playing with words
denoting knowtledge does not stop here. In 22, P. will contend that

‘if you know (el8ux), you do know (oiofla) because you saw (idwv),

' Dover’s (1997), p.153 comparison of the frequency of homoeoteleuton in G.
with other authors proves that “again, G. leads the field”.

21



or because...’. The unreliability of §ééa is later expressed as
follows: 8¢y moredoas dmorordre mpdypar (24)'. To these
examples we may add the ironical use of xawds in (26), used of
Adyos, probably alluding to xevds, that is ‘empty’, ‘meaningless’
(although these words were not homophones, as they are in modern
Greek) .

We may now pass to parechesis. G.’s play with sounds within
phrasesvor sentences is extremely complicated, undoubtedly the fruit
of meticulous composition. Apart from the repetition of a single
consonant known as alliteration (see Hel. 4 mAeioras...dvdpdv, with
the insisting /s/), he very regularly pursues assonance, that is the
repetition of combinations of vowels with consonants, arranged in
various manners (i.e. in some cases we find the same consonant
followed or preceded by the same consonant, in some others it is the
vowel that remains the same etc.). In Hel. 3 we read wepl 7s 8¢ &
Adyos, ouk ddmAov, oude dAlyors. 8fjdov ydp ds pmrpds pév Afdas,
with the combinations de — dél — ude — dél — léd. In Pal. we find
éAafov, é&Aafov Aafdv with elab — elath — lab (11) and
mapaddoovowy, podov riis mpodooias dvrididévres (21); a reversal of
the order of the phonemes is traced in dmofaddvra...dvaddBor Tis
(21). Other examples from Hel. would include mpoundia / mpofuuia
6 and opkpordrw oduart kal déavesrdrw Oeidrara épya dmoTelel
8. Lastly, a remarkable sentence full of assonance, is the one closing

the Epitaphios.

b. Symmerry
1. gnrithesis
Probably no other author in antiquity used symmetrical antithesis as

much as G. did;* it has been remarked that in some cases G.

! For more examples, see Schiappa 1999, p.90-1.
? Dover’s calculations (1997), p.151 reassure me in making this point (see his
Table 7.4). As he says “Gorgias’ use of symmertry is prodigious”.
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conjoins antithetical words or notions even in places where they are
useless (e.g. éxeivos pév 8ibovs, éyw 8¢ Aaufdvwv Pal. 9). This
may well be true but the frequency of contrasted items in his prose
is not simply the product of his general tendency for polished
symmetry. Closer reading of the techniques of reasoning employed
by him clearly shows that G. bases a good deal of his argumentation
on polarities. One cannot be far from truth if one concludes that the
distinctly antithetical form of his prose coincides with rhetorical
tactics that rely on antinomical syllogisms.

The most recurrent type of argument from antinomy is the one in
which G. proposes two possible options which contradict each
other, in which case he does very little to vary his diction. In Hel. 6
he repeats the antithetical pair xpeiooov / fogov three times, he then
picks up xpelooov once more In comparing the gods to men; another
example is found n Pal.2: wérepd pe xpn Sikailws dmofavelv 7 per’
dvelddv peyiorwv kal Ths aloylorns alrias Praiws dmofavelv 18
(an instance where he varnes his wording is Pal. 18 where he uses
BAdmrewy and xaxds émolouv; but the second alternative comes a few
lines later in the paragraph), so as the one member of the antithesis
to counterbalance the other both in form and content (uéugectal
re..pwpnrd 1; M Pal, obre ydp PBouAreis...eBovAdfny S, dAAd
xpipara pév..xrdaodar 15). The symmetrical construction of the
antitheses is even more emphasised by the coexistence of other
stylistic devices, such as the paromoiosis (fyeiofac / dyeobar, Heol
yap mpofupiav...dvlpwmivy wpounbia Hel 6, and émaywyol /
dmayawyol 10), complicated chiasms (rov tére...dpxmv T00 péAdovros
Hel. 5), questions and hypophora (see Pal. 9, 10,), isocolon, parison
and homoeoteleuton (e.g. rabra ydp mpovoroact wév duvard,
petavorjoact 8& dviara Pal34) and sound-plays which to a certain
degree are unavoidable due to the abundance of repetitions of the
same words.

There are very few paragraphs mn G.’s texts in which antithesis is

absent. With great care he opposes words to words, phrases to
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phrases, clauses to clauses. Some examples: in Hel
yevdopévous...rdAnfes 2, Beod...Bvnrod 3, daAxfis  (8ias
eveiav...émurirov Svvauww 4, 6 pév dpmdous...éduvorixmoey (With
the stressed antithesis between passive and active voice; cp. weioas -
dvaykdoas / metofeloa - dvaykaofeica 12), and 6 pév &dpace Sewvd,
7 8¢ émabe 7, Suvdorns péyas...opikpordTw odpart 8, Téxvy ypadels,
ovk aArfeia Aexfels 13, Avmelv / mobetv 18. In Paly oapas
emoTdpevos...q Soédlwv 3, ovUTe vap BouvAnfeis
eduvvdumy...éBovAdiny 5, "EXAmv BapBdpw 7, meicas 1 Biacduevos
(although for G. persuasion is violence) 14, el pév ovv elu.
oogos...etps 26, ovf’ Umo...dpyovary 32. It would be useless to bring
in examples from the Epitaphios, because almost every single line
of this text includes an antithesis.

It would be more interesting, however, to cite some recurrent
antitheses. G. opposes one to many three times (Hel. 4, 13; Pal.9),
and the word BdpBapos to "EAAv twice in Pal. (7 and 14): in both
cases the two words are juxtaposed. émorruy and eidds are opposed
to 86a in Pal. 3, 22, 24. It is also remarkable how G. plays with the
pronouns to distinguish the situation Palamedes is m from that of
the prosecutor (éyw / dueis, oé ye...éué).

The most frequent conjunction in his antitheses is the pév...8¢,
but 7 has a significant presence as well. A notable example of the
pév...8¢ conjunction is in Hel. 3: pnrpds pev Arndas, marpos 8¢ Tob
pév yevouévov Beol, Tob 8¢ Aeyopévou Bvmrol, av 6 uév Sua TO
elvar &8ofev, 6 8¢ Sua 10 $dvar MAéyxfn. For 7 In antithetical
constructions one may compare Pal.18: dAda 87 ¢ldous derelv 7
modeplovs BAdwrewv. It should be pointed out that 7 appears more
frequently in Pal., where disjunctive questions play a prevalent role

in the reasoning.
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2. svmmetrv in construction

Much attention has been paid to the absence of variation in the
diction and to the symmetry in sound; yet, an equally important
feature of G.’s prose is the symmetry in the construction of his
sentences. Words or phrases are very commonly arranged so as to
match other units of utterance with the same syntactical function,
and in this way there is a remarkable parallelism in the surface
stucture of his sentences. As In most cases, Symmetry in
construction coexists with acoustic similarities.

This phenomenon is so frequent that only some examples can be
presented here; for a better depiction of the phenomenon I intend to
reproduce longer units of utterance, such as the first paragraph of
Hel., Pal30 (mdpipov é& dmdpov...8watpefv) and Epitaphios
(papmipia 8e...miorer) (Key: A= article N=noun or pronoun, P-
participle, n= nominative, g=genitive etc; p=particle, p*=the same
particle as the previous one, Adj.= Adjective, Adv.=Adverb, c=
conjunction, c¢* as p*, Pr=preposition, V=verb, Inf=infinitive,
Part.=participle; when a participle functions as an Adjective I write
Adj.)

Helen 1: Nn Nd p Nn Nd p No Nd p* Nn Nd p* Nn Nd p* Nn
An p* Adjn. Ng Nn
NapcNac*Nac*Nac*Nac*Na
v
Aap Adja. Ng Nd Inf Ad p Adjd Na Inf.

Adjn pNn ¢ Nn
Inf c Aa Adja c Inf Aa Adja

Palamedes 30: Adja Pr Adjg
c
Adja Pr* Adjg
Na c Adja Part. Adja Pr. Na
Na c* Adja Na Ag Ng
Nac* NgNa
Na c Na Ng Adja Na
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NacNgNa
Na c* Adja c AdjaNa
Na c Ng Adja Na

Epitaphigs: NnpNgv AgNg
Ngp Nn Ngp Nn
c Na
c Adjg Ng
c Adjg Ng
c Adjg Ng
c Adjg Ng
Adjn Pr AaNa Ad Nd
Adjn p Pr Aa Na Ad Nd
Adjn p* Pr AaNa Ad Nd
Adjn p* Pr AaNa Ad Nd

- C) asyndeton
There is a remarkable disparity in the distribution of asynderon
between Hel. and Pal.; in the former, asyndeton is rare, whereas in
the latter one it is more regular. In Hel. there is just one example
which is worth mentioning, located in the last paragraph: déetiov @
Aoyw Svokleav yuvaikds, évéueva TG VO’{J.(p...l

In Pal there are numerous asyndeta with nouns, adjectives and
participles as in 3 marpida, Toxéas..., 13 mpoydvwy dperal, ypmudrwv
mAffos (notice the sequence: nN, nN, N, Nn, Nn, where n=noun
gen. and N=noun nom.), "EAAnv BapBdpous, eis @v moAlous 14,
SovAeiav dvri Baoideias, dvri Tol kpatiorou TO kdkiorov 14, the
remarkable g vépw, T OSixym..in 17, épavrov, 7Tokéas...19,
Tapapelfoavra...éorepnuévov...Sidyovra...amopplavra 20,

memounKoTL... mapadedwkére 21, the symmetrical <rév rpdmov>, Tov

! Schiappa (1999, p.89 n.5) observes that “the use of asyndeton at or near the end
of a speech can be found also in Isaeus (6.62, 9.37), Aiskhines (1.196, 2.182), and
Demosthenes (8.76, 21.226)”.
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rémov...wds eldes 22, dduvdrots, aloypols... 25, dfeov, dSixov... 36.
There are fewer asyndeta with verbs as in the climax
ouviNfopev...Expuda 11, and in the intense challenging at 22 éA6érw,
paviTw, paprupmodrw..., which is the second strong asyndeton in
the same paragraph.

In Epitaphios the asyndeton is employed in the accumulation of
the virtues of the dead and by employing it G. encourages a faster
reading of the text, which suggests that the dead did not lack any
possible praiseworthy virtue and that these virtues are in fact so
many that it is tiring even to enumerate them. This is further
stressed by the fact that the phrasing immediately preceding the
asyndeton is marked by the abundance of particles: xal Aéyewv xal
ouydv kal moielv...kal..yvouny <kal popmv>, TV pév...Tiv
§'...pév...8¢é...a00d8es mpos TO ocupgépov, eldpymTOoL TpROS TO
mpémov, TG ppovipw...0BpiaTal eis Tovs fpiords...0ewvol év Tols

SeLvols.

d) hyperbaton

There is no significant difference in the frequency of Ayperbaton in
Hel. and Pal. Apart from the separation of the article from a noun,
an adjective or a participle, which are common Ayperbata in Greek
language (at any rate ‘correct’ word order exists only in the teaching
of Greek composition), it is worth our attention that G. often uses
hyperbata in order to bring together two similar or antinomical
elements. So, in Tov ypdvov 8¢ @ Adyw Tov TéTe ViV Umepfds (Hel
S; is it a coincidence that bmepBds appears here?) the hvperbaron has
as a result the emphasis on the antithesis between ‘time past’ and
‘ime present’” and a chiasm as well (see also dmokrTelvar ydp
pe...padlws, where BouvAduevor and Suvroecfe 2; the words
expressing the cornerstones of his argumentation in this text are
brought together. ds dvdfios dvdfia 22, érav dvdpes dvdpa...34,
Tovs 8¢ mpurous Tav mpdrwv "EAdmvas ‘EAdjvev 37). An excellent

hyperbaton — to the extent that it can also be adduced as an
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argument against those who impute to G. that he sacrifices the
content for the sake of the form — is found in Hel. 15 ot xadewds
Scagevferar v ThHs Aeyopévns  yeyovévar dpaprias alriav. With
this wording G. can be assured that no one takes the charges against
Helen seriously. What I read as an hyperbaron (see note ad loc.) can
be found in the last line of the preserved passage from Epitaphios,
because I believe that the best possible reading of the text emerges if
we take 6 wdflos to govern ov lWvrwv. The fact that G.’s other
hyperbatra are not as long as this one should not prevent us from
reading this sentence in the way I do for two reasons: first, because
in Hel. 16 the verb is distanced from §rav that introduces the clause,
secondly because G.’s period normally consists in smaller clauses
and phrases, and thirdly because conclusions based on statistics are
not always safe: if a stylistic device appears once, it is 100% this

device.

e) hiatus

There is a great discrepancy in the distribution of hiatus between
Hel. and Pal.; according to my calculation there are 94(-*-3)1 n Hel.,
56 (+3) in Pal. and 19 (+1) in Epitaphios.” This discrepancy, along
with other stylistic features, has been used by Schmidt as an
argument3 for the later dating of Pal. I believe though that such an
argument 1s too shaky, and I would prefer to see in this discrepancy
a depiction of the different character of these two speeches. It is
possible that, as he intended his Pal to be a speech for oral
presentation before an imaginary courtroom, G. took care to

compose a smoother speech. It is for the same reason that there is a

"I exclude from my calculation Hel 12, because the text is too comupt; (+3)
means that there are three hiatses in places where the text is not weil preserved.

* One should note that Pal. is a considerably longer text than Hei., and this points
even more to G.’s carelessness to avoid hiatus in the larter. No conclusions can be
drawn from the Epitaphios, because in all likelihood it is fragmentarily preserved.
> Schmidt (1940 vol. iii), p.71. For a summary of views see Orsini 1956, 82-83, 87

n.1, and my discussion of the relation between the Troades and G.’s Hel. below.
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significant decrease in ‘poetic’ diction and an increase in more
dramatic expression (questions, apostrophes to the litigant and the

judges etc.) in this text.

f) Transition

Every reader of G.’s works will prima facie discern that the author
takes pains to signpost his passing from the one section of his
speeches to the otrher.1 This process, evident in both Hel. and Pal.,
attests the didactic nature of his prose, as it makes possible the
memorisation of how a speech should be structured. Instead of
learning general rules about the structure of a speech, G.’s students
were provided with ready-made expressions of general applicability.
As may be expected this applicability is more overt in Pal. than in
Hel., because of the markedly forensic character of the former. It is

to this text that we will turn our attention.

(1)*H pev karmyopla xal 7 dwodoyia kal 7 xplots ou mepl Bavdrou
yilyverac.

(4) mepl ToUTwr Aéywv 3¢ mifev dpfwpar

(5) 8ia Scooav vpiv émdeifw Tpémwyv: olTe ydp BouAndeis...

(6) émi robrov 8¢ Tov Adyov elut mpdrov...

(12) mdvrws dpa kal wdvry wdvra mpdrTely ddbvatov TV poc.

(13) oxéaofar xowdj kal Téde.

(21) 8m pév odv ovT’ dv <ébuvdumy PouvAdpevos odT’ v
Suvdpevos> éBouAduny...8ta T@v TpoeLpTuévay SédeLkTal.

(22) BovAopar 8¢ perd rabra wpos Tov kaTiyopov SarexBivac.

(27) mpos weév olv gé tabra (of general applicability as a transition is the
whole of 27)

(28) mpos & vpds & dvdpes kpiral Tepl €Lob...

(32) dAda ydap ovk épov €Epautov émaivelv: O O TaAPWY KALPOS

M 7 \ o 4 7 4
fvdykace, kal TalTa KaTyopoUpevov, TAvTws dmwoAoyroacac.

' See MacDowell (1982), pp.18-19, who rightly observes that this feature did not
originate with G., as “Herodotos too sometimes announces what he is going to

say, and later points out that he has said it”.
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(33) dowmov 8¢ mepi Ypdv mpds Suds éori por Adyos, Ov elmaw
mavgopar Ths dmoloylas.

’W7 v \ r 3 -~ ’ v 7
(37) elpmrar vd map’ éuol kat ravopat...ExeL Adyov.

g) Dicrion
1. Dialect
G. writes in Attic dialect, and his texts are among the oldest extant
examplés of Attic prose.' Before his time, prose was written in lonic
dialect, and Herodotos and the medical texts are the main exponents
of this prose. The reason why G. chose Attic for his teaching of
rhetoric and for the exhibition of his potential in public speaking is
eloquently explained by Dover: “[Athens] was the powerhouse of
oratory, the meeting place of philosophers, and that is why Zeno
(from Elea) and G. (an Ionic-speaker from Sicily) wrote in Attic™.
Apart from this obvious reason, G., as a vagabond professional
teacher of rhetoric must have had every reason to express himself in
the predominant dialect of the day, and this was undoubtedly the
Attic dialect.

But if the choice of Attic dialect by G. is relatively simple to

explain, the concomitant problems arising from this choice are

' We have no knowledge about Attic prose before G. (see Blass, 1887, p.55).
Finley (1939) has given strong arguments that favour the view that the style of the
speakers in Thucydides is the one that they used, and that he remained
independent of G.’s influence. In any case, almost nothing has survived from their
speeches, for the practce of publishing speeches originates with Antiphon.
Gagarin (1997, p.9) claims that Antiphon’s Terralogies are “perhaps the earliest
works of Attic prose”, but I am very reluctant to accept this both because we do
not possess the whole of G.’s works and most importantly because the extant ones
do not include any intemal evidence (the case of Aiskhylos’ Supplianis should
make scholars more cautious, when they draw conclusions about dates on the
basis of stylistic analysis). The informadon that he came to Athens in 427 does
not necessarily mean that nothing was written by him in Atic dialect before this
date (according to Gagarin 1997, p.4, Antphon wrote his first speech around
430), because if it is true that he amazed the assembly, we may infer that he was
at least fluent enough to make himself understood.

? Dover (1997), p.85.
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rather intriguing. We may, however, start from a less complicated
point. It is well known that G. came from Sicily, a place where
people did not speak the language spoken and written in Athens.
Was it then possible for him to produce such a polished prose? The
answer to this question is clearly yes. One should not confuse a
literary dialect with a local one; the Doric of Pindar is not the Doric
spoken in Sparta or elsewhere.'

We‘rnay now pass to the most puzzling problem concerning G.’s
decision to use the Attic dialect. We have already mentioned that the
language of prose before our Sophist’s time was the Ionic dialect,
and that the earliest datable speech composed in Attic prose is
placed around 430. However, there is little doubt that some Attic
prose was in use as well; people always wrote letters, and the
administration of the city included the issuing of decrees and laws.
But before the emergence of early rhetoric, the only literary genre
composed in the dialect which later became the language of science,
history, philosophy, and oratory was tragedy.” And it is perhaps to
this incomparably appealing literary genre that one should primarily
turn, if one wishes to locate the linguistic paradigm of G..

From a morphologic point of view, G. employs, as most of his
contemporaries do (mainly Antiphon and Thucydides) Ionic types,
such as -oo- (Hel.: xpeiaoov, fooov 4, 19, Swooai 10; Pal.: Suacdv 2,
5, 19, megoovs 30, racoduevov 32, Epitaphios dcood), but like other
current authors he is not conmsistent (Pal: mpdrrewv 6, 11, 13,
mpdrrwv 19, kpeirrovas 12). He uses 8dpoos (Hel. 14; po is the norm
in tragedy) and mvpoovs (Pal. 30), ouwkpordrw (Hel. 8, probably to
intensify the parechesis of /s/), reixéwv (instead of recxav, Pal. 12),
and he has &ivode instead of ovvode m Pal 11 (so common in

Thucydides), but he totally avoids eo- instead of elo-. It is not safe

! See Dover (1997), pp.83-4.
? Comedy as well; but the language of this genre is frequently colloquial and it
may have been of little use as a paradigm.
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to say that all the above mentioned words are Ionic forms,' because
as inscriptions show Attic dialect at the time of G. indifferently
includes both ~go- and —rr-. Furthermore, it is hardly possible to
artribute the preference to —oo- or — po- to echoes from poetry;” G.
taught rhetoric in more places than Athens, and probably he had
good reason to avoid forms that would mark his texts with the local

Attic idiom.’

2. Poetic diction

The choice of words by G. contributes significantly to the overall
result of his poetic style; but it should 'be made clear that the
investigation of poetic words in G. differs significantly from that in
other prose authors, because there is nothing to be compared to the
systematic embedding of poetical techniques attempted in his prose.
Where in other authors poetic vocabulary or other distinguishable
deviations from the linguistic norm can be isolated, in G. elements
from poetry haunt the entirety of his preserved texts. In other words,
‘poetic language’ as such ought to be taken to mean something
different from poetic style, for the former is only one among other
elements that contribute to the formation of the latter.

Such words as pdpos (in Helen 1 we find pdpov émbeivar, where
later orators would have probably written émiripdv), dixiy,
dméminoe, Swoods® (for which see my discussion on the dialect),
mpofArpara, Tokels, EykTnoLs, kaxdrys, xeipaldpevor, Avral in Hel.
and Pal., or edépynros and évémAcos in Epitaphios — to mention some

examples — are not very frequent in prose. But it is with great

! Schiappa (1999, p.102 1.17) too hastly concludes thar “his Attic was not
‘pure’”; bur is there such a thing as ‘pure’ Attic?

* Somerimes the presence of the one rather than the other alternative may be due
to sound-plays; this is confirmed by the use of wpdogovros (instead of wpdrrovros)
in Pal. 27. However, this explanation should be resmicted only in cases where the
context clearly shows that the writer attempts parechesis.

* See Dover (1997), p-83.

* See Diels 1884, p.367 n.2.

32



reluctance that we quote these words, because defining an isolated
word as poetic is in itself problematic. Poetic words become poetic
1n virtue of the context they are in or as a result of their combination
with other words. Things become even worse if we consider that our
knowledge of the language used by speakers that preceded G. does
not amount to much. Aristotle, for instance, implies that, in general,
early prose writers adopted a poetic style, because of its
acceptability,' and brings in G.’s name as an example. If the norm
was a style similar to that of G., then what is poetic for us (or for

ancient critics) was not poetic at all to the ear of his audience.?

3. compound words
G. was fond of compound words and Aristotle gives us two

examples (see fr.15): mrwyopovooxdAakas, émopkijoavras kal
kaTevopkrjoavras; N0 such long compound word can be traced in the
preserved texts, but numerous less ostentatious examples would
cconfirm Aristotle. In Hel. we find éudgwvos xal Spduyos 2,
PLiovikov-prroTipia 4, mepigofos, moAvdaxpus, Piromevfris 9,

mapoyouévav 11, éfeyorrevoav 14; in Pal. compound words are

! Schiappa maintains that, “Aristotle repeatedly calls Gorgias’ prose excessively
poetic”. But [ cannot find anything disparaging in the passages he refers to.
Especially in Rher.1404a 24-27, G.’s style is used as amn example, as Aristotle
takes care to make a clear distunction between what happened when G. composed
his prose, and the present situation (xai vdv). In addidon, the rowodrous suggests
the imitators of G.’s style, rather than the creators of it themselves (see Buchheim
(1989), p.206 and Skouteropoulos (1991), p.175)

* Perikles’ Epitaphios in Thucydides does not differ very much in style from a
piece of G.'s prose, and if Finley (1939) is comect in maintaining that the
historian remained uninfluenced by the manners of G.’s prose, the suggeston that
G.’s prose was not conswued as poetic is swengthened (see also MacDowell

(1982), p.17 and Gagarin (1997), p.25)-
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considerably fewer, and in any case they do not seem to be favoured
at the expense of simple words.'

It comes as no surprise that compound words provide G. with the
opportunity to embellish his speeches with more sound-plays. For
one can regularly find in his texts a juxtaposition of two compound
words with either the first or the second element changed. In Hel
one can trace the following instances: opdgawvos kai opduyos 2, o’
épwrds Te lovikov ¢udoripias Te dvixrdrov (motice that G. avoids
the re..xal conjunction to bring the ¢uro- words together); in Pal. 6
8¢ mapaddowv Tis...éyw G8é mola JSuvdper mapaiopar 14,
mapéfopar Tov mapoiydpevov flov 15, obveore ydp poi, 8td oUviaTe
rabra 15. In Epitaphios, admittedly not marked by compound
words, we find éugddrov “Apeos...évomAlov &pidos, dmobavévrwy o
mofos ov cuvaméfavey.

It is also interesting to mention some cases where G. uses the
above-mentioned technique to express or emphasise antithesis. So in
Hel. 8 one finds xal Admv ddeleiv xal xapdv évepydoacfar, in 10
émaywyol nmdovifs, dmaywyol Abmms 10; in Pal. 34 mpovorjgaoct peév

Svvard, peravorjoagt 3¢ dviata.
ii. The critics of Gorgias’ prose

a) Arstophanes. Plato and Xenophon

Unfortunately, all the critics who have something to say about G.’s
prose belong to later generations, and their criticisms are mostly
short comments made en passant, either in comparing the author
they discuss with G. or using him as an example of a certain stylistic

feature. It is also more than clear that a significant portion of these

' This probably reflects the different purpose of G.’s two preserved spesches;
Pal., as a paradeigma of forensic argument, tends to be closer to what would be

expected 10 be herd in a real courtroom (see also below my discussion of hiatus).
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criticisms are not independent assessments put forward by
individual authors: Aristotle’s influence is overt .|

The earliest author who has some words to say about G. is
Aristophanes; in both cases G.’s name appears along with that of
Philippos, presumably one of his students. In his Birds (1694ff.=

~Test.5a) he calls orators éyyAwrroydaoropes, that is people making
their living from what they produce with their tongue (a metonymy
for language), and in the Wasps (420=Test.5a) we are told that the
judges destroyed G.’s pupil Philippos. Yet, there is a passage in the
Frogs where it is possible that Aristophanes caricatures a feature of
G.’s style that we have already discussed, that is the formulas of
transition. In 907-908, Euripides says: xal piv épavrov pév ye, v
molnow oids elut, / év Ttolow voTdrols ¢pdow TobrTov O& mpdr’
€Aéyéw.... It is perhaps safe to assume that it is G. that Aristophanes
parodies here, and that the practice of explaining how one will
proceed to structure one’s speech must have been recognised as
typically Gorgian. For it cannot be a coincidence that Agathon’s
speech in Plato’s Symposium, deliberately designed to resemble G.’s
style (see below), starts with these words: éya 8¢ BovAopar mpdrov
peév elmelv ds xp7 pe elmelv, émeita elmetv. And it is certainly no
coincidence at all that we later find sentences like those in 196d
(mepl  pév  obv...elpnrar. wepl  Bé...leimerar...meiparéov 7
éAeimewv; for a pedestrian mimesis see Isokrates 10.8 mv pev odv
dpxmv 1ol Adyou moufaopar TV dpxTv TOG yévous avTs).

We then have to move to Plato and Xenophon, who once more
have not much to tell us about G.’s style. We have already pointed
out that Agathon’s speech should be construed as a parody of G.’s
style. This at least seems to be Plato’s explicit intention, voiced by

Sokrates when Agathon completes his speech (xai yap pe [opyiou

' Aristotle’s views on Sophistic rhetoric are distorted even by modern scholars;
Gagarin (1994) has shown that Kennedy (a foremost authority on ancient oratory),
by quoting Aristotle in a fragmentary manner, reaches the conclusion that the
Sophists relied solely upon probabilities {eixéra), and he thus makes the smdent

of Plato agree with his master’s thesis, as it is expressed in Phaidros 267a.
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6 Aéyos dvapiuvyoxev, dore drexvés to Too  ‘Oudpov
émemovly...198c). Another characteristic noted by Plato (Gorg.
449b9ff. and Phdr. 267a-b) is that G. (like Protagoras, see Protag.
334e, 335b) was able to make a speech as long or as short as he
wanted to. Dodds says that “Plato’s language seems to imply that
the cvvropla of Protagoras and G. was simply a laconic style,
‘purting a thing in the fewest possible words™”.! Apart from these
sporadic remarks, and some more parodying of G.’s style in the
Apology and the Menexenos, Plato has nothing more specific to say.
At any rate, Plato was not primarily concermned about how G. or
other orators spoke, but about the fact that rhetoric departed from
truth. When he is interested in making points about the style of
orators he uses his excellent rhetorical talent to mumic and thus
parody them,’ by using their own tools.

Xenophon does not have much to say; he simply puts in the
mouth of one of the interlocutors in his Symposium a phrase (uixpals
kUALSL  pukpa  émupexdlwor 2,26), which is Topytelowot  prjpaat
'expressed; this, we may infer, is probably because of the compound
verb émupexd{wor and the repetition of pucp-. The only value of this
short reference is probably that G.’s diction had become a synonym
of ¢ grandiloquent speaking’.

b) Anstotle

The first author who has more specific points to make is Anstotle,
who s anyway the first to attempt a systematic approach to rhetoric;
yet, as it is well known, Aristotle is not interested in individual
orators, and for this reason we should bear in mind that most of the
times G.’s writings are used by Aristotle as examples. We have
already said that it is in his Rheroric that he contends that G.’s style

is poetic (1404a24-27; see the discussion of poetic diction and n.20).

' Dodds (1959), p.195; in the same place in Phaidros Plato also says that through
the power of speech, G. along with Teisias, managed to make unimportant things
seem important, and also old issues seem new.

2 See North 1991, pp. 201-219.
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He elsewhere quotes G. to show how 10 yuypdv results from
compound words and metaphors (Rher. 1405b 38, 1418a34-6; see
notes on fr.15, 16), and that G. did not have any difficulty in
developing epideictic speeches, as he included a good deal of
material which was not directly related to them (see f£.17). He also
says (Rher. 1415b32-1416a3=fr.10) that the beginning of his praise
of the citizens of Elis is too abrupt, but again, this should not be
taken -as a hostile comment, because the quotation from the
beginning of this speech (it is thanks to Aristotle that we possess the
three first words of it) is used to show that rd 8¢ ro6
dmprryopixod...puceL 8¢ fkiora &xer [sc. mpooipca]. However, none
of these quotations comes from a preserved speech, and it is thus
mmpossible to know in what context they were actually placed by G.
But even the examples Aristotle cites do not always find their
stylistic parallels in the preserved texts. There is not an equally
clumsy metaphor, such as the one of fr.16, or such a dull word, as

mrwyopovookdiakas (fr.15).

c) Cicero
Cicero pays much attention to the symmetrical construction of G.’s
sentences; in the Orator 38 (ut crebro conferantur pugnantia
comparenturque contraria) he remarks that some people maintain
that symmetrical antithesis, along with parison and homoeoteleuton
were firstly used by Thrasymakhos and G. He later rightly suggests
that balanced clauses prompt rhythm (167), but he seems
inconsistent, for at 175 he attributes the invention of symmetry
solely to G.! Although he does not name G., it is clear that Cicero in
Orator 84 has him in mind when he maintains that the author of
‘plain’ style will avoid similar endings, symmetry etc.

We may now pass to the more general points that Cicero makes
about G.’s style; in Oraror 39, he refers to Plato’s Phaidros 266e,

where the word Aoyodacdddovs 1s used to stigmatise G,

! See aiso Diodoros XII 53,2 (=Test.4).
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Thrasymakhos and Theodoros. His exact words, by which he
finishes his list of AoyodaiSadoc runs as follows: Theodorum inde
Byzantium multosque alios quos Aoyodac8ddous appellat in Phaedro
Socrates. But if we turn to Phaidros 266e4 we find out that Plato
refers to tév ye BéAriorov Aoyodaidadov Buldvriov dvépa, and he
has not yet mentioned G.. It seems thus that Cicero generalises, so
as to prepare the transition to a comparison of these rhetoricians
with the mirabiles Herodotos and Thucydides. These orators, one of
whom is G. himself, satis arguta multa sed ut modo primumgque
nascentia minuta er versiculorum similia qaedam nimiumque
depicta (‘they show many clever phrases but these are like a new
and immature product, choppy, resembling verselets, and sometimes
over-ornamented’, Loeb translation). But not many critics, modemn
or ancient, would agree that Thucydides primarily, and Herodotos
probably, longissime tamen ipsi a talibus deliciis vel potius ineptiis
afuerunt. In 175-6, Cicero talks solely about G. and he there
provides us with a piece of information which we cannot confirm:
he says that G. overuses metaphor and embroideries that make the
speech more joyful (this is what festivitatibus must mean), as he
himself [sc. G.] calls them (et his festivitatibus — sic enim ipse
censet — insolentius abutitur). Unfortunately, Cicero — if what he
says 1s accurate — tantalises us here, as he does not give the Greek
word for festivitatibus. We may speculate, and only speculate, that
what he attributes to G. is perhaps associated with pleasure (répyis),
which, according to our Sophist, has a pivotal role in persuasion

(see Hel. 5, 13).

d) Poetic stvie and Gorgias as the edperns of stviistic of devices

Most of the critics of later antiquity who refer to G.’s style seem
to focus their attention on the poetical features and the use of
stylistic devices 1n his prose. As we have already seen, numerous

critics have been particularly ready to adopt Aristotle’s view that
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G.’s prose is poetic. Yet, it is perhaps more interesting that each one
of them gives different reasons to explain why this is so.

Philostratos (who came to Rome when Septimus Severus was
emperor), has more to say in the Bio. Zo¢eordv, at the beginning of
which emphasis is given to the Sophists, and particularly to G. (ses
Test. 1); he first compares him to Aiskhylos, because each of them
contributed significantly to his own individual art. After this general
point, Philostratos passes to more specific details; he says that G.
was the first to introduce unexpected expression (wapadobodoyias),
grandiloquence for important issues, dmoordoeis and mpooBoids, that
is abrupt pauses and passing to different subjects, and finally he
comes to poetic words, which aim at omamentation and grandeur.
Among these attributes, only a few can be confirmed by the extant
texts. No one would doubt that G.’s style is pompous and abrupt
(ancient critics would call it ‘austere’), but dmoordoers and
mpoofodal are certainly not the most typical features of his style. His
explanation of the function of poetic names does not present any
originality to be discussed (he merely says that they function as
embroideries and they add to the seriousness of the speech). Finally,
Epistle 73, probably by the same Philostratos, addressed to Julia
Domna, does not add much (see Test.35). Philostratos there
reiterates that G. employed dmoordoers and wpoofords, which
abound in Epic poetry.

A number of critics have derogatory points to make about the use
of stylistic devices in G.; the great critic of the Attic orators,
Dionysios of Halicarnassos, frequently mentions G. as a
representative of the pompous and grandiose style adopted by eariy
rhetoricians. Syrianus records Dionysios’ suggestion (Test.29) that
G., unlike Lysias, adopted the poetical style (éppnveiav) In prose,
because he thought that orators should differentiate their speech
from that of the average citizen. But if one considers the fact that
Lysias wrote forensic speeches for a great range of people, whereas

G. composed model-speeches which did not have to be in
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correspondence with the personality of any historical person, one
understands that Dionysios’ explanation is not satisfactory. In other
places Dionysios becomes more hostile; in Isaios 19.2 (=Test.32),
he contends that G. was less competent in his use of poetical style
and grandiloquence than Isokrates, because he lacked the self-
constraint that this style requires, and he also characterises G.’s
expression as ‘childish’ (raidapcddn).

In- addition, it would be interesting to observe that in Lys.3
Dionysios quotes a phrase that Sokrates (Pl. Phdr.238d) utters to
warn Phaidros that the rest of his speech about love will be
expressed ob wéppw SbvpduBwv Tw@v; with this quotation,
Dionysios becomes more specific: G.’s style is not only poetic, but
it also adheres to a genre whose style is manifestly high-flown.
Some features of this bombastic style are brought out in
Aristophanes’ Birds 1372-1409: it was characterised by a fondness
for rare, compound words which have a significant presence in G.’s
work (cp. Aristotle’s criticisms of G.’s style above).

Dionysios, like many ancient critics, readily names such stylistic
devices as parisosis, antithesis, paronomasia etc as Iopyleia
(‘Gorgian’), a blanket-term which is meant to cover the combined
use of these stylistic features; it was the excessive accumulation of
these devices in his prose that made G. appear as their ejpersis (cp.
for instance Dionysios Dem.25.23).

Hermogenes, an author of the imperial era, claims that rhetors
like G. were driven away (éxrpaymAilovae) by the tragedians, and by
poets like Pindar, who elaborate a rpaywdv style (meaning here a
pompous, majestic style, fr.5a). That he refers to G. is confirmed by
the fact that he cites as an example of guypdv style the phrase
dudiiyovs Tddous, yomas from the Epitaphios. His language is
particularly vitriolic, for he describes ‘sophists’ as dmoévdocs,
meaning ‘faked’, and he goes on to say that it is they whom we
should truly call éuynixovs yimas. Hermogenes also comments on

the disproportion of what G. and his students Meno and Polus say
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with the way they say it (Test.29). He stigmatises their use of
grandiloquent style for unimportant, common ideas, which is
especially apparent when they employ devices, and all or some of
the things that are embroidered, exaggerated, and finally pompous.
There is little doubt that Hermogenes is one among the most hostile
critics of G.

Diodoros of Sicily is the author who informs us that that G.
armived in Athens in 427. He attributes to him the invention of
rhetoﬁc devices, and he claims that G. amazed the Athenians, who
were anyway taken in by nice words. He then specifies the stylistic
devices that G. was the first to use: antithesis, parisa,
homoeoteleuton; this information is, of course, inaccurate because
we know that these features had a long history before 427, since
they were developed by the Presocratics and the poets. It is perhaps
more interesting to observe that Diodoros explains the plausibility
of these devices on the basis of the difference in individual taste
when G. used them from the taste of his contemporaries.

Athanasios Alexandrinos, in his Prolegomena on Hermogenes’
Ilepi Zrdoewv (see fr.5a) refers to Thrasymakhos’ and G.’s students,
who used parison without any restraint, but he also says that G.
himself was unwise in employing it (xougdraros), and he then
ridicules him for using the well-known metaphor of y6mas as ‘living
tombs’. It is the same metaphor that irritated the author of [Tepi
"Ygous as well. Yet, no matter how silly this metaphor may have
appeared to critics, it proved to be an influential one (see comments
on Epitaphios).

Another important critic of antiquity is Demetrios (the date of his
work is unknown to us); the points he makes about G. concern
primarily the period of his prose. Demetrios (1.12) calls G.’s, like
[sokrates’ and Alkidamas’ épumveia (his word for ‘style’)
xareoTpapuévn, with tightly connected shorter periods, to which he
opposes épumveia Scypmuévy (that is periods loosely comnected to

each other). He later contends (I.15) that a good spesch should be a
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mixture of both these two styles, because if it consists merely in
dense periods, ‘the audience cannot keep their heads on their
shoulders, as if they are drunk, and they suffer from headaches
(vavTi@or) because of the oddity of what they héar, and they
sometimes shout the end of a period because they knmow it in
advance’. The last disclaimer must primarily concern symmetrical
constructions, because, as we have already mentioned, G. does very
little in them to vary his diction. There is one more word that
Demetrios has to say about G., and this is that his (along with

Isokrates’) symmetrical «@dAa expressing antithesis contribute to

‘highness of expression’ (peyainyopia).
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version of the myth followed by G.,' Palamedes was falsely accused
by Odysseus that he betrayed Greece to the Trojans. In order to
support this accusation, he forged a letter ostensibly sent by Priam
to Palamedes and placed it in the tents of the latter along with a
quantity of gold. When Odysseus ‘found’ the gold and the letter, he
accused Palamedes of treason, and after a trial heard by the Greek
leaders the wise hero was condemned to death. G. divides his
defence into two major parts: a) if I had wanted to betray the Greeks
to the barbarians I would not have been able to do so (6-12), and b)
if I had been able to do it I would not have wanted to do it (13-21).2
The development of the argumentation in both parts makes abundant
use of probabilities: in the first part, Palamedes proves that all the
necessary stages for the preparation of the betrayal (communication
with Priam, a pledge, the transfer of money etc.) were all
impossible. His argumentation proceeds by conceding each step: in
order to betray Greece [ had to do A which was impossible; but even
if A had been possible B would have been necessary; but B was
impossible; even if B had been possible, and so on.’ This first part
s, basically, a presentation of probabilities which are proved to be
mnvalid, due to practical reasons. In the second part, probabilities are
employed in relation to motives. It is an exhaustive examination of
possible reasons for which one might have been tempted to commit
the crime of treason (money, power, helping friends etc.); each one
of these motives is dealt with separately and much of the
persuasiveness lies both in the conformity of the hero with generally
accepted moral standards and in the detailed discussion of

practically every possible motive.

' For the myth of Palamedes see Introducton.

* Note that when probability arguments are employed, hypothetcal clauses are
very likely to appear; an eixds must have as its starting point a hypothesis, which
is either confirmed or rejected; in Pal., the two hypotheses are rejected, whereas
in Hel. the validity of the four hypothetical reasons for which Helen deserted her
home is confirmed (see also Anastassiou 1982, p.244).

* See below, ‘the Russian doll’ argumentation.
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The Encomium of Helen is not marked by the use of
probabilities; the mythological version adopted here is the Homeric
one, according to which Helen did travel to Troy with Paris (cp. 5
émpafev & éEmpafev); what is questioned in this speech is the
responsibility of Helen.' The invention of the reasons which made it
possible for Helen to travel to Troy is the only trace of probabilities
in this speech (cp. 6 rds airias, 8¢’ ds elxds Tv yevéobar tov +Hs
"EXévms els mv Tpolav oréiov). These reasons are the following: a)
the wish of the gods, b) natural violence, c) speech-persuasion, and
d) love. Each reason is dealt with separately (as are the motives in
Pal),? and they are not mutually exclusive. At any rate, Helen is
mnocent; but her innocence, in this case, does not mean that she did
not desert her husband, or that she did not travel to Troy with
another man: it means lack of personal responsibility.

The absence of probability-arguments in He!., and the ample use
of them in Pal. is a first indication that G. did not actually prefer
probabilities to truth, and that the use of this type of argumentation

'is not a matter of choice, but a matter of necessity.3 In the case of

! Cole 1991, p.76 claims that He/. “is an illustration of what later rhetoricians (for
example, Quint. 7.41) would call the status qualitativus”, whereas “Palamedes’
defense...provides a model for the status coniecturalis — the type of argument
concerned with determining what actually occurred (cf. Cicero, De inv. 1.8.10)”.
Gagarin 1997, p.122 saw both in G.’s Hel. and Pal. and in Antiphon’s Terralogres
“a foreshadowing of szasis-theory in Aristotle (Rher. 1.13.9-10, 1373b38-74al7),
who distinguishes cases where the facts are in dispute from those where the facts
are admitted but the defendant denies there is a crime”. At any rate, G. is aware of
the fact that the two cases differ to this respect, and this awareness is depicted in
both texts: Hel. éyer 8& BovAopar...dpafiias 2, mpoffigopar rds aivias, dc’ ds eixds
T yevéobar tov tis "EAévrs els Tpoiav ardlov 5, and Pal o0vdé oid’ mws dv
eldein Tis Ov 1O 7 yevéuevov 3.

* See below, ‘apagogic’ argumentation.

* Gagarin 1994, p.54 rightly observes that Helen's “case seems well suited for
giving probability a higher value than truth, since many different versions of
Helen’s actions existed...in which she did not go to Troy”, and concludes “G. has
no reason to resort to probability arguments, since the basic facts are known and

accepted”, though it is not certain if Euripides’ Helen (included by Gagarin in
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Pal., G. undertakes the defence of a man accused falsely. At the
very beginning of the speech (4), he has Palamedes claim that he is
in a situation of dmopla (although he is wdpipos par excellence 25,
and indeed the hero who made human life mdpipov €§ dwépov 30)
due to éxkmAnéis created by groundless accusation. The only thing
Palamedes can do is trust ‘truth’ (dA#feia), and ‘compulsion’
(avdyxm), which (or who) are dangerous rather than resourceful
teachers (8cSaoxdAwv émixvduvorépwy 7 mopwrépwr). Why 1s truth
a dangerous teacher? Because in his case, the truth is that he has not
committed the crime which he is accused of — a disclaimer which
admittedly is not of much convincing ‘value — especially in the
absence of witnesses. G. certainly knows that judges are not
persuaded by mere statements of innocence, which entails that an
approxmmation of truth through arguments should be employed
instead. This is exactly what probabilities serve for. In the case of
Hel., the defence does not refute the facts; G., neglecting the moral
of Stesichoros’ suffering, seems confident enough to adopt the
Homeric version of the myth: Helen did go to Troy. By doing so, he
does not need probabilities. What is at stake in Hel. is the removal
of her infamy on the grounds of reasonable excuses; the notorious
trouble-maker has been the victim of uncontrolled powers.

It seems thus that probabilities appear when facts are disputed
and that they are more of a necessity than mere choice; but even in
the discussion of factual reality, G. does not always prefer
probabilities. He must have realised that other means of persuasion
are sometimes equally effective and convenient. In Hel. 13, he
claims that a speech written with skill (réxvy) persuades an audience
without necessarily telling the truth. The form of a speech is there
considered as a determinant factor of persuasiveness; if the admirers

of truth may now feel ready to argue that this is a further proof of

these versions) existed before G.’s Hel The dates of both Pal and Hel are
uncertain; for some conjectures see QOrsini 1936, p.82-88 with summary, and

Inroducdon.
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the (conscious) sacrifice of real facts for the sake of persuasion,
there is the counter-argument that in cases like the one of
Palamedes, the truth is that he is an innocent person, who has the
serious task of defending his own honour and life. Who, in other
words, would today accuse an advocate defending a victim of
conspiracy on the grounds of his / her eloquence, especially in a
case where the evidence 1s lacking?

Another vehicle of persuasion is, of course, direct evidence given
by witnesses. In Pal. 22, the defendant holds that an accusation is
stronger when it is accompanied by witnesses (morérepov ydp
obtws 6 xarqyépmpa paprupmféy).! In the following paragraph (23)
the hero addresses Odysseus with the follovﬁng words:

dAAd ool pév odk Tv oldv <re> pdvov pdprupas dAAd  kal

4 € -~ b \ 3 3 z e -~ e /
YevdoudpTupas elpely, éuol 8¢ oudérepov elpelv ToUuTwv SuvaTdy.

The point is that Palamedes, being innocent, could not find any
witnesses of a crime which has never been committed; but
Odysseus, on the contrary, was able to present both witnesses — in
case Palamedes has committed the crime — and falsewitnesses” — as,
of course, he has not committed the crime. The reference to
witnesses, that is to say people with personal knowledge, shows that

G. was aware of and able to use means which normally furnish

direct evidence. This point becomes more interesting, when G.

' The false accusation of Odysseus is implied in Pal. 7, where the defendant, for
the argument’s sake, concedes the possibility of communication with Priam.
which entails that an interpreter should have been used. If this had occurred. the
later would have been a wimess of the transaction. The failure of the opponent to
provide wimesses or to accept evidence by means of Adeaves (cp. Pal 11) is a
topos; see Antiphon 1.6.13, 23 and 29-30. Most recently Plant 1999, p.66-67, 71.

* For pevdopaprupia see for example Antphon 2.4.7, Andokides 1.7, Lysias 19. 4.
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attempts to transform Odysseus from an accuser into a witness or
even an accomplice (22):

€l pév ydp eldds, olofa (Sav 7 peréywv 7 Tob <peréyovros>
mufdpevos. el pév ovv 8dv, dpdoov Tovrols <Tov TpdmOV>, TV
TéTrOV, TOV Xpdvov, TWOTE, Wol, waks eldest el dé peréywv, €voyos els
tals avrals al+ias...

To sum up, although probabilities are an important vehicle of
argumentation, G. does not value them ahead of truth; elxdra are
necessafy in cases where real facts are disputed and where evidence
is lacking.! Pleasure invoked in the audience by a skilled speech is
also regarded by G. as a factor which pléys an important role 1n its
persuasiveness, so that a good rhetor should take this parameter into
account. Lastly, it is clear that direct evidence presented by
witmesses is known to G., and, what is more, he seems to be aware
of the function of this type of evidence, so that he can argue by

using it.

b) Argument from antinomy

This pattern of argumentation (Aristotle describes it as rdmos éx Tav
évavriwv) 1s founded on the location of antinomic or contradictory
properties attributed to one and the same entity.” It occurs both in
On not Being (ONB), where it is used for the refutation of
philosophical arguments and in Pal., where it is integrated in the
characterisation of the opponent.

In ONB G. puts forward three major theses: a) nothing is, b) if it is
it 1s unknowable, and c) if it is and it is knowable it cannot be
communicated to others. A problem which has tantalised scholars 1s
what exactly this ‘it’ refers to. Some scholars have said that it is the

phenomenal world in general and some others that it is the

1 : - , . . o o

Cp. Arist. Rher. 1376al7ff.: morduara 8& mepi paprvpiov pdpoTupas pév un
&xovTi. 6Tt éx Tdv elxéTwy Sel Kkpiveiv...xal ot oux &omwv éfamarioar T4 elkéTR
émi apyvpiw, kai 5Tt ovy dAiokerar TG elxéTa YeudouapTupLdv.

* See Lloyd 1971, p.121 and Mansfeld 1990, p. 99-102
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fundamental entities of the philosophers, abstract notions expressed
by the term dvra.

In the second part supporting the first major thesis (namely,
‘nothing is’), G., as the Anonymous author of De Melisso
Xenophane Gorgia (MXG) informs us, collected contradictory
properties (rdvavria 979al5) attributed by philosophers to dvra;
these contradictory properties, according to Anonymous, were
discussed by G. after the ‘original proof (pera v [Scov adrod
dwédersiy 979a24), in which he sought to show that ‘it is not either
for bemg or for not-being’. In the version given by the author of
MXG these properties are discussed in 979b620-980a9, were we learn
that ‘if anything is’ (e 8¢ &orw), it must be either generated or
ungenerated, one or many, in motion or at rest.' Each member of
these pairs is proved impossible (with syllogisms which partly
derive from axioms of the philosophers themselves), and from that it
is inferred that ‘being is not’.

In Pal. 25-26, the hero addresses the litigant; it is interesting that
he does not attack Odysseus on the grounds of personal
characterisation (27, although numerous adjectives may have been

used against Odysseus).” The characterisation of the adversary is

! The list of properties attributed to jvra by philosophers is fuller in MXG979b20-
980a9, for Sextus does not include the pair in motion / at rest. This pair is absent
in the ‘doxographical’ summary in MXG979al4-18, but it is traced in
XenMem.1.1.14. (Mansfeld 1990, 246-247 investgates the historiography of
philosophy as a Sophistic activity and he shows how later doxographical accounts
depend on it. G.’s ONB does not merely intend to record earlier ideas out of
historical interest, but it clearly seeks to refute them on the basis of ‘logical’
antnomues.

* Cole 1991, p.73 classifies the lack of éthos as one among other characteristics of
late fifth-cenmury rhetoric: “the absence of any attempt to give érhos to what is
said by making it suggest the character of the person or class of person who is
saying it...points to the demands of the practce and demonswaton text” (p.79).
There is no doubt, I think, that G.’s Hel. and Pal are intended for practcal
didactc purposes, and a need for general applicabiliry is also discernible; but this
is rather different from saying that éthos is totally absent. In his self-
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built on two separate arguments: in the first one Palamedes explains
“that Odysseus rests his accusation upon belief (8é£a), which is
defined as an dmorérarov mpdypa; serious accusations, we are told,

should be based on firn knowledge.! The second part of the

characterisation, Palamedes lists his inventions, which are presented as a great
benefacton to the Greeks and humanity in general (30). These are very umique
virtues peculiar to this specific hero, and it is impossible to think of any of G.'s
students- who might have been in a posidon to claim that he was the inventor of
letters. It is now true, that much of the seif-characterisation of Palamedes makes
use of standard moral values (29-32): he has never besn accused of anything
before (29; notice that AacSopia, an inaccurate accusation, odk Exougav Eleyyov, is
imputed to the opponent); he does not cause paiﬁ to the elderly, he helps the
young, he does not envy prosperous people, he sympathizes with those who
suffer...(32): in short, Palamedes is in absolute conformity with moral standards
and G. is thus teaching prospectve rhetoricians how to use the stock of
conventional morality. This does not, I am inclined to believe, imply the absence
of éthos; it implies a twofold function of the self-characterisation: a) to present an
impeccable Palamedes for the purposes of The Defence of Palamedes, that is a
Palamedes whose profile does not deviate from the mythical account, and b) to
offer a paradigm of general applicability. If my reading is correct, then Cole’s
suggestion seems to be an unjustified generalisation (I acknowledge, of course,
that Cole examines a greater range of texts; my point is simply that G. is not
among those who neglect éthos).

! G.’s texts have regularly been interpreted under the light of a distinction
between ‘knowledge’ and ‘belief’; the most eloquent representative of this line of
Inquiry has been Kerferd 1981, pp.81-82, who claims that “it is possible to discern
a common conceptual model...on the one hand is the real world, labelled muth or
that which is true. The cognition of this real world is knowledge. But the
commonest cognitive state is opinion, not knowiedge, and logos...operates upon
opinion”. Long 1982, p.240, has rightly explained that “this is an unjustfied
systematisation of Gorgias’ principal preserved writings” (see also Schiappa
1999, pp.125-126). The artificiality of this disuncton cannot be shown here; it
will suffice to say that it appears only in Pal 3 and 24, in a context which does
not allow for generalisations. Hel. 11 bas also been taken to depict the prevalence
of knowledge, but knowledge is not mentoned there at all. It is simply said that
‘belief” (86£a) is slippery (see MacDowell 1982, note ad /oc.). I consider that this
systematisation is partly the concomitant of considering ONB as a treatise in
which G.’s own theoretical credo is embedded and explicidy put forward

However, this text is (and probably was intended to be) open to different readings;

51



apostrophe to the opponent makes use of an argument from
antinomy; what is at issue here is the unreliability of a litigant who
in referring to a person, attributes to this very person contradictory
propertes.

In this context, Palamedes refers to the speech of accusation in
which Odysseus had allegedly claimed that the defendant is both
wise and mad: wise in respect to his resourcefulness, mad in respect

to the fact that he betrayed the Greeks (25):

Al - A 2 7,
kaTyopraas 8é pov Sid tav elpmuévev Adywv Svo Ta évavTidrara,
7 \ ’ ” Y 7 A b4 b v v
coplav kal paviav, domep ovy oldv Te Tov avTov dvfpwmov éxerv.

j<d \ 4 A e 4 \ A \ e

6mov pév ydp pe o5 elvar Texvrevtd Te xal Sewdv kal mopiuov,
-~ 1 M e 7

ooglav pouv karryopels, Smou 8¢ Aéyeis ws mpoudidouvv T ‘EAAdda,

paviav...

What we have here is a game of chess played by a single player: G,
in defending Palamedes, has the privilege of answering accusations
made by himself, while’ it should be noticed that these accusations
could reasonably have been put forward by one who might have
wished to capitalise on the overwhelming potential of this hero; if
Palamedes is so resourceful, then he has probably used his
resourcefulness for malicious purposes. The argument from
antinomy, though more simple here than in ONB, is obvious; the
‘two totally contradictory properties’ (§vo Td évavridrara)
ostensibly ascribed to Palamedes by Odysseus make the latter’s
accusation contradictory itself, from which it is logically inferred

far from purtting forward new theories, it questions the validity of established
ones. If the message of ONB is that philosophical systems claiming absolute
approaches to truth are refutable, as I think it is, then it may tum out to be the
worst source of informaton for G.’s own premises, if they existed at all. In my
view, ONB should be read as a criticism on the process of philosophical
reasoning, as a scrutiny of philosophical discourse. The fragility of philosophical

reasoning recurs in Hel. 13 as well.
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that his accusation is unreliable (w@s yp7 dvépl TowobTe mioTeveLy,
GoTis TOV alTov Adyov Aéywv mwpos Tovs avTous dvdpas wepl TOV
aTdv T@ évavridrara Aéyer; note the avrtés / évavridrara
antithesis). The defendant concludes that Odysseus is a liar (8.’
apgoTepa av elns Yevdrs 26), by using the same argument. He asks
him if he deems wise men as @pdvipor or dvdnroe; if wise men are
dvémroc, Odysseus’ claim is a flagrantly untrue novelity. If they are
ppovipor they do mot prefer sufferings to goods they already
possess.' The conclusion is: ei pev ovv elpL gogos, ouy mpapTov: el
8’ 7paprov, ov codds eluc; in either case Odysseus’ accusations are
proved to be false, the opponent is a liar. -

Logical argumentation is thus in G.’s hands a means of bringing
out the érhos of the opponent; instead of a personal attack, we are
provided with an analysis of the logical contradictions resulting
from the opponent’s charges. Two points should be made: a) the
clarity with which this pattern of argumentation is presented serves
as an example of G.’s teaching practices and the need for general
applicability; having this example in mind, students of rhetoric can
easily argue from antinomy. b) the éthos of the opponent (not that of
the defendant) is not presented on the basis of personal attack; if one
is reluctantly tempted to indulge in a discussion of the morality of
Gorgian rhetoric by comparing the method of attack employed by G.
with that used by fourth-century orators (say by Aiskhines in
Against Timarkhos), where even false evidence is used against the
personalities of the opponents?, then we may conclude that G. was

almost naive.

c) Theorisation and examples

This pattern is related to reasoning involving speculation, which is

not directly relevant to the theses defended. Criticism has focused

" In the theory of rhetoric this type of argument is called dillema.
? On inaccurate personal artack, see Halliweil 1991, pp.292-294, Harding 1994,
pp.196-221.
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mainly on the discussion of Aéyos by G. in Hel. 8-14; this part of the
speech includes one of the earlier approaches to the function of
speech and persuasion (weifd), especially in connection to its impact
on the human soul: poetry, incantations, the perception of speech by
audiences, persuasive speech are all employed to exemplify the
omnipotence of Adyos. However, it is critical to bear in mind that G.
does not support his argumentation by the means of theoretical
discourse solely in this part of Hel. The final reason, namely love, is
from the very beginning of its analysis linked to dyns (‘vision’), and
what follows is a theoretical evaluation of the function of this sense
1n relation with the emotional world.

The impact of Adyos upon the the emotional world of men has
been admirably examined by Segal;' what I intend to do is to show
a) the ways in which the combination of theoretical generalisation
with the use of examples contributes to the argumentation in Hel.
and b) that the separate arguments included in the discussion of
Adyos and love are underlined by a common pattern of analysis.

In &, Adyos 1s defined as a great ruler with extreme powers (Adyos
Suvdorns péyas éoriv); the realm of His activity is chiefly the
emotional world of men. In order to demonstrate the impact of Adyos
upon our emotions G. brings in two examples corresponding to two
different kinds of Adyoc: poetry, defined as Adyov éxovra pérpov (9),
and incantations, évfeor Sca Adywv émwdail (10). Poetry awakens
within the souls of audiences emotions for the sufferings of others
(that is, with the ‘suspension of disbelief’ audiences partake in the
reality of the literary event), and incantations — by means of magical

charming (yonreias xal payelas) — make the soul act independently

! Segal 1962, p.99-155; according to this scholar Hel. appeals more to the
emotional aspect of persuasion, whereas Pal. makes use of logical reasoning. This
distincton is somewhat elusive, because the rarionalistic approach 10 Adyos is one
thing, and the impact of Adyos upon the emotional world izself quite another (see
Anastassiou 1982, pp.246-247).
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of its own will. In both examples, speech enters the soul physically,

and the schema applied is common in both cases:

poetry —> soul — emotions

Incantations — soul — enchantment

Both poetical and verbal incantations (8ca Adywv) enter the soul
(elofiAbe, quyyryvopévn) and they affect it.!

The same pattern recurs in the analysis of love (15-19); the
logical discussion of a notoriously irrational emotion® is
foreshadowed from the very beginning: G. links épws t0 dyis and he
remarks that ‘the objects of our sight do not have the nature that we
want them to have, but the one they happen to have’ (15). The
problem, now, seems to be that ‘soul is moulded by vision’ (5. 8¢
Ths Oews B Yuyn kdv Tols Tpémors TumolTai). An example which
supports this thesis is brought in:* when soldiers face the weapon of
the enemies, their soul is in panic, so that they fly without
considering the detrimental consequences of their action (16). The
function of &yus is based on the same pattern of analysis already
employed in the context of Adyos-arguments:
vision — soul — flight (roAéuia odpara...—> érdpafe ™y Yuyiv —

7 b 7
petyovoy éxmAayévres).

! Mourelatos 1982, pp.229-230 rightly maintains that the discussion of logos in
Hel. is basically behavioural, but he fails to observe that the same holds for the
discussion of vision as well.

* This is explicitly acknowledged by G. (ei 8’ éoriv dvlpdmivoy véomua xai
duxfis dyvénua, oby ds dudprmua pepmréov dAA’ ws arvympa voptoréov 19); the
superiority of love because of its divine nature (55 el uév feds fedv felfav Suvauy
<Exav>19) is not the comerstone of G.’s reasoning (it is mentioned in passing),
and it is worth noticing that it is rationalised in the way that divine powers are
ratonalized in 6.

* The examples adduced in 13-19 correspond to a distncdon between negative
(16, 17, mainly fear) and positve (18, mainly pleasure invoked by paintng and

sculpture) emotions.
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Vision is again presented as coming physically (éAfofoa 16) into
the soul, which is ‘moulded’ (rvmofrar 15; notice also that the
images of vision seen in the past are ‘engraved’, évéypagev 17).

The generalisation about the function of vision is completed
with a reference to emotions aroused by fine arts (19). It is assumed
that the function of painting and sculpture is to provide vision with
pleasant images, and, what is more, from the products of art wéfos
and épwg can be generated. If one can possibly fall in love with a
statue (the example of Pygmalion is telling), then Helen’s falling in
love with statuesque Paris is perfectly comprehensible.

It has been made clear, I hope, that the reasoning in the
discussion of both Adyos and love develops with a good deal of
theorisation, which in some respects follows a common pattern of
analysis concerning the relation of the stimuli to the emotions that
they invoke in the soul. But what is the value of this pattern in
association with the development of the reasoning for the case of

- Helen?

The answer is partly given by the text itself: at 12, Helen' is
called a victim of persuasion, and at 19 we are told that we should
not consider Helen’s falling in love with Paris as a strange thing,
simply because her eye (sic) happened to see his body. G. then uses
theorisation because he relies on analogies: if Adyos is omnipotent,
as it is shown that it is, in what manner could Helen escape his
power? If objects of vision contaminate our souls, as it is shown that
they do, how then could Helen’s soul avoid contamination by the
statuesque body of Paris? In the theoretical pattern of reasoning, the
person defended is just another example that confirms the theory. In

addition, theorisation has the virtue of explaining, giving logical

''In spite of the texmal problems the meaning is clear; G. is clearly wying 10
present Helen as a victim of persuasion. That he intends us to consmue Helen as
another example confirming the view that persuasion is as effectve as violence

and necessity is brought out by the wording itself (xai 7w " EAévry).
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meaning to things otherwise self-evident. Everyone has perhaps
fallen in love; G. is there to show (in his own way) why and sow this
occurs. From an excuse love is elevated to a very important reason.
In conclusion, the discussion of Adyos in Hel 8-14, however
interesting implications for the history of criticism in antiquity it
may have, is intended as a separate argument of equa/ significance;
theorisation is used botk in the examination of logos and in that of
love-vision, where examples play an important role. The value of
this péttem lies in that, by generalising, it is analogously applicable
to individual cases (in this case, Helen). We also have to assume,
that much of the persuasiveness of theorisation through examples
may have been the product of éxmAnéis experienced by audiences
(or readers) resulting from the impressive ability of the rhetor to
apply elaborate ‘knowledge’ to demanding intellectual issues. There
Is one more question: if Adyos is able to deceive, why should we
become the victims of the person who has just shown that Adyos
deceives? This is a matter of a second-order reading of Hel., and
should be left open.' Personal answers are, of course, always

available.

d) Apagogic and the ‘Russian doll’ argcumentation
[ include these two types in my classification reluctantly, for they

concern formal schemata of reasoning. However, I hope that the
investigation of their role in G.’s reasoning will be compensating.
Apagogic reasoning is employed both in Hel and in the
discussion of motives in Pal.; in the former, each reason is dealt
with separately, and none of them results from or presupposes the

preceding one.? This is brought out from the text itself, because the

! For the role of dmdry in G., ses Verdenius 1981, pp.116-128; although
Verdenius’ study is learned and sdll up-to-date, in my view the phrase ‘dociine
of deception’ clearly overstates our evidence.

* However, Porter 1993, p.275, is certainly right in holding the view that “if G. is
trying to keep his airiai apart, he is trying no less hard to make that task next to
impossible”.
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transition from each reason to the following one is clearly marked (3
yap...6 el 8¢ Pla...7, el 3é Adéyos 6 meioas...8 xal Gt pév, el
Aoyw...15, my 8¢ rerdpry airiav TG rerdpre Adyw Scéferus 15).
G. invents four reasons, each one of which is intended to show the
same thing: Helen is not responsible. The same process is traced in
Pal. 13-21. G. distinguishes between two types of motives (19):
people commit crimes either in pursuit of a gain or in avoidance of a
loss (77 xépdos Tv periovres 7 [nuiav ¢evyovres) et tertium non
datur. All the motives presented fall within those two categories; the
arguments put forward show that if the defendant had commuitted the
crime of treason, he would have had the opposite results. The
apagogic reduction both in Hel and in Pal. is used because each
independent argument is meant to be perceived as being as strong as
the rest of them. In other words, G. is not compelled to present each
step in any particular order, because in these cases his material does
not impose upon him such a process.

On the contrary, the first major division of Pal. (6-12) proceeds
with the ‘Russian doll’ schema, which I take it to be an indication of
G.’s awareness that motives and actions corroborate the
argumentation in a different manner. As each new smaller doll is
brought out from a ‘Russian doll’, in the same manner each stage in
the discussion of the actions preparing an alleged betrayal is
presented as logically following the preceding one'. The more the
arguments represent a logical string of acts, the more the
argumentation is benefited; this is why the first argument deals with
what should have normally been the starting point of a betrayal (6):

' In Long’s words (1982), p.235 “the sequence of claims is assumed to be
exhaustive, leaving the oppoment no perch for any reply”, and further (237) he
points out that the elimination of the defendant’s opportunities “amount t0...a

reconstruction of the alleged treachery from its beginning to its end”.
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&et ydp Twa mpdrtov dpxiv yevéofar s mpodooias, 7§ 8¢ doxM
Adyos Qv elm mwpd yap TEV ped\dvrav Epywv dvdykn Adyous

ylyveolar mpérepov...

That each argument concedes the preceding one is indicated by the
introductory phrase of each new argument: dAMd 87 TobTo 76 Adyw
Suvarév yevéafac...7, dAXG 87 kai TobTo yevéobw, xaimep ob
yevépevov...8, $rioer Tis...9, kal 87 Tolvuv yevéolw kai Ta 1z
yevé@éva...ll etc. It is also worth our attention that the second major
division is actually introduced by conceding the first one: ‘if it were
by all means possible (e pédora wdvrwy éduvdumy), for what
reason would I have wished to do these things?’ (6). The value of
this type of argumentation lies in the fact that it presents a cohesive
su'ing of arguments, based on logical assumptions. It can be
conceived as a representation of the crime, in which the defendant is
able to show that what is presented by the accuser as a fact is
nothing but assumption.

The same pattern is followed in the philosophically oriented On
not Being; each one of the three major theses concedes the previous
one: nothing is (A), if it is, it is not possible to have knowledge of it
(B), if it is and it is possible to have kmowledge of it, it is impossible
to communicate it to others (C). Although the schema is the same, it
is not used to the same extent in the individual arguments of this
texts, as it happens in Pal. 6-12.

In short, G. seems to arrange his arguments in accordance with
the nature of the case he defends; actions, normally developing in a
linear, consecutive order, suggest a similarly linear and exhaustive
representation, which demands some logical participation of the
audience. In the case of self-contained arguments on the other hand
the argumentation is apagogic; different theses are supported by
independent arguments: in Hel. each reason is argued separately, so
that the refutation of her infamy is based on four equaily strong

reasons; analogously, in Pal. 13-22 each motive is dealt with
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separately as well, and it is shown that none of them could have led
the hero to perform the act that he is accused of.

G.’s argumentative process does not merely consist in
probabilities; Plato in his Phaidros (267a) simply singles out the
type of argument which makes G. susceptible to criticism, In view
of the fact that probabilities do not reproduce factual reality. A sober
assessment of the argumentation used by this Sophist, which is
based on a close reading of Ais own preserved texts, shows that
various argumentative patterns are employed by G. and that he is
wise enough not to ignore factual reality. G.’s reasoning is not as

simple as it is usually taken to be.
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¢povolpeva ok é€oTwv Ovta, TO OV oU gpoveltar”. Ta Bé ye
Ve 14 4 ? v bd € /’
$povodpeva (mpoArmréov ydp) ovk éoTiv dvra, ds mWapaoTigopev

k4 bl A " ~ b < \ > 7 A ’ bl b4
obk dpa TO dv gPpovelrar. kal <umv> 8TL Td Ppovolpeva ovk EaTiv
¥ 7
dvra, oupdavés.
b A} A 4 4 pd v /7 A} ’
(79) el ydp Td ¢povoluevd éorv Gvra, wdvTa Td Ppovolpeva
v 1 o h'd 3 AY 7 |4 b \ ki o~ ’
éoriv, kal 8wy dv Tis avTd Ppoviior. Bmep éoTiv dmeudalvov: [el
7 2 -~ b 1 3 " ~ k4 ¢ / "
3¢ éoti, ¢adrov.] oudé ydp dv ¢povf Tis dvbpwmov imTdpevov 7
[/ b 4 r4 3 / hg ” - 124
dppata év meAdyer Tpéxovra, evléws dvlpwmos {mrarar 7 dppara
3 / /7 1[4 3 M 4 4 3 b4
év meldyel Tpéyel. doTe oU Td Ppovovpevd éoTv Svra.
M 7 b4 AY 7 4 ? v A M » 3
(80) mpos TouTols €l Td Ppovolpevd éoTv Svra, TA w1 Svta ob
/ -~ Ay 2 / AS b4 7 V4 b Ié
$povndrioerai. Tols ydp évavriows Td évdvria guuBéBnkev, évavriov
3¢ éore T@® SvTt TO pm Ov. kal S TolTo WdvTws, €l TG OSvTe
ovpBéBnre 1O $povelofar, T@ Wi Gvre ouvpfroeTar TO 7
ppovelafar. dromov 8 éori Tobro" kal ydp ZkvAda kal Xipaipa kal
Ay ~ \ d -~ b4 v \ - —~
moAAd T@V pu7 SvTwy PpovelTar. ouk dpa TO OV PpovelTal.
’ A t / \ -~ ¢ N 7 ”’ 4 ~
(81) domep Te Td dpdueva dud TolTo Opara Aéyerar OTL OpdTal,
kal Td dkovord 8ud TobTo dkovoTd OTL dkovetai, kal ouv T [LEV
e 1 » 7/ 124 b 2 4 M A b4 N 7
bpard éxBdAopev 8TL ovk dkoveTai, Td d€ AKOUGTA TAPATEUTOULEY

<4 k4 * ~ ” \ t A ~ ’8 / 706 / 7M ) kd i s
31c ovy opdrar (éxaoTov yap UmO Tfs dias alghnoews d ovy uT
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dA7s dpelder kpiveobar), ofrw kal Td ¢povovpeva kal €l u3
BAémoiro T Sper pnde drodoro T dkofi &arar, STL wpds Tob
Y 7 7 7
olkelov Aapfdverar kpurmpiov.
7 -~ \
(82) €l obv ppovel Tis év meddyer dpuata Tpéxelv, kal el w7
BAéme. tabra, dpelder moredeww Gri dppara EoTv v meddyer
z v M o~ ? ko d A bl -~ \
TpéxovTa. dromov 8é TolTo® oUk dpa TO Ov ¢povelrar «kal
kaTadapBdverac.
8 \ ? 4 4 .7 e 7 ? 3 Vv
(83) «kal el xaradapBdvocro 8¢, dvéfororov éTépw. €l ydp Td Svra
t 4 3 \ kd \ Ay -~ b4 7 [4 b4 Zz 2 7
opatd éoTL kal dkouoTd kal xowds alofnrd, dmep ékTds UmbkeirTal,
s Y 3 ¢ A 4 4 4 3 A} \ k3 A
TOUTWV Te Td pév Opard Opdoel kataAnqmrd éort Td O€ dxovoTd
dkofj kal ovk évadddf, mds obv duvarar TabTa érépw pumviveofac;
(84) @ ydp pmvlopev, ot Adyos, Adyos 8¢ olk é&orTi Td
¢ 4 v ¥ ’ v Vv 4 ~ 4 2 \
Umokelpeva kal 6vras ovk dpa Td Svra pmviouev Tols méAas dAAD
Abyov, Os érepds éoTi TGV Umokepévwy. kaldmep ovv TO SpaTov ovk
" / 3 \ \ b 4 4 3 \ £ 7 \ "
av yévoito dKOUOTOV kal dvdmaAwy, oUTws €mel UTOKELTAL TO OV
kA 4 k4 ) 7 7 e 2 2
€kTGs, oUk dv yévoiTo Adyos & Tpérepos.
(85) um av 8¢ Xdyos odk dv SnAwbeln érépw. 8 ye pmv Adyos,
Ié k4 1 ~ v / -~ 4 4
¢moiv, dmd Tév E€wlev mpoomimTdvTwy Uiy TpaypdTwv cvvioTaral,
4 ~ bd ~ hd AY o~ -~ ~ b4 7
TouTéoTL Tdv alofnrdv. éx yap ThHs ToD xvAoG éEykupricews
2 7 LI ° \ , ~ / ) 4 74
éyylvetar fuiv 6 kard TavTys THS WOLSTNTOS éKPeEpOpEVos Adyos,
M b3 ~ -~ 4 L4 4 t ) ~ ’ 2 \
kal éx THs To0 xpdparos vmomTdoews 6 kard ToD XpduaTos. €l O
~ b4 e /7 -~ p A} 7 2 ’AA\ A} b Ay
70070, 0UY 6 Adyos Tol €xkTOs mapacTaTikos €0TLy, AAAD TO €KTOS
~ ré \ rs
To0 Abyov pmyuTikdv ylverar.
86 \ \ TR ¥ /7 o [} 7 v € \ \
86) «al uny ovdé éveoTi Aéyew, 6T OV TPOTOV TA OpATA KGl
k3 A 4 e o’ \ € / r” 7 3
dkovord UmdketTar, olTws kal O Adyos, dore OSuvacfar €€
< z b} ~ N ¥ Al ¢ ’ N bd 7
UmrokeLpévou avTod kal Svrtos Td Umokelpeva kal ovra pmvvectac.
el ydp kal Umdketrai, ¢motv, & Adyos, dAdd Siagépel T@v AovTdv
4 4 A\ 4 4 A 4 A 4 ~ A’ .
vmokeLpévay, kal mTAelorw Stevivoxe Td Opard cwpara TAV Adywv
8 L. N b 4 A 7 A \ 1 Y N 8 i ‘IAA 4
v’ érépou ydp Opydvou Ammrév éoTi TO Oparov kal Ot dAdou o
-~ ¢ / e Ve
Aéyos. ovk dpa évdelxvurar Td WoAAd TGV UmokeLuévwy & Adyos,
e \ -~ -~ e
Worep ovdé éxelva Ty dAAFAwy SiadmAol Puaiy.
’, e \ ~ s 7 4 v . ] :
(87) rowotTwy obv mapd TG Iopyia 7mopmuévav olxerar doov €m
LI \ ~ I ’ 4 ~ ] 2 -4 4
avTols T8 THs dAnfeias kpuTripiov ToD ydp wiTE OvTos piTE
~ / b M
yvwpileofar Suvapévou prire dAdw mapacTabijvar megukdTos ovdev

dv eln kputTpeov.
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Plato, Men. 76a8-e4 [Meno-Sokrates].
\ \ - - . s %
10 8¢ xpdua Ti Aéyers, & Zidkpares, - Ofpiorrs v’ el, & Mévov-
2 \ 7’ / 4 Y ’ 3 3 ) k]
avdpl mpeofury mpdypara wpogTdrTels dmokpiveofar, adTos 8é ovk
YA Y4 hd \ b -~ <4 2 7 kg \ T
ébéleis dvapvmolels eimelv, 8§ Tv more Aéyer Iopylas dperiv eivar.
? r s 4 N ~ 7 w T , T~ -
- dAA’ émelddv por ool TolT elmys, o Zdkpates, épd coi. - kdv
4 ’ 5 ’ 4 4
karakekadvppévos Tis yvolm, & Mévwv, Sialeyopévov oouv, Gt
2 5 [ ’ v y s 7 7. e IR ’ ’ =
kaAos el kal épacrai gov éri elotv. - 7L 81, - 8rL ovdév dAA’
2 ’ kb ~ 4 ” ~ ¢ -~ r”
émitdTTeLs €v  TOols Adyors, Omep mowobow ol Tpugdvres, dte
z /4 « b3 e A v 2 ~ ¥ ’
Tupavvetovtes ws dv év dpa wowv, kal dua épol lows xatéyvakas
67t elpl Hrrov Tdv KaAdv: yaptolpar ovv gou kal dwokpivoduat. -
z \ > 7 4 ey s e
mdvu  pév  ovv ydpioar. - PBovAer ovv oot kard [opylav
ke 7 * " \! 7 kd / . Ve -~ A
dmokpivwpar, 7 dv oU pdAwora drodouvbrioais; - BovAopar: wds ydp
v | 9 ~ 7 ) ’ -~ ¥ v 2 s .
00, - ovkobv Aéyete dmoppods Tivas T@v Svrtwv kard’ Eumedoxiéa, -
4 2 4 ? « 3 » r 4 k] N
op6dpa ye. - kal mépous els ols kal Ot av al dwoppoal
mopedovrat, - wdvu ye. - kal T@v dmwoppodv TdS pev apudTTeELy
L ~ 7 \ [ 4 " 2, 3 . v ~
éviots T@v mépwv, Tas 8é éAdrrous 1) petlouvs elvar, - éorTt Tadbra. -
) ~ v v ~ . v ) 7 [ o
ovkolv kal Syuv kadels Ti; - éywye. - ék ToUTwy 87 “olves § ToL
Vé v 7 v AS 4 k4 Al 4 ¥
Aéyw,,, épm Ilivdapos- é&orwv ydap xpda dmoppor) oxmudTwv Gifel
4 3 ? 4 bl 4 -~ 5 4 ’
oUpperpos kal aloBnrds. - dptord pou dokels, & Zdkpares, TadTny
N k4 4 ? 7 v 7 \ 7 v
TV dmokpiowy elpmkévai. - lows ydp oou katd ouvibeiav elpmrac
1 4 T 3 ~ ” b4 " 3 o~ 2 ~ \ \ A}
kal dpa olpar évvoels Gti éxois dv €€ autfs elmelv kal dwvry
¥ \ b \ \ v AY ~ 7’ / \ 5
éori, kal dopnv kali dAAa moAAd TV ToloUTwv. - mdvu pév oobv.

k3 7

Tpayikn) ydp éotwy, & Mévav, 1) dmdkpios doTe dpéokel gou pdAdov

7 M mepl Tol oYTRATOS.
5
Theophrastus, Ign. 73 (p.47, ed. Coutant)
§rv 8 dmo pév Tob HAlov @ dmrovor T dvakddoer dmd TGOV
Aelwv [r( 10 dmopov] (cupuiyvior 8& 10 Umékkavpa), amo 8é Tol

\ [ v ’ L 7 124 v
mupds oby dmrovowy, aitiov 3 1j Te AemTopépera kal OTL Oguvexes
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-~ -~ \ Ve
yiverar pdAov dvakAdpevov, T & dduvartel Sid TV dvopoldTnTa.
L4 A M o~ 9 ~ \ ~ 7 / b A
gore 10 pév 1@ dipoioud kai T Aemrdryre Siadudpevov els TO
bd Ve 7 A E > ’ .4 v k4 ré
ékkavpa Svvarar kaiew, 1O & ovd’  érepov éxov ou Suvarar.
Y 4 B > 7 -~ e/ A b4 Ay -~ ~ . -~
éfdmwretar 3¢ dmé Te Tis UVéAov kal dmwd ToU xaAkoD kal TOU
k4 4 I b4 2 3 4 e \ A
dpyvpov Tpémov Twva épyacbévrwy, oly, domep [opytas ¢mol kal

hd V4 v AY Y i / \ -~ Al o~ 4
dAdoc 8¢ Tives olovrar, Sud T dmiévar TO mip Sud TGV Tépwv.

Sa

Athanasius Alexandrinus, Prolegomena on Hermogenes’ Stat.
(Rh.Gr., vol.14, p.180,91f., ed. Rabe)
v 8é Tpirmy pmropiknv Tepl yeAolddn Twvd TOV peLpakiwy TOV
kpoTov dveyelpovoav kal kolakeiav Umdpyovoav dvaudd, TV kal
petexeipioavto év pév yapaktipt kai évlupruaciy fpaprmuévols ol
M 4 N 4 ~ \ -~ 7 4
mepl Opaocipaxov kal [opylav, moAAG pév 7§ mapiow xpmoduevol
kal TV ebkaiplav TyyvomkéTes TouTou Tol oxMpartos, év € Sdiavolq
kal Tpémw Aéfews dAAor Te moAdol kal 87 «al Iopyias aidrtds
kougératos dv, ds kal THv dmayyedlav Tavtgy év 16 'Emradin
b ~ Ed 3 4 ~ 2 ~ -~ v 4 e \
avtol ovk loxvwv yOmas elmelv [@vras elpmke tddouvs: Savoiq é
\1 7 ~ 4 e AR 4 ~ L4 /
UmexkmrimreL To0 Séovros dis kal’lookpdtns paprupel olTws Pdokwy

‘ris ydp dv krA.’ [fr.1]

[Longinus], De Subl3. 2 (ed. Russell).
ravTy kali Td ToG Aeovrivov [opylov yeddrar ypdgovros, Zépéns 6

r@v Ilepo@v Zeds kal yomes Eufuxor tddot.

Hermogenes, Id. I (p.248,26-249,7, ed. Rabe)

mapa 8¢ Tols Umofudows TouTolgl cogiaTals TdumoAda elpols dv
4 Ay 9 4 \ ~ 7 » b A /A

rddous Te yap éufiiyovs Tous yOTas Aéyouoiy, wyTep €lol pdAoTa

déot, kal dAAa TowalTa Yuypelovrar mdumodda. éxTpaxmAilovot &’

avrovs al Te Tpaywdiar moAdd &xovoar TouTou Tapadelypata, kal

doo. T@v mwoumTdV  TpayikuTepdv Tws  wpoarpolvTal,  WoTeEp

ITivéapos.
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Sb
Philostratos, VS 1. 9, 5. (p.209, 12f., ed. Kayser); cf. Test.1a.
Ta pév kard tdv PBapBdpowv Tpdémara Juvous dmrairel, Td 8¢ kard

rav  EAAvjvwy Bprivous.

Isokrates, 4. 158 (ed. Mathieu-Brémond)
elpor 8 dv Tis ék pév Tol moAépou ol wpos Tovs BapBdpous
Uuvous memounuévous, éx 8¢ Tol mpos Tovs "EAdquas Oprvouvs muiv

yeyevuévous.

(fr.6=' Emirdeos)
7
Aristotle, Rher. 3. 14, 1414b29 (ed. Kassel)

Aéyerar 8¢ Td T@v émdeikTikdv mpooluia &€ émaivov 7 Yiéyov- olov
Topylas pév év 16’ Olvpmikd Abyw Smo moAAdvy dioe Bavudleobar,

& dvdpes"EAnes. émawvel ydp Tovs Tds maviyvpels ouvdyovras.

8
Clemens Alexandrinus, Stro. I 51 (11, p.33,18-22, ed. Stihlin)

“kal 70 dydviopa Tpdv kard Tov Aeovrivov [opyiav Surrdv [8¢]
dperdv Selrar, TéAums kal oodias:’ TéAuTs pév ToV Kivduvov
¢ -~ 7 \ by v -~ e / 14 /

Omopelvat, coplas 8¢ 0 alviypa yvdvar. 6 ydp Tou Adyos xaBdrep
16 «kmpuypa 70 Olvprriaot kaldel pév tov BovAduevov, oTedavol S

A 7/
ToV duvduevov.

8a
Ploutarkhos, Coniugalia praecepta 43, Moralia 144 be

Topylov ToG priropos dvayvdvros év 'Oluvumia Adyov mepl Spovolas
Tols "EAAnow 6 MeAdvlios “obros Aty égm “oupBoulever mepl
bpovoias bs adTov kal THv yuvaika kai Tiv Bepdmaivav (8lg Tpels
dvras OSpovoelv ol mémeikev' v ydp ds €oké Tis Epws ToD

Topytov xal {nAorumia T7s yvvaikos mpos T0 Oepamraividiov.
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9
Philostratos, V'S 19,4 (p. 209,31, ed. Kayser); cf. Test.1

A 1 Ve Y \ k4 \ ~ ~ v
Tov wév Adyov v [Tubikov dmd Tob Bawpod 1fixmoev.

10
Aristotle, Rhetoric 3. 14, 1415b32-1416a3 (ed. Kassel)

AY ~ o~ b4 ~ ~ o~ b b 7 ’
Td e ToU Smumyopixol ék T@v Tol dikavikoD Adyou éoTiv, PuoeL
d¢ TikioTa &xer [mpooipial...orobrov ydp 16 Iopyiov éykduiov els
k]
Hlelovs o008év ydp mpoefaykwvioas 00dé mpoavaxivroas evfvs

dpxerar " HAs mAcs evdaipwv”.

(11, 11a =" EXévns Eyxdpcov and Ymép [Hadaundovs *Amoloyia)

12
Aristotle, Rhetoric 3. 18, 1419b3-5 (ed. Kassel)

Setv épn Topytas ™ pév omovdny JSwadbeipewv Tdv évavriwv

yélwrt, Tov 8¢ yélwra omovdy, dplds Aéywv.

Plato, Grg. 473e
t{ Tobro, & IldAe; yelds, dAho al TobTo €ldos éAéyyouv éoriv,

3 \ ’ » ~ 'y 4 \ , .
émeldav tis Tu elmy, katayeAdv, éAéyyewv 8¢ paj,

Schol. on Plato, Grg. 473e
robTo mapdyyelpa [opylov, 16 Tds gmovdds T@v dvTidikwy yéAwrt

b e \ ) ~ -~ ~ b ’
éxAvewy, Ta 8¢ yeAola Tals omoudals éxkpoveLv.

Olympiodoros, in Grg. 20,5 (p.113, 24-27, ed. Westerink)

loréov yap 61v Topylov éori mapdyyeApa 8ti “el pév 6 évavrios
omovdala Aéyer, yéda, kal éxxpovels avTov: el 3¢ éxelvos yeAd 0ol
omovdala Aéyovros, oUvTewov oavrtdy, (va pu7y ¢avj avtod 6

yérws .
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13

Dionysios of Halikarnassos, Comp. 12,5.

katpol 0é olTe priTwp oudels olUTe PLAbgogos els TOSe xpévov
Téxvnv dpioev, obd’ Somep mwpdiros émexeipmoe mepl avTol ypdpelv
Topylas 6 Aeovrivos oudév & T Adyou dérov Eypaev: oud’ Exer
pvow 10 mpdypa els kabodikmy kal Evrexyév Twa meplAmdy

meoelv, 008’ SAws émoTiuy Onpatds éoTwv 6 kaipds dAXG 8SEy.

14
Aristotle, SE 33, 183b36-184a8

kal ydp T@v wepl ToUs éptaTikovs Adyous piobBapvoivTwv Opola Tis
o L4 I'4 -~ 4 I'4 4 \ 4 \
nv 7 maidevors 14 Iopylov mpayparelar Adyous ydp ol pév
4 1 ¢ 1 b \ ki e 3 4 b Asl
prropukovs ol 8é épwryrikols €8iSocav éxpavfdvewr, els ols
mAeLoTdkLs éumimrewy ¢mMfnoav éxdrepor TOUs dAAjAwv  Adyous.
Suomep Taxela pév drexvos 8 7y 1 Sudaokalia Tols pavfdvouar
2 kd ~ b Al Ve k] hY A 3 A ~ I 7
map’ avT@V: oU ydp Téxvmy dAAd Td dmwo THs Téxvrs OuddvTes
4 L4 7 L4 " v X pA / 4
madedewy dmeddpPavov, domep av el Tis émoTiuny  $dokwv
4 2 N 1 \ -~ \ 7 T 3
mapaddoery émli TO umdév movelv Tovs wédas, elra okuToTOULKTV
pév um 8uddoxor pmd’ 8fev duvroerar mopileofar Td Toralra, doin
8¢ modda yévn mavrodamdv vmodmudrwv. obros ydp PeBorfnke pev

mpds TNV xpelav, Téxvny 8 ol mapédwkev.

Plato, Phdr. 261b-c

dAd pdlora pév mas mepl Tds Oikas Aéyeral Te Kkal ypdderar
V4 7 \ A 1 Ié 3 \ / \ * kd /
Téxvy, Aéyerar 8é kal mepl dmumyopilas: émi wAéov 3¢ ouk dkrkoa.
- dA\’ 7 Tds Néaropos kai 'Odvogéws téxvas pévov mepl Adyav
dkrkoas, ds év ‘IAlw oxoAdlovres ocvveypagdryv, Tdv Jé€
ITadapndouvs dvfikoos yéyovas, - kal val pd AL’ éywye Tdv
Néaropos, el w7 Topyiav Néoropd twa karagkevdlets, 7 Twa

Opactpaxéy te kal Oeddwpov’Oduooéa.
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15
Aristotle, Rheroric 3. 3, 1405b34-1406al (ed. Kassel)

A \ \ 3 7 Ve \ A 14 v -~
Ta 8¢ Yuxpd év TéTTapol ylverar kara TV Aéfww &v Te TOls
~ kd 7 A t ’ ? / /
Sumlots ovdpaow...kal ds [opylas dvdpalev mrwyopovooxkdAakas

Kal émopKkHoavTas Kal KaTevopkhioavras.

16
Aristotle, Rheroric 3. 3, 1406b4-11 (ed. Kassel)
kal ér. TérapTov TO Yuxpov év Tals peragopdis yiyverai...olov
Topyias xAwpd kal dvaipa td mpdyparta: v € Tadra aloypds pev

v -~

éomeipas, kakds S& éfépioas: moumTikds ydp dyav.

17
Aristotle, Rheroric 3.17, 1418a32-37 (ed. Kassel)

9 \ -~ b -~ -~ N Ve b -~ b Ve ol
év 8¢ Tols émideikrikols 8€l TOv Adyov émeroodiodv émalvois, olov
3 /7 ~ ] A 7 b 4 \ o v 7 ;I
Iookpdrms moiel- del ydp Twa elodyei. kal 8 &eyev [opylas 8
b ¢ Ié 2 A b4 7 ? 7 3 ? A b z Z
o0y Umolelmer avTov 6 Adyos, TavTd éoTiv el ydp AxtAdéa Aéyawv
H A/ ] ~ T A7 4 ‘L‘ 1 6 / 4 z 8\ vy 8 ’
mAéa émacvel, elra Alaxdv, elra Tov Bedv, dpolws &€ kal dvdpiav,

o AY \ N ~ N 4 2 z
7 Td kal Td mwoel 7 ToLévde éoTiv.

18
Aristotle, Pol 1. 13, 1260a21-28; cf. Fr. 19.

A 3 € bl \ \ \ ki \ Y ’ k] ’ \ rd
kal ovy 7 adtn yvvaikos kal dvdpds, ovd’ dvépia kal Sikatoouvr,
kaldmep dero Zwkpdrrs...kalédov ydp ol Aéyovres éfamardoly
éauTous, 81t TO €U Exewv TV Yuxmv dper, 7 10 Spbompayetv, 1 T
TOV TOLOUTWY oAU ydp duewvov Aéyouvoty ol éfapufpodvres Tas

dpetds, domep Topyias, Tav obrws oplopévuv.

19
Plato, Men. 71e-72a; cf. Fr. 18.

~ \ ? /A k4 8 \ 3 4 € 13 4 4 b4 2
mp@Tov pév, el PovAer davdpds dpeTry, pdolov, OTL aUTY EOTLY

dv8pos dperr, lkavov elvar Td THis moAews TpdTTELY KAl TpATTOVTA
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Tous pev Pldous eU moielv, Tovs & éxfpovs kakds, kal avTov
evAafelofar pndév Toobrov mafelv. el 8¢ Bouder yuvvaikds dperriv,
\ -~ -~ A \ T -~
oU xalemov SieAbelv, 3t el abrriv THv olkiav ev olkelv, o@lovady
v ow N , - -~ 3 , v v » \ \

Te Td évdov kal karikoov ovoav Tol dvdpds. kal dAAn éoriv waidos
b /7 A ’ 1 v A ’ h s ? 5

apetn, kal OnAelas xal dppevos, kal mpeofurépov dvdpds, el peév
BovAer, éxevlépou, el 8& BovAer SodAov. 72a kal dAdar wdpmoddar
3 Ié k4 L4 kA k4 / ? -~ k] -~ 7 rr b 7’ r
dpetal elow, doTe ovk dmopla elmetv dperfs mépL 8 T éoriv: xah

éxdoTnv ydp T@v mpdéewv kal TAV TALKL@Y Tpos EkaaTov Epyov
[ [ e 3 73 ¢ ’ s * o 4 vooe
éxdory Tudv 7 dpery éoTiv, woavTws 8¢ olpar, & ZwkpaTes, kal 7

kakia.

20
Ploutarkhos, Cim. 10, 5.

Topylas peév 6 Aeovrivds ¢mor ov Kipwvae ta xprpara xkrdofar pév

¢ ~ ~ A € ~
as xpdto, xpflofar 8¢ ws Tyudro.

Ploutarkhos, De adulatore et amico 23, Moralia 64C.

¢ \ S s 2 4 k] z 7 e _ o~ 3 k4 4

6 pev ydp ¢tdos ovy domep dmedaivero [opyilas, adrd pév déidoer
Td dikata TOV $idov Umouvpyelv, éxelvew 3 avTos UTTpeTHOEL TOAAd

kal T@v p1y Sukalwv.

22
Ploutarkhos, De mulierum virtutibus, prooem., Moralia 242ef.
iy 8¢ woupdrepos peév 6 lopylas paiverar, kedevwv pi) 10 eldos

dAAd v 8d8fav elvar modols yvdpipwov TS YUVALKOS.

23
Ploutarkhos, De gloria Atheniensium S, Moralia 348C.
Hvnoe 8 7 Tpaywdia kal defordn, BavpasrTov depdapa kal Béapa
rdv TéT  dvBpdirwy yevopévn kal mapacyolioa Tols pvbois kal Tols
ndfequy dmrdrny, @s Topylas ¢moilv, fv 8 v’ dmarioas Sikaibrepos
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To0 W1 4TATNOAVTOS, KGL O dmrarnfels ocoddTepos Tob I
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dmarmfévros. O pév ydp dmarioas Sukadrepos, Sti Toll
¢ ld e € s k4 \ Ve * 7 AY
Umoaydpevos memoinkev, 6 & dwarmlels coddrepos: evdAwTov ydp

Up ' Mdovijs Adywv 1O p7y dvaiofnrov.

24
Ploutarkhos, Quaestiones convivales VII 10,2, Moralia 715e
Topytas eimev &v t@v Spapdrav abTold [Aloyvdov] “necrov”Apews”

elvar, Tovs Emra émi O7Bas.

Aristophanes, Ran. 1021.

Spdpa mouoas Apews peaTév. - motov, - Tovs "Emr’ éml GiBas.

Philodemus, Herculan. Volum. Coll. Altera (1873) T. vuy, p. 15
(not included in any other edition of G.’s work)

To0 AloxbAou 8[...] "Apews EAeye.

25

Proklos, Chr., in Vitae Homeri et Hesiodi, p. 26, 14-20 ed.
Wilamowitz (cf. FGrHist 4 F 5b)

‘EAAdvikos 8¢ kal Aapdorns xal Pepextdns els 'Oppéa 16 yévos
dvdyovowy adtot [ Optipov]...Jopylas 8¢ 6 Aeovrivos els Movoatov

3 1 rd
avTov Aéyer.

26
Proklos, Hes. Op., 760ff. (p.232,12-14, ed.Pertusi)
00 ydp amAds dinfés & Edeye [opylas: Edeye 8¢ “10 pév elvac
déavés pm Tuxov Tob Sokelv, TO 8¢ Bdokelv dofevés uzy TvXOV TOD

o i
eLvay .

27
Schol. T on Homer, Il 4. 450a

M -~ \ Y -~ k] aRid
kai Topylas “dveployovro 8é Airals dmetdal kal evxals olpwyai .
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28
Anonymous, ’Amodféypara $erocdpav, No 34, Syrian Ms. of
Sinai Abbey fol.148a (Studia Sinaitica) 1 (1894), p.35). For a

translation and notes see Buchheim 1989 and notes ad loc.

| | 29

Gnomologicum Vaticanum, 743, No. 166. (p.68, ed. Sternbach)
Topyias 6 pritwp EXeye Tovs dirocodias pév dupadobvras, mepl Sé
Ta éykikAia pabdpara yvopévous Spolous eivar Tols UvmoThpoiy,

ol [InveAémnv Bédovres Tals Bepamaivais abris éuiyvuvro.

30
Gnomologicum Vaticanum, 743, n.167 (p.69, ed. Sternbach)

I" e 1 [ %4 v 4 ’ 7, -~ 4 . \ \
opylas Tous priropas €¢m Spoiovs elvar Tols Barpdxois: TOUS pev

ydp év U8ar. keAadelv, Tovs & mpds KkAeyidpav.

31
Sopatros, Awalpeots (qpryudrov (Rh.Gr. Vol. 8, 23,21-23, ed.
Walz) .

Topytas pidpov elvar Aéywv Tov ficov.

ADDENDUM

Pollux, IX.1 (p. 148, ed. Bethe)

‘Ovopaorikév [ri] [BiBAiov] memoinrar Iopyia T4 codioTi, ovTwol
pev deoboar mardevTikdv, els & melpav éXBelv SAlyou Adyou...Td Te
ydp dX\Aa Tv ypelav avTdv dmodéyopar, kal Sri TOV T@V SvopdTwy
kardloyov, Exovrd TL T $igeL mpookopés, T@ TpoTw THs Siabéoews

A A v -~ -~ s I ¢
ceobépiorar mpos 1O dAumov év T@ THs ouvvrdéews axpart, ws
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pundéva Bdrrov T4 yvwolévri mpoxauelv, T@ TO péllov dxodoar

Tolfelv.

The following fragments are cited in section C in DK (Miprjoecs)

Plato, Symposion 198c.

kal ydp pe Iopylov & Aéyos [ AydBuwvos] dvepipvmokev, dore
drexvds 16 Tob ‘Outjpov émemdvln édofovpny, u7h por TeAevtav o
"Aydfwy [opylov xkedariy Seivol Aéyeiv év T@ Adyw émi éudv Adyov

7 b 7 Ié -~ 3 ré 4 )
méubas avTéy pe Atbov T dowvia moLroeiev.

Plato, Symposion 185c
IMavoaviov 8¢ mavoapévov - duddokovat ydp pe [ AmoAAddwpov] loa

7 e ) 4 4
Aéyev obTwol ol godol.

Xenophon, Symposion 11 26.
dv 8¢ mulv ol maldes pikpals kUAlL pukpd émupexdlwory, iva xal

b \ pd 7 t 2 4
&y év [opyceloal prpaoty eimw...
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11. The Encomium of Helen

I. The Argumentation

G., following his poetic predecessors, introduces his praise of Hel.
with a Priamel, which according to Bundy (1962, p.5) “is a focusing
or selective device in which one or more terms serve as foil for the
point of particular interest”. The topic-word in this Priamel is
xdopos;’ G. proceeds by determining what is xdopos for several
elements (méAeL:edavdpla, oopartikdAAos, Yuxij:oodia,
mpdypariidperr), and he places the focal element last: xdopos for a
speech is truth. G.’s task then is to tell the truth about Helen, the
notorious trouble-maker.

In a programmatic paragraph G. explicitly puts forward the very
object of his speech; “to say rightly what ought to be said and to
refute the critics of Helen”. Who are the critics of Helen? Those
who have listened to the poets and her nomen/omen. It is clear that
for the purposes of his own argumentation, G. presents Helen as a
woman unanimously criticised by the poets, though we know that
the poetical tradition is divided. And her nomen/omen - a
reminiscence of the archaic conception that the name brings out the
nature of the subject it describes — is a further reference to the poets.
The ignorance created by the poetical tradition must be replaced by
the argumentation of the rhetor. Aoywouds is his own method: the
rationalistic examination and the use of arguments are opposed to
the account of the poets, whose words are the result of inspiration.

G. then gives an account of Helen’s birth, he praises her

incomparable beauty and composes a brief encomium of her suitors,

! For this word see note ad loc.
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which works as an implicit encomium of herself, for having
attracted so many and so important men suggests that she herself
must have been an important woman as well.

With a rhetorical paraleipsis (praeteritio) he bypasses her
marriage with Menelaos, because as he says “to tell those who know
what they know carries conviction but does not give pleasure.” This
disclaimer is to some extent misleading. Although, G. claims that
the presentation of information already known does add credibility
to one’s speech, he does not claim that sacrificing the informativity
of a speech detracts from its credibility. This is explained if we
compare it with G.’s statement later, in ch.13, that a speech written
with skill and not spoken with truth can please and persuade a large
crowd. Evidently, in this case a reference to Helen’s marriage would
not be very pleasant and it would hardly fit in G.’s argumentation,
whereas the presentation of her noble birth and of her noble suitors,
create an encomiastic image of Helen. This is a good example of
what the early theorists of rhetoric meant by the term kairos
(cp.fr.13): presenting the right arguments in the right time and in the
right occasion.

The presentation of the possible reasons that forced Helen to
elope with Paris has now been prepared: divine power, violence,
speech, love. It is evident that Helen, put under the pressure of so
strong powers had no other choice; as de Romilly remarks, this
principle is “repeatedly applied by the orators of Thucydides™ and it
is “in constant use in the arguments of tragedy and later also in the
speeches of the orators”. The main aspects of this “principle” are the
following:

1. The invention of possible reasons (or excuses) is based on
probabilities; G. says that these are the causes “which made it
reasonable (elxos 7v) for Helen’s departure to Troy to occur”. These
probabilities are not mutually exclusive; each one is equally
possible, though a combination of them is not to be rejected.

2. Their common denominator is that all of them possess a divine

power or the possibility to work their will on their victims by
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compulsion: gods are invincible by their nature, violence, though
not personified in the Encomium, is presented by Hesiod (Theog.
383-385) as the daughter of Styx and Pallas and the sister of Kratos
and Nike; speech is defined by G. as “a powerful ruler, whose
achievements are supehuman (feiérara)” and love (&pws s
described as a god with a god’s power.

3. The discussion of divine power, Adyos and love involves a good
deal of theoretical argumentation, whereas the discussion of
physical violence is straightforward.

Divine power is not dealt with exhaustively; defending Helen as a
victim of divine power is as old as the Hidd; what is surprising is the
presentation of the decisions of the gods in civic terms (Yn@iopact,
BovAevpaor 6) which belong to the proceedings of an Assembly. G.
does not simply state that divine power is by its nature invincible;
this political terminology prepares the rationalistic approach to the
power of the stronger. With an axiomatic phrase, he states that “ it is
not natural for the stronger to be hindered by the weaker, but for the
weaker to be governed and guided by the stronger, and for the
stronger to lead and the weaker to follow.” This typically Gorgian
antithetical structure expresses a predominant theme of the moral
and psychological problematic of the sophistic movement, that is the
nomos / physis opposition and its implications concerning the right
of the might.

Violence is discussed briefly; if Helen was forced to desert her
husband it is not right to put the blame on her, who was the victim,
but him, who as a barbarian committed barbarous crimes.

What follows is the discussion of Adyos. This part of the
Encomium is of high importance since it provides one of the earliest
theoretical approaches to the functions of human speech and its
psychological implications. Poetry, magical spells, the
psychotherapeutic value of speech, the pragmatics of human
communication and its context, the philosophical discourse, the

rhetorical persuasiveness will serve as examples.
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“Speech (Adyos) is a powerful ruler. Its substance (c@pa) is
minute and invisible, but its achievements are superhuman
(Betérara)’; with this striking personification G. begins the
discussion of speech. The Adyos to which divine power is attributed
here is not any particular kind of speech, but speech as a whole. The
divine nature of Adyos is not at this stage presented as the result of
human craftsmanship. The human factor is deliberately kept back. In
the present context, Adyos is an autonomous being with superhuman
powers.

Two kinds of speech are adduced as examples of the power of
Adyos: poetry and incantations. Poetry is defined as “a speech with
metre”. This definition is interesting because of the shocking
assumption that the specific distinction between poetry and other
kinds of speech is metre. By saying so, G. underrates poetry in the
respect that it is implied that all the parameters of poetical language,
except metre, are common with all the other kinds of speech. And
_ G.’s poetical style is a clear manifestation that what is said here is in
absolute accordance with his practices. Aristotle claims that “as the
poets, although their utterances were devoid of sense, appeared to
have gained their reputation through their style, it was a poetical
style that vﬁrst came into being, as that of G.” (Test. 29). I consider
that G.’s poetical style, with the abundant use of ormamentation, is
not merely a capriciousness. He seems to have awareness of the fact
that he is creating a new literary genre which will answer the
demands of an increasing need for persuasive speech. As
Untersteiner put it, G.’s emphatic definition of poetry seems to be
“peculiar to a man who knows that he has created the modem
sophusticated prose” (1961, p.99). The ability of poetry to mould the
souls of the listeners (the Juyaywyia of Plato) and its charming form
are the foundation stones of the new rhetorical prose.

The discussion of the emotions caused by poetry follows a
pattern regularly used in the Encomium: poetical speech (the

stimulus) comes into the soul of the listeners and it arouses fright,
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pity and longing. The physiological signs or better the symptoms
with which the soul expresses the affection are the tears and the
shuddering (¢pixn) of the audience. In addition, G.’s remarks that
poetical speech makes the soul experience a suffering of its own at
the sufferings of others. The passage, with the combination of $38os
and éAeos, reminds us of the definition of tragedy in Aristotle’s
Poetics, but this verbal similarity is not a firm ground to say, as
many scholars did (see comment ad loc.), that G. anticipates the
‘Kdedpccs-theorY’ of Aristotle.

The second example of the power of logos comes from the realm
of magic. Incantations are the spells that in the popular view can force
someone to act in a way that does not correspond to his/her intentions
and we have evidence that they were used for therapeutic reasons as
well. Their power was derived from the gods. According to G., when
the power of the incantation reaches the opinion of the soul it
enchants it and the soul persuaded is now forced to change opinions,
that is it adopts different views from those that it originally had. In
other words the person is alienated from itself and its actions are in
accordance with the commands of the incantation. This is because
“sorcery and enchantment can mislead the soul and deceive the
judgment”.

After the presentation of the examples of poetry and incantations,
the emphasis is placed on the recipients of /ogos. Most people
persuade by creating a false speech.! But false speeches would not
have been equally persuasive if men “possessed memory of the past,
understanding of the present and foreknowledge of the future”. But
since it is not so “most men make belief the adviser of their soul”.

This passage gave rise to several interpretations and it has
regularly been used as a manifestation of G.’s epistemological

distinction between knowledge and opinion. Scholars who take this

" In his short introduction, G. claims that unlike the poets he intends to tell the
truth; similar declarations of intention are frequent in Pindar as well; cp. O. 1.

46ff., N. 7. 20-4.
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view claim that G.’s epistemological view is that men do not have
access to knowledge and as a matter of fact they are condemned to
trust opinion, defined here as slippery and unreliable. In my view,
G.’s texts do not call for interpretations coloured by sustained
epistemological, metaphysical or even ontological theories. What is
said here is a clear argument: most, not all men, rely on belief,
because it is not easy, not because it is impossible, to have access to
knowledge. So if Helen was deceived, it is because she did what
most men do.

If Helen was persuaded by words we should not put the blame on
her, but on the man who persuaded her, because as we are told
“persuasion, though not having an appearance of compulsion, has
the same power”. ITeifd) and dvdyxn are two basic Greek notions.
Herodotos (VIII.111.2) says that when the Andrians refused to
contribute money to the Greek side during the Persian Wars,
Themistokles told them that the Athenians are coming with two
great gods: Persuasion and Compulsion. Aristotle (EE 1224a39)
clearly distinguishes them as well. G. seems to underrate this
established distinction for the purposes of his argumentation.

The power of persuasion is demonstrated with three examples,
taken from three different contexts of human communication: the
accounts of the natural philosophers, the speeches delivered in the
courtrooms, the discussions of the philosophers. From this point G.
is not concemed with the extra-human power of logos, but with the
persuasion as a result of human abilities, in other words we are in
the realm of rhetoric in the widest possible meaning of the word. Let
us throw some more light on the examples: the first example is
taken from the theories of the ‘natural philosophers’, the
‘cosmologists’; G. claims that these men make things otherwise
invisible to the natural eye visible to the eye of the mind.

1. The argument seems persuasive: Anaxagoras 59A72 for example
thought that the sun is a flaming stone. People, not being able to
refute this theory on the basis of their natural senses, are persuaded

by words. And this was probably what G. meant by the phrase:
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“existence is not manifest if it does not involve opinion, and opinion

is unreliable if it does not involve existence" (cp. f1.26).

2. The second example is pertinent to the speeches delivered in the
courtrooms; “a single speech pleases and persuades a large crowd,
because it is written with skill, not spoken with truth”. The
opposition of the one speech to the mob (éxAos) alludes to mass
péychology-. The self-consciousness of the speaker reappears; being

persuasive means pleasing the audience.

3. The third example derives from the “conflicts of philosophical
speeches”; in these debates an opinion is valid until substituted by
another, imposed by the development of the argumentation of the
opponent. The interlocutors of these debates are differentiated from
the ‘cosmologists’ and the ‘advocates’ because they do not proceed
with a speech composed in advance; their success depends on their

~ alertness and the adjustability of their argumentation.

G. then, moves on to the demonstration of the power of
persuasive speech and its impact on the human soul; by using a
mathematical relation, he maintains that, “the power of speech bears
the same relation to the ordering of the mind as the ordering of
drugs bears to the constitution of bodies”; as there are drugs with
therapeutic value and others which are lethal, in the same way there
are speeches that evoke positive and speeches that evoke negative
emotions. And there are other speeches which, by means of
malicious persuasion (wetfol xax), harm the soul.

The fourth reason is love; but paradoxically the word love is
from the very beginning of the argumentation substituted by the
word dyns (“vision’); the argument is built upon the idea that we are
not responsible for the appearance of an object. The argumentation
involves once more the examination of the psychological parameters

of the function of vision and its impact upon the soul. The emotions
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caused by sight are divided into two categories: the negative and the
positive. G. begins with the negative ones:

1. When soldiers face the offensive and defensive weapons of the
enemy they flee because these very weapons foreshadow frightful
events. So their fear makes them disregard the benefits of a victory.
Frightful sights cause psychological disorders.

2. Things that people have seen in the past are engraved in their
memory, and because of them, people still experience terrifying
emotions in the present.

Several traits of “behaviourism” can be traced here: a stimulus
produces through &kmAnéis (panic) emotions of fear. The external
display of these emotions can take various forms (e.g. the flight of
the army). This inclusive typology of emotions allows G. omit
further examples of frightful sights, because, as he says, they are
‘similar to those mentioned”

The positive emotions are shown by the effects of the products of
the fine arts on the soul. Two kinds of artistic activity are used:
painting and sculpture.

With a clause of striking density G. describes both the process of
creation and the effects of a painting: “when painters complete out
of many colours and objects a single object and form, they please
the sight”.

Saying that the products of the fine arts can evoke the same
emotions as speech, that is pleasure (répiis), is obviously an echo of
the conception that both art and literature are mimetic; the
difference between them, according to G., is that words please the
soul, whereas fine arts please the sight.

But pleasure is not the only result of art; from the passive state of
pleasure, the soul is now passing to the active action of love. This is
the {8cov mdfnuae which is invoked by poetry in the human soul (9):
falling in love with soulless objects is the highest achievement of

the mimetic process (dwepyacias).
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“So if Helen’s eye, pleased by Alexander’s body, transmitted an
eagerness and striving of love to her mind, what is surprising?” The
practical use of the theorisation concerning the sight is now obvious:
It was not Helen who fell in love with Paris, but her eye, which was
pleased by his ‘statuesque’ body.

With a repetition of the causes that made Helen follow Paris, G.
reaches the end of his speech. In all of the cases Helen 1s not
responsible for what has happened; she was the victim. But it seems
that G. saw fit to tantalise scholars at the very end of Hel., because
after his statement that he has kept to the purpose which he set at the
beginning of his speech, that is to remove infamy from Helen, he
goes on to voice his personal intentions in composing this speech: it

was meant to be an encomium for her, and a waiyviov for himself!

II. madyveov

Authors do not always utter their intentions in their own texts; in
deciding how one should interpret a text whose author prescribes in
it how he means us to perceive it, there are, I believe, two routes:
one either ignores the author’s statement or one decides to bring
one’s interpretation into harmony with the author’s stated intention.
But all this depends on the meaning one gives to the word
‘intention’. I readily exclude the following meaning: ‘G. wrote Hel.
to amuse himself’, because it cannot be confirmed or rejected on
any firm ground, and chiefly because it does not contribute to our
understanding of his writing. On the contrary, I am ready to accept
an investigation of the function of his statement that Hel is a
maiyviov in the general context of this speech.

What is a maiyviov? Isokrates, in his own Hel., imputes to some
‘sophists’ that they deal with unimportant subjects, on the basis that
these subjects are not demanding enough. In explaining his view, he
maintains that serious subjects togolTw yalemwrépav éExovot TV
ocvvleoy, dow mep TS sepviveoBar Tob ordmTewy kal TO omouddleLv

ro6 mailewy émmovdrepdv éoriv, and he then goes on to explain that
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for this very reason no one has any difficulty in ‘praising’ salt, or
BopBuAiods (a kind of insect). Having said that, he praises xal rov
ypdipavra wepl vis ‘EAévrs (who else but G.7) for undertaking the
task of composing a speech for Helen. Interestingly enough,
Isokrates locates an element in G.’s Hel which makes his
achievement open to criticism: ‘Although he claims {sc. G.] that he
has written an encomion about her, in fact what he says happens to
be a defence of her’. Isokrates has the last words of G.’s Hel. in
mind (or even before him), and his words acquire interesting
implications if we take into account the fact that in this section of
his Hel. he makes a distinction between omovddlewv and wailewv, as
two distinct intellectual activities. In other words, why does
Isokrates present himself as ignorant of G.’s own statement that Hel.
is a walyviov?

There are the following possibilities: a) he did not have G.’s text
before him, or, in the version that he had before him that last word
of the text was missing, b) he preferred to refer solely to the part of
G.’s self-referential statement which would give him a more suitable
raison d’étre for his own encomion, c) he did not take G.’s
statement as an honest confession, d) a waiyviov may or may not be
serious. (a) should be excluded; even if Isokrates did not have
before him G.’s actual words, the antithetical, polished form of the
sentence makes it extremely easy to memorise it; what is more,
Isokrates’ own words pick up G.’s ones (¢noi pév yap éyxdpiov
yeypagévar mwepl avris = éBovAqbny ypdar Tov Adyov ‘Erévms...;
note that in the preceding paragraphs Isokrates uses émacvos and
érawvelv , not éyxducov). (b) is harder to refute; it could have been
the case that Isokrates deliberately turned a blind eye to the word
malyviov, because he wanted to stress that his Helen exemplified
what real éyxduca should look like; yet, it is hard to explain why he
fails to capitalise on G.’s own self-characterisation, when he has just
mentioned that some people prefer the royal road to the stony

serious subjects. (¢) Whether G.’s statement were or were not
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honest, Isokrates could in either case have proceeded by using it.
Isokrates would not have been intimidated by G.’s dishonesty, as the
wording in his massive criticism in 10.3 evinces. (d) seems to me
the only possible explanation; Isokrates was certainly aware that G.
thought his own work to be a mraiyviov, but he did not see fit to use
this self-reference in his criticism. G.’s Hel., and the encomia of
others that Isokrates has in mind differ significantly.

The analysis so far shows that Isokrates at least did not find any
absence of seriousness in Hel. That he adduces G.’s example to
show what real émacvor should deal with points in this direction, as
it does that he builds his own speech on the basis of what he deems
as a minor misfire of G.’s speech. In this light, it appears that
despite the word maiyviov G. intends us to construe his speech as a
serious piece.

We may now turn to modern views;' modem scholarship has
more or less used the word waiyviov as a catalyst, which has the
potential to overturn the whole meaning of Hel. Accordingly, it has
been suggested that if the word implies a humorous tone, then Hel.
is a humorous piece, or at any rate that with this word G. underrates
his own work (see Kennedy 1991, p.288); similarly, it has been
thought that “he may have been equally aware of the usefulness of
parody and pastiche as a means for focusing students’ attention and
making their memories more retentive” (Cole 1991, p.78). On the
contrary, Poulakos explains that no teacher of rhetoric would
conclude with an expression saying “you’ve been had” (1983, p.3).
An interesting view has been forward by Verdenius (1981, p.125),
who maintains that “this kind of ‘Verfremdung’ seems to be the
main reason why he called the speech ‘a diversion of myself’™.
Bertold Brecht’s Verfremdung, Verdenius explains, means that “the
audience should be stimulated by the author to keep a critical

distance from the deceptive fictions and not to take images for

! For further literature and summaries, see Untersteiner 1954, p-131 and n.106,

Bona 1974, p.33, Caffaro 1995, p.73, Schiappa 1999, p.130-1.
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reality”. G., throughout the discussion of the third reason (8-14),
keeps reminding us that persuasion is violent, that it can be
malicious, and that it certainly affects our soul. So one may ask
oneself: if G. shows sow and why persuasive speech victimises its
auditors, why should / become the victim of his own speech? This is
potentially valid criticism; but there are some points to be made.
There is no reason to suggest that maiyviov refers solely to the
discussion of speech in 8-14, and in any case, had G. intended to
produce the effects of ‘Verfremdung’ by saying that his work is a
malyviov, he would not have waited until the very end of his speech.
His audience should have been warned earlier.

Schiappa (1999, p.130-1) has recently claimed that “there is
plenty of textual material with which to work without
overemphasizing the significance of the last word. After all, one
might speculate that G.’s choice of paignion was merely a matter of
acoustical preference, since paignion is a useful word to complete
the melodious phrase men enkémion emon de paignion”.
Agnosticism in literary interpretation is perfectly justifiable and
sometimes preferable; but it should not take refuge in formal
embroidery. If this method is to be employed, then probably one
may claim that éyxducov is an equally “useful word to complete the
melodious phrase” pév éyxducov éuov 8¢ maiyviov.

As far as I known, no one has paid enough attention to the
iconoclastic reconciliation attempted in Hel. of what normally is (or
was thought to be) distinct; some obvious examples: a dualism is
discernible in the examination of Aéyos which serves both as an
argument for Helen’s case, but which also is a theoretical
generalisation about it. Persuasion made Helen its passive object,
but we know that G. employs persuasion to persuade us too. What is
said in this speech serves rhis speech’s aims, but the generalisation
involved in it makes its contents applicable to any possible case
where persuasion is involved. Helen is a mythical person, but every

effort is made by G. to present her case as a real one; traditional and
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modern are reconciled in an almost postmodernist pastiche. In the
same connection, wefa, which is frequently depicted on vases
alongside Helen and Aphrodite, is in this speech rationalised to the
extreme with purely secular and somewhat trivial examples (cp.13).
Aoyeouds 1s added to a traditional and mythological narrative, which,
in fact, is never narrated, on the basis that Adyos, or the kind of Adyos
uttered in this text, can overcome linear accounts. Love, a
notoriously irrational power, is rationalised as well; its divine nature
is referred to en passant, and even there it is no less rationalised
(19), in a way which clearly echoes the rationalisation of divine
power at 6. The genre to which G. aspireé his work to belong was at
his period monopolized by the poets, and it is thus a thrust at the
normative horizon of expectations.' The highly poetical style used
by G. is in constant opposition to the rationalisation he attempts
(although one may here object that Empedokles and Parmenides
expressed their philosophical credos in verse; but strictly speaking
G.’s composition is not a poem).

Specific and general, divine and secular, rational and irrational,
practical and theoretical all coexist in a text the character of which is
undoubtedly unparalleled in what we possess from this period; Hel.
is unbound by the restrictions of reality and real facts, even by the
representation of factual reality which prevails in Pal. The word
malyveov indicates, I think, G.’s awareness that he is creating a
speech for speech’s sake. Helen’s case was in G.’s hands a toy, and
a toy always gives you the possibility to play with it in the way you
want.” That he expresses this awareness may be seen as a somewhat
boastful declaration of the limitless power of Adyos, to which he

overtly commits himself.

' Dover (1968, p.237) suggests that “éyxapiov and éyxwuidlecv are freely used in
the fourth century of formal praise in prose or verse, but in fifth-century usage
éyrdyov is especially a poem celebrating someone’s victory”

? G. repeatedly in the speech betrays his easiness in dealing with Helen’s case:
Sfdov_ Gri... 7, oud& wpos ToiTo yalemdv dmodoyfouofac...8, ov  yademds
Sragpeverar...15.
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II11. Gorgias’ Encomium of Helen and Euripides’

Troades
a) Some introductory remarks

The view that there is some relation between G.’s Hel and
Euripides’ Troades originated in the 19" century, but as happens so
often, there is still a good deal of controversy as far as the extent and
the quality of this relation are concerned. Some scholars, especially
those who trace a hidden or an overt ‘influence’ when similarities
between two works occur, have been ready enough to date G.’s
work on the basis of its affinities with Euripides’ 7roades. Some
others find in Euripides’ Troades only what they would describe by
the terms ‘Sophistic’ features or features of the ‘sophistic rhetoric’,
which are in themselves problematic, if one bears in mind that not
much of the work of the Sophists e:xists,1 or that in any case, what
exists is not always enough to serve as the basis for comparisons. I
will not be concerned with the date of G.’s Hel.; the absence of any
external evidence makes such an attempt shaky, and it seems to me
that the arguments that have been put forward so far prove nothing
but the fragility of the conclusions they are meant to support.”

I take as a starting point a disclaimer made by Croally:® “The
question is not of priority, or even influence, but of similarity”. I
thus propose to commence my discussion by pointing out some
similarities or dissimilarities between Helen’s speech in the agon
and G.’s Hel.; in this connection, [ shall briefly discuss the possible
affimties of Helen’s speech with The Defence of Palamedes. 1 then

propose to investigate the ever elusive issue of the presence in the

' For ‘sophistic rhetoric’ see most recently Schiappa 1999, p.48ff.

* For a summary of views see Orsini 1956, p. 82-3, 87 n.1; for more recent views
see Mazzara, 1999, 142-180; Croally 1994, p.155.

* See Croally 1994, p.155.
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Troades of the individual arguments employed by G. A short
postscript is devoted to one of the most obvious features of G.’s
style which is discernible in Helen’s speech in the agon. At any rate,
the comparison will not be one between the Troades and ‘Sophistic
thetoric’; on the contrary, I will confine myself to what seems to me
a more moderate, but more feasible method, which is the
comparison of some of the rhetorical aspects of this play with G.’s

own rhetoric.
b) Gorgias’ Helen and Helen’s defence in the agon

The first obvious similarity between Euripides’ speech in the agon
of the Troades and G.’s Encomium is that they are both imaginary
defences of a mythical person; the first obvious difference is that
Helen’s arguments in the Encomium are not answered, whereas in
the Troades Hekabe’s speech is designed to overturn the arguments
put forward by the defendant, who, in an unusual reversal of the
normal forensic' order delivers her speech first.> These basic
remarks are not without importance, first because it should be
remembered that G.’s speech is an Enkomion to Helen, and hence

the person praised is not a defendant in a forensic sense.’

! To avoid any misunderstandings, I wish to stress that [ am well aware of the fact
that the Troades is a tragedy, and that consequently I do not expect it to comply
with the rules of forensic rhetoric. I even more fully appreciate that, even though
every reader is perfectly justified in admiring the ‘Sophistic’ or rhetoric
intellecrualism of Euripides, whatever this might be, Euripides was probably
primarily concerned with producing a good drama, and consequently the
rhetorical elements that I discuss here contribute in the one way or the other to his
dramatic purposes. These purposes have been and are stll vigorously examined
by others. My concern is with an as accurate as possible description of the
thetorical aspects of the Troades, as these are exemplified in the work of G.

? See Lloyd 1992, p.101.

* In this respect, the only other preserved speech by G., The Defence of Palamedes
probably offers a more fruitful ground for an approach to the rhetorical formalites
adopted by Euripides, for the hero in that speech defends his own life before an
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If now one wishes to locate the most important feature that
G.’s Hel. and Helen’s speech in the Troades have in common, one
should tumn to their intention. Neither of them attempts to refute a
fact; on the contrary, in both of them the demonstrandum, as it
were, 1s the refutation of personal responsibility for an act the
commission of which is never questioned.' G. clearly accepts that
Helen °did what she did’ (6), and he points out that his programme
is to show the possible reasons which prompted the elopement of
Helen (xal wpofricopar rds alrias 8¢’ ds elxds v yevéafar Tov tis
‘EXévrs els mv Tpolav orddov 5). Similarly, Helen, situated for ten
years in the sacked city of Troy, is not in-a position to maintain that
she did not desert her husband or that she did not travel to Troy.
Like G.’s Hel, the Helen of the Troades seeks to disclaim
responsibility.

But if there are similarities, there are dissimilarities as well. In
the Troades, Helen has the advantage of addressing her prosecutor
and her judge directly and thus of shuffling responsibility on to
persons who are present. She blames Hekabe for giving birth to

imaginary law-court whose members we are invited to believe are the leaders of
the Greeks in the Trojan war. The speakers in both Pal. and Euripides’ Troades
need to persuade at least two audiences: the mythical judges and G.’s students (in
the broader sense) in the former, Menelaos and the audience (in the broader sense)
in the létter. This entails that formal constituent elements of forensic oratory
which are undoubtedly present in the speeches of the agon can better be compared
to Pal than to Hel. It would suffice to mendon some of the characteristics that
these speeches have in common: in both the Troades and Pal. we find a proemion
where the defendant seeks to define his/her positon towards his/her judges (P.2,
Tro.914-8); in both of them the issue of dvrixarmyopia is raised (P.27, Tro.917);
n both of them factual reality and possible motves are discussed (‘reality’: Pal
6-12 Tro.938-41, 951-958; mouves P.13-21, Tro.946f.). And, of course, in both
the register is formal, with frequent indications on the part of the speaker of
his/her seif-awareness of the structure of his/her speech (see Postscript).

! For later theoretical discussions of the distinction between refutation of facts and
refutation of responsibility see Gagarin 1997, p.122; Cole 1991, p. 78. For matters
of responsibility elsewhere in the Troades and other Euripidean plays see Lloyd
1992, p.102.
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Paris, and she blames Menelaos for going away and leaving her
alone with his guest. No doubt, she blames Aphrodite as well, but
since divine responsibility is an argument also employed by G., we
should better discuss it when we address the possible similarities
berween the individual arguments used by G. and Euripides. At the
morment, it would be enough to observe that responsibility is never
attributed to a person in G.’s Hel. And it is equally true that in this
speech G. never (unlike the Helen of the Troades) resorts to facts, as
he amply does in his Pal. He is confident enough to deny Helen’s
responsibility on the ground of a general and to a great extent
‘theoretical’ discussion of the four causes (perhaps with the
exception of the second one, that is ‘violence’). In fact, the way he
builds up his individual arguments is so disconnected from the
specific case he defends that his reasoning, or parts of it could easily
be applied to numerous other cases. The Helen of the Troades on the
other hand tests the argument that she should have escaped from
Paris’ place after his death by reasoning in a manner that resembles
vcases where factual reality is involved. She says that she tried to
escape, but the watches always stopped her on the walls, and she
goes on to consolidate her argument by challenging her audience to
check the reliability of her statement by questioning the guards. This
type of argument, one of Aristotle’s drexvor wigress, is as may be
expected frequently employed in Pal (e.g. 7, 22-23), for in this
speech what is at stake is not the responsibility of the hero, but the
commission of the crime itself. But again, Palamedes does not
simply narrate facts; he argues his case by proving that each
necessary stage for the preparation and the commission of treason
was in his case impossible, so that his discussion of ‘factual’ reality

is largely based on argument from probability (eixds), an element

that Helen’s speech totally lacks.'

' Argument from probability is used only by Hekabe at 976-982; she, like
Palamedes, denies to refer to ‘facts’; she rather reaches a reducrio ad absurdum

by showing that the goddesses had no reason to be invoived in the Judgment.
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It has perhaps been made clear that the defence of Helen in the
Troades displays more significant generic similarities with G.’s Pal.
than with his Hel., and that the main feature that both these speeches
by or on Helen share is that they both sesk to free her from the
responsibility of her actions. However, the means by which this aim
1s accomplished are considerably different; to this respect Pal
probably offers a better example of the kind of rhetoric that

Euripides adbpts, due to its forensic, if imaginary, character.

c) Gorgias’ alriac in the Troades?

As is well known, G. disclaims Helen’s responsibility for her acts
on the basis of four causes (airiac): a) divine wish, b) natural
violence, c) persuasion, and d) love. These reasons are not mutually
exclusive, but even if it were only for one of them that Helen eloped
‘to Troy, she is still clear of guilt. Scholars, now, who seek to
establish a relation, chronological or other, between the Troades
and G.’s Hel. tend to locate some or all of these reasons in the
former work,' whereas those who deny such a relation argue that
Euripides’ play exhibits none or just a few and at any rate
insufficient similarities with G.’s Hel.? In what follows I propose to
show that no such direct relation can be established, or at least it

cannot be established on the mere basis of tracing the four causes of

' Croally 1994, p-155 is the most obvious example; Goldhill, 1986, p.237 claims
that “Helen is given several of Gorgias’ argurnents to exculpate herself”; see also
Conacher 1998, p.53. Wardy 1996, p. 165 n.46 solves the problem with great ease
by referring to Barlow 1986, pp.207-8, who says: “by showing that persuasive
words can persuade, but fail to lead to consistent action, Euripides may have in
mind Gorgias’ gross overestimation of them in his Encomium (10-14) and be
demonsmating a different view”; Wardy clearly lacks Bariow’s caudon, for the
latter elsewhere concludes that the Encomium of Helen is “a work which
Euripides was probably familiar with, although the precise datung of it has not
been established”, 206.

* See Lloyd 1992, p. 100, and MacDoweil 1982, p.12.
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G. In the play by Euripides. If Euripides responded to G., or to the
effects of his rhetoric, as some scholars believe,! he would have
something more to say about logos and peitho. But as we shall ses,
the allusions to logos in the Troades do not appear to have any
significant relevance to G.’s discussion of it in his Hel. Moreover,
the mere location of some or all of the four causes in Euripides’ play
1s not a convincing argument for its relation to G.’s Hel.; again, if
Euripidés had wished his play or parts of it to be construed as a
criticism of G. he would not have restricted himself to a neutral
reiteration of them. G.’s untraditional approach to the exculpation of
Helen does not lie in the novelty of the causes he proposes, because
some of them at least (certainly ‘violence’ and ‘divine wish’)* were
already available in the mythical tradition. On the contrary, G.’s
radicalism, as it were, is chiefly thanks to the way in which he
modifies the traditional raw material for the purposes of his
argumentation. This disclaimer ultimately suggests that if one is to
accept any relation between the two works, one should draw this
conclusion by also considering to a certain degree how the Sophist
reasons for his four reasons. For the sake of clarity I propose to
discuss each reason separately, although it is true that the
argumentative schemata that G. employs to support the feasibility of

his four causes frequently overlap.?

1. Cause 1: ‘Divine wish’
The first of the causes seems to be the strongest argument in the

hands of those who support the view of a Gorgian presence in the

' See Scodel 1980, p.99.

* [ would add persuasion on the basis of evidence deriving from vase-paintings;
see Ghali-Kahil 1955, pp. 59-60, 225-230 and Noél 1989, p.140ff.

’ I have suggested eisewhere (see Inmoduction) that the discussions of logos (8-
14) and love (15-19) are marked by a very similar ‘theorisation’, and that for this
reason the section about speech and persuasion is not more important than the rest
of the reasons proposed by G. It is perhaps more pertinent to our interest in the

pre-Platonic development of literary, rhetorical and linguistic theory.
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Troades. G. argues that if it were Tvxnms PBovArpact «kai Bfedv
BovAevpaot kai’Avdyxms yméiopaocwy that Helen did what she did,
she 1s not responsible for her acts. It should be remembered, first of
all, that G. does not here or elsewhere mention Aphrodite. In fact,
the discussion of love, the fourth cause, proceeds in a rationalistic
manner to ao extent that only a iaassing reference to love (€pws) is
needed (19). In both these cases G. argues by making use of the
common view that god is superior to mar, yet when it comes to love
itself at 19 he brings in the pathology of épws, which we learn is a
human véenpa and an dyvénua, an ignomce of the soul.

It should be established then that when G. brings in divine
responsibility, his approach is rationalistic. For as he says, it is
nature that dictates that the weaker submits to the stronger, which in
this case is divine power (r¢g fed xal mf TUx7). G.’s argument here
clearly echoes one of the most intense polarities of the philosophical
investigation of his times, that is the relation between vdupos and
¢vos. This is not the place to discuss this polarity, but as far as this
particular argument is concerned G. seems to adhere to a sort of
pragmatism which in this case has insignificant implications for the
morality of his rhetoric, because no one would disagree that the god
Is superior to men. But who are the gods G. calls upon for the
exculpation of Helen? As we have seen Aphrodite and the rest of the
goddesses of the Judgment are clearly left out. Instead of them, G.
refers to personified abstract notions: Tvyn and "Avdykn, along with
the general fedv,! which are now combined with technical terms
from the field of the administration of the city (BovAeupaot,
ympiopact). It seems that G. intended to distance himself from the
mythical tradition, and this instance is a good example of how myth
1s rehabilitated in fifth-century rationalism.

If now one tums to Euripides, one finds out that when Helen

refers to divine responsibility the only immortal she puts the blame

' Cp. Empedokles DK 31 B 115,1 &orwv’ Avdyxrs xpijpa. Oedv yrigiapa madaidy,

whom G. may have in mind here.
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on is Aphrodite. Conacher, now, claims that “If we look at the
Euripidean Helen’s defence (at Tro.914ff.), we will find that the
power of Aphrodite is the only one which also appears m G.’s
Encomium”,! and Croally, who finds more similarities maintains
that “it was Aphrodite who offered her to Paris (929-31), thus
making her abduction a decision of the gods (Gorg. Hel. 6)”.2
Unfortunately, the “power of Aphrodite” does not appear in G. Hel.
As [ have shown G. makes every effort to distance himself from the
details of the standard account of the mythical tradition; it is a part
of his logical reasoning to argue by generalising, and by offering
general schemata (in this case ‘divine poWer 1s superior to human
alertness’) with a universal applicability. In Euripides on the other
hand it is Aphrodite herself that Helen puts the blame on. She says:
v Bedv xéAale kai Awds kpeloowv yevod,
5 riv pév v Sawudver Exer xpdros,
kelvms 8& 800Ads éori- ovyyvaun & épol.
(947-50)

The argument here is a fortiori: ‘if Aphrodite is superior (xpeloowv)
to all-mighty Zeus, how could I resist her power?’. Helen’s allusion
here is clearly to the power of love which is inflicted by Aphrodite
herself.’ The xpeioowv of G. is different from the one to which
Euripidean Helen resorts. It is a xpeioowv general enough to include
all the possible aspects of the compared elements: god (not goddess)
is superior to man as far as ‘violence (8{¢) and wisdom (cogie) and
the rest of the things are concerned’. The god himself that G.
compares to human beings remains unspecified,” or it is as general

as Tuxm or ' Avdyk7.

' Conacher 1998, p.33.

* Croally 1994, p.155.

* Cp. also Eur. Hipp. 1-6, and 443fF.

* All the occurrences of the word feds in Hel. 6 denote the divine factor in general:
Beos mpobupia dvfpdmov mpoundia; feds &’ dvipwmou kpeicowv; el ovv T TUXY

kai 6 Oeq v airiav dvaferéov... Helen in the Troades also closes her speech
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When G. later (19) refers to &pws himself, the argument will
still be based on the relation of the superior to the inferior. At that
point the argument is a hypothetical and disjunctive one: if éows is a
god (G. does not even take that for granted), as a god he is superior
to mortals; if love is a morbid state of the human being and an
ignorance of the human soul, then the blame should not be put on
the person who suffers from it. In either case Helen is innocent. This
argument comes at the end of the discussion of the fourth cause,
namely love, which, it should be remembered, has up to this point
been considered mainly with a rational examination of examples of
the impact of vision upon the human soui,dnd it is thus meant to be
a specification of what happened in the case of Helen. Had G.
wished to bring in Aphrodite in the one way or the other this would
have certainly been the most appropriate part of his speech to do so.
But he does not. His discussion of love is clearly dissociated from
Helen, and the responsibilities of Helen’s action are thus not shifted
on to any particular god. G. could not be less personal.'

It has then become clear, I hope, that scholars who are able to
locate in G. the Aphrodite (or indeed the rest of the goddesses
involved in the Judgment) simply do not realise that divine
responsibility is presented in a very different fashion in this work
than it is in Euripides’ Troades. In this play, divine intervention in
Helen’s affairs has always a name, or at least this is certainly the
case mn both Helen’s defence and Hekabe’s refutation of it. In the
Troades love inflicted by god remains an excuse, because the
rationalisation attempted by G. in the Encomium is there absent. On
the contrary, calling upon Aphrodite’s power as a means of
exculpation occurs elsewhere in tragedy, and certainly in other plays

by Euripides, e.g. in his Hippolyros, which was written thirtesn

with the words ei 8¢ riv fedv xpareiv / Bovdy, 70 xprilewv duallés éori gov rdle,
but who else can she have in mind but Aphrodite?

! See de Romilly 1976, p. 309-321, who claims that G.’s Encomium “la référence
au mythe est soigneusernent écartée...L3, la souveraineté de ’amour reste une

excuse decisive, mais sans avoir besoin de se fonder sur des légendes™, 319.
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years before the Troades.! The fact that in the Troades it is Helen
who employs it is certainly not in itself a sufficient reason to

conclude that Euripides answers G..

U. Causes I and III: ‘Physical violence’ and ‘Speech’

Since there is very little in Euripides to suggest any affinities with
G.’s third and four causes I discuss them together. The
argumentation for the possibility that Helen was violently abducted
1s more straightforward than the discussion of any of the other four
causes in the Encomium; G. very briefly suggests that if Helen was
abducted by force it is not she that we should blame, but the violator
who committed an unjust act. It seems néw that the Helen of the
Troades never claims that she was dragged away by force, because
most editors and commentators bracket 959-60, a reading that
makes the subject of 6 pév SBig yauel Deiphobus; but the point she
makes is that she married Paris by Aphrodite’s force.” This being
the case, the only two other references to Helen’s forcible abduction
are the one in Hekabe’s épeech (998-1001), and one less frequently
mentioned, if ever, in Cassandra’s speech, where the prophetess

maintains xal taif’ éxoloms kot Bla AeAgouévms (373). That Helen

'For more instances of the use of love as an excuse in tragedy see de Romilly
1976, p.17.

? Barlow 1986, pp. 211-12, who adopts Wilamowitz’s reading, maintains “Helen
is making the point that Aphrodite is the only big and she sums this up at 964-57,
212. Similarly, Lloyd 1992, claims thar “Nor does Euripides’ Helen argue that she
was forcibly abducted, and Hecuba’s attribution of this argument to her is thus a
mistake” (p.101). Croally 1994, p.155, accepts that Helen says that “Paris married
her by force”, as he, of course, argues for the relaton of G. to Euripides. It is not
clear to me if Meridor 2000, p. 20, thinks that Helen argues that she was abducted
by force when in commentng on Hekabe’s speech she says that “Hecuba now
questions her opponent and asks which Spartan heard her cry for help when, as

she claims, Paris abducted her by force”.
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does not use violence as an argument to improve her position, and
thus avoid the punishment that Menelaos has decided for her
manifestly weakens the possibility that Euripides draws upon G.’s
Encomion.

The section about Aéyos, which according to some scholars
constuitutes the pivotal argument of G.’s argumentation, is not used
by Helen at all. There are however some allusions in the play to
speech and persuasion, which are not sufficient to establish a direct
relation between the two works.! At 909, Hekabe in a seif-
referential statement claims that her Adyos will be enough to kill
Helen, which reminds us the limitless powers that G. attributes to
Adyos 1n saying that Adyos duvdorms péyas éoriv, 85 opikpordTw
odpart kal dpaveordrw feiérara €pya dmorelel (8). And at 966-8,
where the chorus urges Hekabe to defend her children and her
homeland effectively against Helen’s persuasion, for she is a sinister
person who speaks well. Again, one may observe the existence of
the recurrent polarity between deeds and words, which, as I am
inclined to believe, G. largely neutralises in his work; in Pal. for
instance the hero asks his judges p7 Tois Adyors pd@Adov 7 Tols
épyors mpocéyewr Tov vobv (34), for el pév Sua TIV Adywv T
dAnferav tav Epywv xafapdv Te yevéobar Tols dkovovor <kal >
pavepdv, ebmopos dv eln 7 xplots...(35). Similarly, in Hel. (13)
where G. tries to show the effects of persuasion through examples
from different kinds of Adyoc, he claims that one speech written with
skill pleases and persuades a great mob, even if it is false (réyvy
ypagels, ovk dAnfela Aexfeis). Nevertheless, none of these instances
proves that Troades draws upon G.’s Hel. All they show is an
awareness of the power of Adyos, and its potential to misrepresent

factual reality by clever interpretations of it.

' Mazzara’s points (1999, p.169ff) on fevamdrns at Tro.864-6 seem to me too

pressed.

120



il. Cause IV: ‘Love invoked by vision’

When G. starts his examination of Love as a possible airia for
Helen’s elopement to Troy, he says: €l ydp épws v 6 Tadra wdvra
mpdéas, ov yademwds Siagevferar TV Tis Aeyouévns yeyovévar
dpaprias airiav (15). But he then immediately goes on to maintain
In an axiomatic manner that ‘objects of our vision do not have the
nature that we want them to have, by the one that each one of them
happens to have’, which is different from what we expect him to
say, as this sentence imtroduces an apparently different topic, that is
the relation between objects of the external world to human visual
perception. In fact, the whole of the discussion of love as a possible
cause proceeds by a rationalistic approach to human vision, and its
impacts on the psychological realm. This discussion, whose
underlying argumentative schemata are very similar to those used in
the discussion of logos in 8-14, is meant to create analogies to
Helen’s particular case; in other words, G. attempts an
argumentation where a score of irrelevant material about the impact
of vision on human soul are employed so that his heroine’s case
may be presented as another example that confirms his general
observations.

It is interesting now to pay some attention to the manner in
which G. passes from the general discussion of vision to the specific
case he argues for; at 19, he asks: el pév rd o6’ Alefdvdpov owpart
70 Ths "EXévns Sppa fofév mpobupiav kal duiddav épwros T YuxF
mapédwke T Bavpacrév, which means that since we accept that
objects of the world have the appearance that they happen to have,
and since they can affect our emotional world through our visual
perception of them, as the examples adduced prove, we should not
then be surprised if Helen fell in love with Paris: her eye (not Helen)
was pleased by his body (not Alexandros), and she thus gave in. The
impersonal tone attempted here is striking; human beings like Helen
are presented with no personal will, and all responsibility is passed

over in the name of psychological observations. This is undoubtedly

121



a radical rehabilitation of the traditional view that love starts from
the eyes; what G. adds to it is a sophisticated explanation of how
and why such a thing occurs.

This being the case in the Encomium, we may now turn to the
Troades; Helen in her speech is never audacious enough to use
Panis’ beauty as an argument. She merely says that Kyprns was
amazed (éxmayrovuévn 929) by Helen’s beauty, and thus decided to
offer her to Paris, if she were to win the contest. More relevant
remarks about the interrelation of vision and love are actually made
by her opponent. Hekabe. In the lines that precede Helen’s
appearance on stage, Hekabe pleads wi‘th Menelaos to avoid eye
contact with his wife, because she may invoke desire in him p o’

éA mobw. | aloei vdo dvdodv Suuar’, éfaipel moAeis...(891-2). In

fact, Hekabe is afraid that Helen’s punishment will never take place
if Menelaos sees Helen. As Scodel eloquently put it “there is a sort
of circular irony here: the real defence of Helen lies in the very
reason that her presumed guilt is not punished”.!

There is another place, in Hekabe’s speech this time, where
seeing is related to love; in answering Helen’s claims about the role
of the goddesses she rather straightforwardly retorts that the Spartan
woman was simply dazzled by Paris’ beauty, and her mind was thus
transformed into Aphrodite (987-8).> And a few lines later (991-
996) she has more to say about her son’s appearance, this time the
emphasis being placed on his sparkling, oriental clothes. Helen, she
maintains, was just lured by his glowing appearance, and she was
thus tempted to secure a more luxurious life than the one she was

offered by her Spartan husband.’ In fact, Hekabe will at the end of

' Scodel 1980. p.99.
> For a most recent discussion of 6 aos 8 i8dv vwv vois émouidn Kumpis (988) see
Meridor 2000, p.18.
> I do not understand Meridor’s point (2000, p.27-8) that “it is hardly irrelevant
that Gorgias’ list of likely causes for Helen’s elopement...includes no passion for
riches and luxury. Hecuba’s speech may have been composed with Gorgias’

Encomium of Helen in mind”. If she means that G.’s speech is earlier than
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her speech rebuke Helen for being insolent enough to appear in
smart dresses (1022ff.), instead of rags, and with her hair shaved.
Apart from betraying her shamelessness, as Hekabe wishes to show,
Helen’s immaculate appearance could be read as a metaphor for her
immaculate and sophisticated speech.

As was the case with the other three causes, the fourth one
does not seem to have any presence in the Troades; Conacher, in
discussing line 988, claims that “it is tempting to think that
Eunpides is picking up this Gorgian argument and mischievously
using it against Helen instead of for her”.! But apart from being
tempting, the view that there is no evidence to support that Hekabe’s
point presumes G.’s observations about the impact of seeing on the
soul. For Hekabe’s argument is far less subtle and less sophisticated
than G.’s one. And at any rate, love was interrelated with vision
long before Euripides wrote the Troades. In this context it would
suffice to mention two examples: the first is from a play by
Euripides himself; in Hippolyros 525, the chorus says"Epws "Epws, s
kar’' Supdrwv / ordleirs méfov. The second one is derived from a
very different field, but it is probably not irrelevant in the present
context; because if we turn to Empedokles’ fragments 86, 87, 95, we
soon find out that the creator of the eyes is no one else but
Aphrodite.”

Postscript

One of the most obvious characteristics of the agon of the Trojan

Women 1is the self-referentiality of Helen’s speech, which

Euripides’ Troades, because G. has nothing to say about luxuries, then Meridor
simply presses an unimportant point too much. And at any rate, as we have seen,
G. argues in such a general manner that any specific menton of Helen’s luxuries
would be surprising. Meridor probably fails to understands the extent to which the
Sophist theorizes in his speech.

' Conacher 1998, p.57.

? Cp. also Ibycus 287 PMG.
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undoubtedly makes it sound like a formal, immaculate piece of
rhetoric.' Helen does not proceed by simply arguing for her case;’
she goes beyond that by relentlessly alluding to the manner in which
her speech is organised. This sort of mannerism happens to be one
of the most characteristic features of G.’s s‘cyle,3 whose fondness for
marking the transition from the one part of his speech to the other is
ommipresent; in both of his preserved speeches he programmatically
announces his aim at the beginning and he then unfailingly
signposts the passage from the one to the other subdivision of his
argumentation, by referring either to the substance of what follows
or to the manner in which he attempts to proczaed.4

In the proemion of her speech, Helen claims that she will attempt
with her speech to answer the charges that she anticipates will be
brought against her, and this is expressed in a most Gorgian manner,

with remarkable antitheses.” She then goes on to blame Hekabe for

! See Lloyd 1992, pp. 5 and 101; as this scholar shows, this expressed self-
awareness on behalf of the speaker is not peculiar to this agon, and it may well be
true that to a certain extent the same practice is employed by Hekabe as well. As
Lloyd (1992) maintains “The second half of Hecuba’s unusually long speech
shows far fewer signs of the philosophical and rhetorical influences that were so
striking in the first half”, p. 109. But Helen’s speech serves better the purposes of
this thesis.

? This rhetorical practice is discernible in Agathon’s speech (cp. Pl. Symp.1964d),
and it is parodied in Aristophanes’ Frogs 906-7; Isokrates picks it up in 10.8 (mp
pév obv dpymv Tod Adyou moutjoopar TV dpxTv Toi yévous auths [sc. of Helen]).
* See MacDowell 1982, p.18-19.

* Some examples: in Pal. 5 the hero outlines the two main arguments against the
charge of weason: ‘Even if | had wished to betray the Greeks to the Trojans I
would not have been able to do so, but even if | had been able to do so I would not
have wanted it’; sometimes the demonstratdon of the arguments is smoothly
completed by a refteration of what has just been proved (cp. Pal. 12, 21, and Hel.
20, where the four causes are repeated in the reverse order).

5 Line 918 (rois cotor rdud xai T o alriduara) has been though to be spurious
(e.g. by Diggle), because “it misleadingly implies that Helen addresses Hecuba
directly at some point whereas she never does” Barlow 1986, p.210; Conacher
1998, p.36 quotes and transiates it. With or without keeping the line the style of

the opening of Helen’s speech is anyway antithetical, but it is worthwhile noticing
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giving birth to Paris, and the old man (mpéafus 921).! It is clear that
Helen presents first what would come first in a logical
representation of ‘factual’ reality, and this is amply brought out by
the wording (wpdrov pév dpxds...8evrepov). The same process is
discernible in the section of Pal. where the hero refutes the
possibility of committing the crime of treason by demonstrating that
each necessary stage for the preparation of such a crime was
impossible; there as here it is emphasised that the starting point of
the afgumentatidn should coincide with what should come first in
the only possible logical sequence of events (émt 8é Tdvde wov
Adyov elu mpdrov...&8eL ydp Twa mp@rov dpxmv yevéobar Tis
mpodocias, 7 8& dpxm...0; mpdrov pév otv kal OdevTepov kal
péyiorov, Sua mavrds dw’  dpxfs els Télos dvaudpriros 6
mapouydpevos Blos ...). G.’s Hel. provides us with no fewer
examples of this technique, but due to the nature of this speech
which is meant to be an éyxducov, it is not the defendant who
explains how she will proceed, but the rhetor himself. In this
context, it would suffice to bring in an example from the part of the

speech where G. is about to present the four causes (5):

Ay 7 \ o~ I by 4 -~ € Al 2 A 1 kd 3\
TOV Xxpdvov 8é T@ Adyw Tov ToTe viv Umepfds éml Ty dpoymv

-~ / 7 Id 1 4 AY I’ rd
To0 péAdovtos Adyou mpofroopar kal mwpobroopar Tds aitias...

that antitheses or other devices expressed with pronouns are very regular and very
distinct in Pal., especially when, as Helen does here and as she will do later at
945, he addresses someone: in 23 he addresses Odysseus (ro oé ve Tav
yevouévwr, ds v Prs...tdv 8¢ p7 yevopévev éué), and later at 28 and 33 he
addresses the judges (wpos 8 Uuds...mepl  €pol Aowmov 8¢ wepl Updv wpds Uuds
éort pou Adyos). These occurrences also serve as examples of G.’s marking the
passage from the one section of his speech to the other, and the same holds for
Troades 945.

' Some scholars identify him with Priam (e.g. Barlow 1986, note ad loc.), others
with the old shepherd (e.g. Lloyd 1992, p. 102 and note 29).
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With a praereritio G. makes the statement that his speech is not
meant to deal with factual reality, because what really matters is
whether Helen was responsible for her elopement, not the fact that
she eloped. No doubt, this is manifestly accepted by him.

The same sort of formal (and rather formulaic) indications of
transition appears also in the main body of Helen’s speech; the
marked passage to the second argument (that is the Judgment of
Paris) with the évfévde rdwidocr’ at 923 is clearly an invitation to
undei’stand it as‘ a logical inference from what has already been said,
and 1t is thus employed by Euripides with the intent both to add
cohesion to the speech and to ensure that this cohesion will be
evident to the audience, should this be Menelaos and Hekabe or the
spectators. It is with exactly the same words that Helen will pass to
the third argument (that is the benefits that the outcome of the
Judgment secured for the Greeks). She says rov évfev § ds éxer
aképar Aéyov (931).

These formulas of transition are repeatedly used by G. in his
Pal; at 24 the hero has just shown that Odysseus accused him
without having any knowledge of the facts, and he then assumes that
the only remaining possibility is that Odysseus relied merely upon
his opinion §3fa; the words he uses are 76 87 Aowmov... At 13,
Palamedes invites his judges to oxépacfar xowf xal Téde, that is to
recollect that no possible motives would have been fulfilled by the
commitment of treason. Before Helen passes to the discussion of her
possible motives at 945, she utters an elév, which is a way of
passing to the following argument by partly and tentatively
conceding that even if what has been said up to this point is not
accepted, what follows excludes any possibility that she could
reasonably be held responsible for her acts. The very same word is
used by Palamedes in the section of his speech where he shows that
all the necessary stages for the preparation of treason were in his
case impossible (Pal. 10). To this instance one could add various

more formulas that serve the same purpose (dAda &7 Toi7o T@ Adyw
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Svvarov yevéolw 7, PrjoeL TS 9, xai 87 roivuv yevéofw xal Td p7

yevoueva 11).
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NOTES

1
kdopos...arffera: G. begins his prose-encomium by employing a
literary. device which is amply used in poetry, namely a Pramel;
although it seems that G. does not attempt to create a climax, the
elements that he selects as foil for the notion that he wishes to focus
on (Adyw 8¢ dArfPera) are not arranged haphazardly. The first one,
méAws, 1S an inclusive entity, and the following four form two
antithetical pairs: the first of them (odpari/yuxf) comprises the two
constituent parts of human existence (G. seems to accept the
independence of those two elements), and the second the common
thetorical distinction between works and words. It is clear that G.
lays the emphasis on the very last element, namely true speech. As
the programmatic statements that follow amply bring out, G.’s
intention is to restore Helen’s reputation by offering a rational
examination of her case. G., by expressing his commitment to truth,
implies that his speech possesses xdopos. This quality, which is
forms the topic word of the Priamel, persistently resists
interpretation. The main meanings of the word are a) ornament, and
b) order. In this context, G. uses «dopos as a signifier with multiple
signifieds, all of which depend upon and are determined by the
element defined. For a city xdopos is the robustness of its men, for
body it is beauty.... As MacDowell puts it «éonos 1s “the proper
condition in virtue of which a city is a good city, a body is a good
body etc.” (1982, p.33). Although it is clear what «dopos is for the
particular elements, the meaning of «douos itself remains obscure.
Untersteiner renders it with the word ‘harmony’ (1961, p.88), G
Bona (1974, 5ff.) translates ‘perfection’ and observes that it cannot
be taken to mean ormament, for “neither the absence nor the

presence of an ormament... would make an object be worth blaming
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Or praising in its own right” (pp.5-6). More recently Wardy has
argued that “this unqualified exclusion of ‘ormament’ is thoroughly
misguided” and concludes that “the last thing readers should do in
reacting to par. 1 is to suppress their initial responses to a// the
connotations of kosmos” (1996, p.156 n.8). I find Wardy’s reading
attractive and consequently I conmsider that xdopos should be
construed as flexibly as possible. Sykutris’ general description of
G.’s style fits perfectly these lines: “éxeivo mov yapaktmpiler Tov
PpacTikdv Tpémov Tod [opylov elvar &va Gdos kat’ émxpdTnowv
dvopaoTikd v, dyu pruankév..pd Ty Aoyudv adTiv doploriav
éviaydeTar M pouokdTs kal 1 guvvateBnpatikdtys ToG SAov, kal &
Adyos peraBdAderar els mapélacwy mwapaordoewv kal elxdvav
moAuxpdpwy” (the emphasis is mine; Sykutris 1934, p.137). To
these remarks we should add that the construction is strikingly
symmetrical: the cola following the topic-word «dopos are
constructed in exactly the same manner, (a) Noun (dat.) (b) Particle
- {c) Noun (nom.), and unlike the poetical Priamels there is no
Increase in the length of the individual elements (cp. Race 1990,
p-10). The interchange in the quanity of syllables is as follows: (a)2-
(€)3, (a)3-(c)2, (2)2-(c)2, (a)3-(c)2, (a)2-(c)3.

ebavdpia: the quality of men is stressed here, as MacDowell
observes (1982, p.33; cp. Xen. Mem.3.3.12-3: 008¢ edavdpia év
dAA méAer Spola T évbdSe ouvvdyerar; Ar. Nub.297-8: maplévol
ouBpoddpor, / EXwpev Aimapdv xfdva [TaAAddos, edavdpov yav...).
cwpan: ‘body’ in a physical sense; it is significant that it precedes
‘soul’ and that it is distinguished from it, as the next pair Adyos /
mpdypa presents two notions typically opposed to each other. Each
one of them seems to acquire independence, as it is attested from 14.
Musti (1993, p.864) contends that “il significato fisico del termine
[sc. body] sia ben rappresentato nella letteratura greca arcaica e
classica” and he also remarks that its usage in G. is “realistico, ¢
perfino crudo”. oc@ua admittedly plays an important role in Hel.: it
was the ‘body’ of Helen that attracted the bodies of her noble suitors
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(4), it was the body of Paris that attracted Helen’s eye (19). Helen’s
beauty attracted the bodies of noble suitors, and this attractiveness is
used m the (only) purely encomiastic part of The Encomium of
Helen; Paris’ beauty attracted Helen. and this seduction is used for
her defence. In his relauvistic defimition of ‘body’, G. attributes to it
a property (xdAdos), which will be proved to be double-edged, as far
as the persons who possess it are concermed.  Juyq 8¢ codia: it is
difficult to understand what G. had exactly in mind when he joined
‘wisdom’ with ‘soul’. Wisdom belongs to the same lexical field
with sophist, and it has a great range of meanings (see Gladigow
1965). Kerferd holds that “According to the received
account...these terms (“wise’ and ‘wisdom”) went through a kind of
evolution in their meanings, from (1) skill in a particular craft,
especially handicraft, through (2) prudence or wisdom in general
matters, especially practical and political wisdom, to (3) scientific,
theoretic, or philosophic wisdom...this sequence is artificial and
unhistorical, being essentially based on Anstotle” (1981, p.24). In
Hel. oogia tecurs in 4, listed among other virtues of Helen’s suitors
and it is presented as something acquired by men through learning,
it is an émixrnprov skill. What G. has in mind specifically as ‘wisdom
In the soul’ may emerge — though not conclusively — from Helen 11:
most people are deceived because, due to absence of memory of the
past, of judgment for the present and of foresight of the future they
employ opinion (86¢a) as counsellor of their soul. We may infer
from this passage that probably the presence of these qualities is
what makes the human soul wise. wpdypan 3¢ dperq: “one might
have supposed that dperj just meant ‘mernt’, virtually equivalent to
xéopos. But it is in accordance with the archaic use of the word to
regard it as applicable primarily to action” (MacDowell 1982, p.33;
cf. Arist. EN 1098a 7-12, where dper 1s presented as the perfection
of &pyov: €l 84 éoriv Epyov dvfpémov duxfs évépyera xard Adyov 7
p7 dveu Adyou, 10 8 auTé papev épyov elvar T@ yéver Tolde xal

T060¢ omudaiov...mpooTifepévns Tis Kkar’ dperny UmepoxTs wpos TO



épyov). Wardy (1996, p. 156) criticises this reading on the basis that,
“although it is true that pragma could mean ‘action’, there is no
evidence for a limitation of generalized ‘areté’ to action... My
alternative reading takes pragma as equivalent to ‘thing’ in the
widest possible sense”. But Wardy does not do justice to the tex;
action is traditionally opposed to Adyos and it is not accidental that
they are juxtaposed here. They form an antithetical pair, picked up
mn the following sentence . Adyw 8& dMfera: it is generally and
commonly assummed that G., as a pure rhetorician, was not interested
in truth; Dodds (1959, p.8) contends that his works “make the
impression of a dazzling insincerity, an insincerity so innocently
open as to be...entirely void of offence”. Many scholars tend to
assume that G. was uninterested in truth, so that his practices
amount to nothing but mere deception. This criticism is as old as
Plato; in Phaidros 267a, we read: Teiwgiav 8¢ Iopylav re édoopev
ebdev, ol mpd TAv dAfdv Ta eixdra €ldov ws TiumTéa TAoV.
There is no doubt that G. sometimes uses probabilities in his
speeches, especially in Pal., but there is no evidence suggesting that
he deliberately ignores truth. On the contrary, it would be extremely
foolish for a rhetor to ignore truth, that is factual reality, since it
undoubtedly provides him with unshakable evidence (see Gagarin
1994, p.46-57). Similarly, Kerferd’s view that “G. is introducing a
radical gulf between logos and the things it refers to” and that
because of this gulf “we can understand quite easily the sense in
which every logos involves a falsification” (1981, p.81) is
unattractive, for it relies much upon the ontological autonomy given
to logos in ONB, without considering that it 1s very unlikely that G.
put in that text any systematised theory to which he was himself
committed. As Schiappa (1999, p.125) has recently put I,
“propositions of the form ‘G. had a theory of X’ are potentially
misleading”, because “they overestimate the maturity of a theory’s
development by implying more coherence and completeness than
can be demonstrated with the available evidence” and also because

“the attribution of a number of theories to ancient writers on the
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basis of isolated or few fragments mischaracterises the process of
intellectual investigation in ancient Greece during the sixth and fifth
centuries”. Consequently, there is no reason to suspect that when G.
says that ‘truth’ is «dopos for Adyos he is dishomest. In 2, he
programmatically announces that he intends to show the truth, and
we may thus assume that he considers (and that he would wish us to
believe) that his Adyos is not a Adyos of dxoopia. It is a Adyos which
proceeds with Aoyiouds, that is with logical argumentation 2, a
speech which is opposed to the speech of the poets.

dvdpa 8e...&mBeivar: all these elements can be the objects of praise
or blame according to their qualities. “Some of the nouns are the
same as in the previous sentence, others not” (MacDowell 1932,
p-33). The same scholar suggests that there is not a “significant
distinction between &pyov and mwpdypa”, since G. intends to “achieve
an even number of items in his list”. This view is correct, and it
gains even more ground by the fact that G. attempts symmetrical
sounds (lo — gon / er — gon, and p - olin / p —ragma) within
antithetical pairs (with the exemption of city / action). The
antithetical character of the introductory sentences is also brought
out by the statement “praiseworthy things should be praised”,
whereas what is not praiseworthy (not what is blameworthy) should
be blamed. This deontological statement is tricky; is G. saying that
what is not praiseworthy is always blameworthy? An easy answer
would be that the question is too subtle to have any significance for
the interpretation of the passage, especially when nothing guarantees
that G. wished anything more than a polished formality (notice the
alliteration of /p/, the antithesis déwov / dvaéiw the polyptoton —
combined with a repetition — and finally the isocolon all of which
coexist after the impersonal, and deontic xp7). A more satisfactory
answer is perhaps that G. needs a polarisation, in the form of a
terrium non datur, functionally supported by the form. It is true that
when a person, thing or situation is not praiseworthy, this does not

necessarily entail that it is blameworthy. Nevertheless, G.” s speech
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cunningly polarises these qualities: Helen must either be
praiseworthy or blameworthy. The tone from the very beginning
establishes that what is at stake here is serious. If Helen is not
elevated to the heights of praise, she will necessarily tumble all the
way down to blame, where she has already been placed by the poets
(G. does not of course bother to take into account Stesikhoros’
Palinode). An implied blackmail, yet an attractive one, since it
gives G.” s speech its raison d’ érre.

apabla: the same noun is used in the characterisation of the state of
mind established by the poets (2, and in 21 it appears combined with
86€a). In fact, the phrase lon ydp apapria xai dpafia forms a
hysteron proteron, for duapria is brought about by duefia. We may
be reminded at this point that Sokrates postulated that no one is
willingly bad, which means that human morality is primarily a
matter of knowledge (see Calogero 1976, p.408-421; for its use in
Plato cp. Pl. Gorg.477b7, and Dodds 1959 ad loc.).

pépdeafal te...popmra: with this axiomatic statement G. implies his
obligation to praise Helen (for the common epinician ypéos-motif
cp. Pi. 0. 8.72-75, and especially N. 8.38-9: éya) §° dorols dddv «al
xdovi yvia kaddaww’, / alvéw alvmrd, popgdv 8’ émomelpwv
dAcrpots, which is stylystically close to G.’s expression. See also
Schadewaldt 1928, 277, Carey 1981, p.28, and Gerber 1982, p. 153,
with further literature). The construction is stylistically striking;
notice the chiasm with one infinitive and its cognate noun in the
centre of the construction and its opposite in sense, with its cognate
noun. At the beginning and at the end of it (uéppecfar — émarvera -
émracvelv — pwpnra), combined with isocolon and homeoteleuton.
pdpov: “generally poetic; the usual word for ‘blame’ in later prose is
Sverdos” (MacDowell 1982, p.33); it is picked up in 20 and 21
(pdpou adukiav; it appears personified in Pl. Rep.487a6: o008 av o

Mayos, é¢m, 16 ye Towobrov péudarto).
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2

t00 8’ adrod dvdpos...eAéy€ar: A lacuna has been suggested by
Dobree after éxéyéar; Diels completed ad sententiam: 6 Aeyduevov
ovk plas- mpooriker Tolvuv éXéyéar. This is not accepted by
Untersteiner, Buchheim, and MacDowell, who rightly claims that
“no supplement is really necessary; the sense and construction are
satisfactory without it, and it is not for us to foist on Gorgias yet
another redundant antithesis” (1982, p.33). G. throughout this
paragraph programmatically announces his task. His statement
refers to both the content and the method of his speech. He has to
say rightly, that is by using the appropriate language, what is
appropriate to be said about Helen, and to refute her critics. 8éov has
been related to the notion of xacpés (cp. fr. 13 with notes; see also
Frankel 1975, pp.447-8 and n.14), a possibility which is
strengthened in the light of Epitaphios: tobtov voullovres
kowdéTaTov kal Oeidrartov véuov, 16 Séov év T@ Béovti kal Aéyew
 kal ovy@v kal moielv...saying to déov, the appropriate thing at the
appropriate time, along with the accuracy in diction are properties of
those praised through the speech, and it is in virtue of these
properties that they are (mot were, because they are mortal
immortals) praiseworthy. G. surely hopes that Helen will also, at the
end of the speech, be considered a praiseworthy woman (for 76 §éov
see Macleod 1983, p. 52 and n.4). Moreover, the combination of
Aéfar with 3pfds is reminiscent (though it cannot be proved that it is
dependent upon) dpfoémera, a term that can be rendered as ‘correct
diction’ (Guthrie 1971, p.205, Kerferd 1981, p.68). Linguistic
investigation was undoubtedly one of the most significant
contributions of the Sophistic intellectual activity; Prodicus is said
to have placed his interest in synonymy, Protagoras focused on
grammatical categories. There can be little doubt that their
discussion of language was chiefly prescriptive, as it is shown in
Aristophanes’ Clouds, where Protagoras is satirised for his efforts to
reconcile the grammatical with the natural gender.
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opddruyos: although the word is not traced elsewhere in classical
Greek (its cognate Spoyuxia is common in modem Greek), no
emendation is required. G. encapsulates in a single word the impact
of Adyos on the soul of the audience. In 13 we learn that one single
logos can persuade a mob (Sxltos), so that oudduyos explicitly
indicated the unifying function of speech, its power to create a

consent.

q Te T@v woumrdv..mioms: The emendations proposed are not
necessary (see Diés 1913 p.193-4). The Mss reading is satisfactory,
though it has been taken either to mean a) ‘the opinion of those who
have heard the poets’, or b) ‘the opinion of those that the poets have
heard’. The first meaning is strongly supported by numerous texts
where Helen is criticised on the basis of her morality. Stesikhoros
was forced to write his Palinodia, because he had slandered Helen,
and it is interesting that later biographers attribute Homer’s
‘blindness to his criticism of Helen. Alcaeus B10L. - P contrasts the
mmmorality of Helen with the excellence of Thetis, and he closes his
poem with the following words: ol 8’ dmddovr’ dud’ ‘EfXéva / kai
médets (cp. Aiskh. Ag. 681ff). In Euripides’ Troades (892-3)
Hekabe praises Menelaos’ decision to kill Helen, because she aipe?
yap avbpdv Supart’, éfaipel moAets, / miumpnow olkous ... Diés on
the other hand, has proposed that “dxovodvrav wioris équivaut a
fides ex auditu”, and that “sous ’dkovodvrwy de Gorgias,” may be
found “le souvenir de quelque légende de cette sorte ou soit I’
Instigation & écrire, soit méme la révélation de vérités jusque-la
ignorées ou travesties seraient venues au poete...d’ un oracle ou
d’une apparition d’ Héléne” (Diés 1913, 195). Segal (1962, p.145
n.63) following Norden, and Untersteiner (1961, p.90) holds that G.
means the inspiration that poets accept from the Muses; Bona (1574,
p. 30 n.1) also accepts (b), and more particularly what the poets
have heard is the oral tradition they have inherited from oral



tradition. It is interesting now that Segal (1962) disagrees that
mouyrav is “genitive of source” depending on dxovedvrwv, whereas
MacDowell (1982, p.34) takes the opposite view on the basis that
there is mo genitve “to denote the source of what is heard”.
However, it is hard to take sides. (a) is certainly plain: it refers to the
recipients of (some of) the poets’ account. (b) would be attractive
under the light of the method proposed by G.. Where he self-
consciously (BovAopar) proposes a Aoycopds as his own method, the
poets, being manipulated by the Muses, merely reproduce what they
are dictated by them. Probably G.’s wording is deliberately
ambiguous.

ovépartos PMpT...yéyovev: “Gorgias produces a pair of parallel
phrases by adding a genitive to each, but the parallelism of
construction is artificial, because roi dvduaros is a subjective
genitive...but rév cuvpgopdv is an objective genitive” (MacDowell
1982, p.34; he compares 10 dwxfis dpapripara xal 36éms
dmarijpara, 19 duyfs dypevpaow..., and 3 6 pév  dvdpav
kpaTigTos...). ¢qum: ‘significant sound’ (MacDowell 1982, p.34);
Helen’s name brings out the reality of the subject it names (cp.
Aiskh. Ag. 681ff.: ris mor’ dvdpaley @8’/ és 10 mwdv érpripes, / i
Tis dvriv’ ody’ Spdpev mpovoi- / awol Tob wempwpévov / yAdooay év
Tuxe vépwv, / tav SoplyapBpov dudiveir- / ki 8 ‘Elévav, émel
mpemovrws / éXévas éAavdpos €Aé- / mrodis éx Tdv dfporipwv...).
The archaic idea that the name reveals the truth of the object it
denotes (cp. Heraclitus 48DK) which seems to be found here is
refuted by G. himself in ONB. In that text it is clearly stated that
Adyos 1s different from the objects it denotes, in other words a name
is arbitrarily related to the object it refers to. This disclaimer further
shows (as is held throughout this thesis) that the comparison of
passages so as to support theories allegedly put forward by G. 1s
methodologically inappropriate. In this context G. intends to oppose
the irrational and uncritical account of the poets to his logical

argumentation. We may then assume that probably her name is
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reminiscent of calamities because of its poetical usage, as it is
shown by the Aeschylean passage quoted above.  pvium:
combined with ¢iun also i Lysias 2.3 pwipmgw mapd hs @ripmns
AaBdv. G. clearly aspires to create a speech unbound by temporal
limits. Aoyiouds unchains him from the lineanty of poetical
narration; it is worth noting that in 5 we are told that through his
present Xéyos (tré Adyw) he can bypass the events of the past (rov
Xpovov TOov TOTE).

&yw 3¢ Bovdopar...dots: the emphatic statement of his own method
(introduced with the éyw 3¢ which expresses G.’s intention to
distance himself from his predecessoré) -has undeservedly been
overlooked by scholars (it is worth mentioning that the same
boastful expression is uttered by Agathon in his ‘Gorgian’ speech in
PLSymp.194ed: éya 8¢ BodAopar mparov pév elmelv ds xp7 pé
elmeiv...). The self-reference denotes personal and free will on
behalf of the rhetor (. His speech is not fact-bound; the method that
he will follow is a matter of personal selection. Linguistically
speaking, after the theme, that is something already known (in this
case the poets’ account) comes the rheme, that is the new
information which is undoubtedly in a relation of contradistinction
with what has already been said. This phrase serves thus both as an
announcement of the method that will be followed by G. and as a
comment on the practices which have already been followed by
those who have previously deait with the same subject (cp. 21
éBouArifny). Aoyiopédv mva: Verdenius (1981, p.117) claims that G.
“declares that he will use a special kind of argument,... but this is
not specified”. Nevertheless, the emphasis here is not on a special
kind of argument, but on the argumentative speech itself (see
MacDowell 1982, p.34). Aoytopds indicates G.’s own method,
which is going to be logical argumentation (that the word means
‘reasoning’, ‘logical argumentation’ is confirmed by the contexts
cited by Schiappa 1999, pp.122-123). Segal (1962, p.119) saw a

“rationalistic approach to persuasion 1n Palamedes” and an
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“emotional approach in the Helen”, and Verdenius applauded this
view (1981, p.118 n.17). This is an artificial distinction, and G.’s
announcement that he intends to proceed through Aoyiopds is not
deceptive, as Verdenius thought. For the function of the soul and the
impact of (an irrational) logos on it is one thing, and the
examination of this function and its impact quite an other. Hel
proceeds in an equally logical way. All the main arguments are
“remarkably orderly and well-sign-posted” (MacDowell 1982,
p.17); the argumentation is apagogic, as is the case in the
examination of the possible motives in Pal. The examination of the
impacts of logos upon the human soul (8-14) and that of vision upon
it (15-19) proceeds with a good deal of theorisation. There is no
reason thus to suggest that Hel is urational. G. by his own
admission uses Aoyrouds in his speech.

émdeifar kal deifar TdAmfes kal.... émdelfar xai Sdetfac is the
MSS reading, and there is no reason to change it to Seifas «al
émdeibas with Blass. MacDowell (1982) prints émideifar xal Seifas
Te TdAnfés , taking the ommission of re as the product of an
haplography. But this is probably redundant. The second «xat
replaces the 7 of the MSS (“for confusion of 4 and «ai, compare,
for example, And. 1.78, Is. 5.5, D. 3.27”, MacDowell 1961, p.121).

3

Gorgias proceeds with a praise of Helen which is based on the
mythical account concerning her birth, her beaury, and finally her
suitors. Apart from these references in 3-4 very little is otherwise
relevant to her person in the speech. Even her name is rarely

mentioned in a speech which is intended to be an encomium for her.

biceL...mpdrrwv: a recurrent motif of an encomium is the connection

of the praised hero to a divine parentage. In this way the praise
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becomes worthwhile, and at the same time the hero is distanced
from the human community, so as to avoid the resentment of men.
mp@ra: the neuter plural adjective refers here to one individual (see
MacDowell 1982, p.34); cp. Aiskh. Pers.2, 681, Eum. 487; in prose
Thuc. 3. 82 rd péoa r@v modurdv, 6. 77 61 otk “lwves Tdde elaiv.
o0k ddmAov...0Alyous: with this double litotes G. stresses that the
superiority of Helen is beyond doubt; notice that the presentation of
her birth begins with the word §fAov.

pmrpos pev Andas: Helen’s mother was Leda, the daughter of the
king of Aetolia Thestius, who married her to Tyndareos, king of
Sparta. When Leda was taking her bath in the River Eurotas, Zeus
transformed himself into a swan, so as to avoid an eagle. He hid
himself away in her arms, and the product of their intercourse was
an egg from which Polydeukes and Helen were borm; like Helen,
“Epws was also born from an egg (cp. Dunbar 1997, comments on
6951t

maTpds...d€ TOpavvos: a demanding construction, concerning Helen’s
paternity: ‘her real father was a god, but according to the rumours a
mortal, Tyndareos and Zeus, of which the one was thought to be
because he was, whereas the other was shown not to be because he
claimed that he was, and the one was the mightiest man the other the
ruler of all’. Helen’s paternity is attributed to Zeus (1), and
Tyndareos (2); the construction os perfectly balanced (1,2/2,1/1,2
/2,1) It is worth mentioning that according to Pausanias (3. 17. 14),
Tyndareos’ tomb was believed to be next to the temple of Zeus
Kosmetas in Sparta (cp. Pausanias 3. 17. 14), which is tantamount to
saying that they were both worshipped at the same place. &wa o
elvar &doev: ‘a phrase highly reminiscent of B26. &a 16 ddvar
nAéyxdn: MacDowell prints éXéxfn; “nAéyxfn is translated by Diels-
Kranz ‘die Fama trog’, but it cannot mean this. If correct, 1t would
have to mean something like ‘he was proved not to be because he
claimed he was’; but §ca would then be absurd” (MacDowell 1961,

p.121). Wardy (1996, pp.31-2) defends the reading of the MSS, and
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mnterestingly he claims that “Gorgias daringly inverts the description
of Tyndareus...The idea, presumably, is that so brilliant is the sight
of Helen’s ‘divine beauty’ (4) that it immediately suffices to give
the lie to the mortal’s pretension: we can clearly see that her beauty
1s ‘divine’ in the strict sense of the word” (see also p.156, n.9, and
Porter 1993, p.276-7). For an unsuccessful mimesis of the Gorgian
construction, see [sok. 10. 18.

4

lodBeov xadlos: Hesiod compares Helen with Aphrodite, as far as
her beauty is concemned (7 eidos éxev xpuoéns  Adpodirns... .197,
5), and Homer compares her to Artemis (éx 8 ‘EAévn faldapoio
fuadeos Oopdporo / HAvbev, Apréuide xpuomAaxdrw éikuvia
0d.4.121-2; see also Od.8. 174; on lodfeov see Furley 2000, pp.7-
15, esp.10).

mAeloras 3¢ mAeloTols...éverpydouTo: ‘In many men she implanted
much love-desire’; with the repetition of mAeior- G. stresses the
great number of Helen’s suitors and the strong emotions of love
invoked in them by her. The story of Helen’s suitors goes that, when
Tyndaros announced that he was planning to marry off his daughter
Helen, numerous men turned up in Sparta from all over Greece.
Tyndareos, out of fear that if he favoured one of the suitors, he
might provoke the wrath and the enmity of the rest of them, asked
for Odysseus’ support. The latter, one of Helen’s suitors, advised
him to bind the suitors with a pledge: if somebody ventured to stain
Helen’s husband’s reputation, all of them were obliged to assist
him. Helen chose Menelaos, and when Paris seized her, Menelaos
adduced this pledge. The follow-up is well-known: the Trojan
expedition. A catalogue of the suitors is offered by Hesiod (fr.197-
204), Apollodorus, and Hyginus.

ev. Sé...cwpara: the antithesis between évi and woAAd recurs in the
context of 13, where it is claimed that one Aéyos persuades many
people. The attractiveness of Helen’s body is equally strong.

Helen’s body has the power to join the cream of Gresk men in a
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battle against a common enemy. Buchheim (1989, p.162) has
plausibly seen an affinity of the wording here with Empedoclean
philosophy; more particularly he contends that “Denn das
Zusammenbringen von vielem durch die Attraktion des einen
(ndgmlich der Kypris bzw. Philotes etc.) ist ein empedokleisches
Grundmotiv; vgl. z.B. Emp. DK 31B 35,5...oder B21, 8”. Helen in
this paragraph is praised indirectly; after the demonstration of her
noble and divine birth, the praise of the men she attracted proves
analogously her 6wn nobleness (cp. Hes. fr. 200, 34, 39: 66~ dvépes
&box’ dpioror..moda 8§ Eedv<a Bidov>, péya xAéo<s é&oxe
yu>vaikds). It is worth noting that this indirect encomiastic manner
is largely followed by Isokrates in his Helen, where a considerable
part of the speech is devoted to Theseus; “The real object of praise
is the figure of Theseus, that is, the city of Athens itself through its
illustrious mythological representative” Wardy 1996, p.28 (cp. Isok.
10.22-2).

@v ot peév...éoyov: Immisch thought that a lacuna follows after
mAoUTou, 0 attain a symmetry: N(oun, gen.) {Imm. A(djective, gen.)
dpyaiov} — N (gen.) A (gen.) N (acc.) — N (gen.) A(gen.) N(acc.) -
N(gen.) A(gen.) N(acc.), but nothing suggests that this should be
done (one should also notice the homoeoteleuton formed in the two
central phrases: evdo-fiav, eve-§iav, and the repetition of sounds
mAov-, -€y-, -ye-, maA-, strengthened by the three compound words
starting with an ev-). Rostagmi (1922, p.192, 195) observes that in
the speech of Pythagoras to the young (lamblichus, ITepi to5
ITvBayopikos Blou, 8, 42-43), there is an encomiastic speech to
wisdom (codia) “che ha per base I’ identico schema” (Untersteiner
1961, p.92). Pythagoras, according to this source, categorises
praiseworthy things into inborn and acquired, permanent and
temporary. Wealth and offices are inherited privileges, which, when
legated, their owner seizes to possess them (ra e Tov mpoénevov
ovk éxewv avrov 8, 43). Physical power, by contrast is a mere

personal ({3{as) charactemstic, which cannot be donated to anyone
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(otx” olov Te elvar map’ érépov pararaBelv 8, 42). To all the
aforementioned charismata is opposed wisdom (maiSeia), an
acquired virtue, which, when achieved by a person, is never lost. On
the contrary, the person who acquires it is in a position to impart it
through teaching to others (Suvarov eivar «al map’ érépov
peraraBeiv xkal Tov Sévra wundév Trrov adrov éxerv 8, 43; notice
that the opposite is claimed in the Dissoi Logoi 6, as an argument
against the teachability of virtue: if virtue is teachable, then the
person who hands it over to somebody else does not possess it
anymore). The fact that G. calls ‘wisdom’ émixrnros (‘acquired’) is
not of course coincidental: a central theme of the Sophistic
problematic is the issue of the teachability of wisdom. On the
traditional view, a person is gifted with wisdom by nature; Pindar

2™ Olympian Ode he

explicitly supports this conception when in his
contends that gogos 6 mwoMd eldws ¢vd. The fifth-century
mntellectuals cast doubt on this idea; wisdom can be acquired,
provided that ome wishes to learn. Protagoras maintained that
Pvcews kal doxfioews Sidagxaria deirar (80 B 3 DK). That wisdom
1s thought of by Sophists as teachable cannot be doubted; if this
were not true their own mission would have been a self-
contradiction. What is perhaps more radical, is the fact that G.
considers the wisdom of the Greek leaders to be acquired; we may
then assume that even Odysseus was taught wisdom, he did not owe
it to his nobility. G. is here an iconoclast of the first rank (note that
Andromache attributes similar virtues to her husband in Eur. Tro.
673-4: ge §', & X’ "Exrop, elxov dvdp’ dpxobvrd poc / Evvéger
yéveL TAoUTw Te kdvdpeig péyav).

dtlovikov budomplas: for an antithetical usage of these words see

Pl. Parm.128el-2: &r. ody OUmd véou idoviias oler auTod

yeypddfar, AN’ Omo mpeaBuTépou duloTipias.

142



5

domis pev obv...ob Aéfw: a rhetorical aposiopesis; with this phrase
G. brings the praise of Helen to an end. MacDowell (1982, p.35)
holds that the person referred to here is “Menelaos” who “married
Helen and succeeded Tyndareos as king of Sparta”. However, the
construction is ambiguous; the participle Aafdv may refer both to
marriage (‘I will not mention who...fulfilled his desire for Helen
after his marriage with her’), and abduction (‘I will not mention
who...fulfilled his desire for Helen after having carried her off’).
Specifying AaBdv, would be tantamount to the involvement in an
unpleasant and degrading narration. Both husband and lover receive

G.’s bitter neglect.

T0 ydp Tols elddorv...o0 déper: ‘to say known things to those who
already know them carries conviction to the speech, but it does not
carry pleasure’ («dpos is a recurring theme in encomiastic poetry;
cp. Pindar O. 2. 95; P. 1. 82-3, 8. 28-32; N. 10. 20-2). Untersteiner
(1961, p. 62) glosses répyuv: “motivo edomistico della dottrina
estetica di Gorgia: I’ artista & un giusto ingannatore...al servizio
della répyns”. This view unjustifiably systematizes scattered
evidence. The metarhetorical axiom serves as an explanation: ‘I do
not mention the person...because it will be unpleasant for my
audience, although it would add credibility to my speech’. It is
interesting that G. concedes that information on known things adds
credibility to the speech, but he does not at the same time say that
sacrificing things already known for the sake of pleasure detracts
from the credibility of the speech. Is this mere flattery, or a
statement of the self-consciousness of the rhetor? wioris and répdis
are inextricably interwoven. Pleasure leads to persuasion, and
certainly unpleasant speeches are unconvincing (see 13 érepe «al

éreice; notice that Philostratos Test. 1, 2 holds that the stylistic

143



devices of G.’s style amount to a Adyos which 78ilwv éavrod
ylyverar xal oofapdrepos  cp. Isok. 5. 57 Adyor 78lovs elvar xal
moréTepoe; for the victimisation of audiences through pleasurable
speeches in Thucydides and G., see Hunter 1986). In later rhetoric it
becomes a topos (cp. for instance the opening lines of Demosthenes’
On the Crown); in Segal’s words, “through the artistic elaboration
of the logos as a form of poiesis a chain of emotional reactions will
occur leading &om the aesthetic répdns to the final dvdywxy of
mefd....The aesthetically satisfying /Jogos...has great practical
implications which lie within the form itself” (1962, p.127; for a
different view, see Verdenius 1981, p.118 n. 17). Since known
things are boring, we may assume that G. now widens our horizon
of expectation. Something new (in Pal., novelty is considered as a
merit in speech, xawods & Adyos 26) is about to be said: a new

method of rational approach replacing the linear, mythical narration.

Tov xpdvov...bmepPas: an abstruse construction; Tév ypdvov - Tov
Té7e, T Adyw - viv. G. is able through his speech to create a speech

diachronically valid, unbound by the reality of the events of the past.

é&m mv dpynv: the transition is once more clearly indicated (cp. the

beginning of the syllogisms in Pal. 6).

alrias: the reasons that made Helen desert her husband and follow

Paris to Troy will be presented in ch.6.

elxds fv: ‘reasonable’; argument from probabilities does not play an
important role in Hel. In fact, it is traceable only in the invention of
the reasons that made Helen do what she did. The absence of this
tvpe of argument in Hel. should chiefly be explained by the fact that
this speech does not seek to question facts or actions falsely
attributed to the defendant, as is the case in Pal. In this speech it is
admitted that Helen’s departure to Troy is true (cp. émpafev d

émpafev 6). The demonstration of what mighr have happened and
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not of what has happened gives G. the opportunity to create his own
vital space.

Gorgias now presents the possible reasons for which Helen eloped
to Troy. Norden, cited by Untersteiner (1961, p.93) has observed
thar Gorgias is the first to present his material in the order it will be
developed in the hain body of the speech. The reasons set forth by
Gorgias are the following: divine power (developed in 6),
represented by Tyche, the gods, and Ananke, (natural) violence (7),
logos (8-14), and finally love (15-19). The argumentation will be
apagogic: each one of them will be dealt with separately, and it is
also noticeable that none of these reasons mutually excludes the rest
of them. The list is also exhaustive, so that the recipient of the
speech cannot easily conceive of any other possible alriac. It is also
true that “his four alternatives dissolve into a series of
approximations and analogies. They are convergent to a point of
analogy” (Porter 1993, p.274). A close examination of the four
reasons shows that they have some common denominators: the
compulsion imposed by the divine power is attributed to Aéyos; gods
have supremacy over men in violence; love is a god with divine
power, and it is natural for mortals to follow his commands etc. In
Porter’s words again (p.275), “If Gorgias is trying to keep his
airiar apart, he is trying no less hard to make thatr text next to
impossible.” MacDowell accurately observes that “the first reason
is expressed by three phrases (each being a darive plural noun with
a genitive), the other three by one phrase each (a participle with a
dative), so as to produce a symmerry: three phrases precede and

three follow the central &émpakev & &mpafev” (1982, p.35).

A vep Tiyms...bmdilopaor: it is interesting that G. combines here
divine power with secular processes of public decision-making.
Tixms BodAnpaow: Ty personified, “is a goddess with wishes of
her own; cf. Pindar Olympian Odes 12. 1-2, Soph. Antigone 1158,
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Menander Aspis 147-8, and Demosthenes Epistles 2.5” (MacDowell
1982, p.35). Pindar includes her in the Moirai (fr.21), and it is
possible that even gods may submit to her wish (cp. Trag. Adesp.
506 Kannicht-Snell: wdvrov ripavves 5 Tuxn ‘ore rav fedv).
BovAripact denotes the ‘wish’; its usage here in decision-making
(cp. Pl. Lg. 802c ra 700 wvopoférou BovAruara). BouAebpaot:
Unterstemer (1961, p.92) prefers X’s reading, xedevopart, which,
howevef, 1s not in accordance with the political vocabulary of the
passage. BovAevpa, in political vocabulary denotes the decision of
the SovAq, and generally a political decision (cp Hdt. 3.80 rovrwv 6
potvapyos morder ovdey, e pév yip doxfs doyer, Smedbuvoy 5
dpxTv éxer, Bovdetpara 8¢ wdvra és TO Kkowdv dvagdéper). In the
plural it can also mean ‘contrivances’, as in Pind. Nem. 5. 28 (see
also Sykutris 1928, p. 12).

"Avdyxms dmélopaci: "Avdyxy is here personified, though this is a
rare instance (Smith 1999, p.130 argues that “the only new
personification in the early Classical period that represents an
abstract concept is also a political entity: Ananke (Necessity) may
be represented by a winged woman with a torch, on an early
Classical lekythos in Moscow™); it is a power that forces men to act
In a manner which is independent of their own wish (cp. Eur. Phoen.
1000, 1063 ai éx fedv dvdykar) .’ Avdykn and Tuym are interrelated,
since they are both superior to the gods (cp. Simonides 5. 21’ Avdyxa
5" oudé feol pdyovrar), and it is interesting that in Soph. 4j. 485
they are conjoined: tfs dvaykaias T0x7s ouk éoriv oubév petlov
avlpdrrows kaxdv. Yidiopa: a decree, a proposal accepted by the
majority; MacDowell (1982, p.36) observes that the word 1s rarely
used for decisions of the gods, although there is one occurrence in
Ar. Wasps 376-78: iv' €l8f /un marelv td / oty feotv dmglopara.
A very similar construction occurs in Empedocles (31B115DK), a
passage which G. probably had in mind: éore o 'Avdyxkns xofpa.
fedv Ymdiopa maaidv.
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<Epwm. alovow>: the fourth reason, followed by most editors;
Immusch added <Gye: épacfeioa™. His conjecture is attractive,
because the development of the fourth reason is chiefly a
theorisation of the function of dyus (‘vision’), and its impact upon
Juxr  (“soul”). However, Immisch’s proposal unjustifiably
emphasises dyis (notice that Aéyos and Bia are in the dative followed
by a p_am'ciple), whereas it is clear that the fourth reason put forward

by G. 1s love (¢p.15 e ydp épws v 6 Tadra wpdéas).

€l pev ovv..dmoAutéov: (. passes to the discussion of the first
possible reason; the argumentation heré' 1s apagogic: in the first
instance it is maintained that if Helen was forced by divine power
(8ed 76 mpdrov), the blame should be put on the blameworthy. This
is followed by an argument concerning the right of might: the
stronger leads and the weaker follows. Lastly, G. particularises: if
god and Tyche are responsible (the stronger), then Helen (the
weaker) should be exculpated. It is also important that the argument
used here derives from or reminds of a major and recurrent
discussion of the Sophistic movement: the relation between vduos
and ¢dous. It is impossible to present the whole issue here (the
reader is referred to Heinimann, 1945, Guthrie 1971, pp.55-131,
Kerferd 1981, pp.111-130, Kahn 1981, pp.92-108, esp. 105-108§,
Beikos 1991, pp.67-92). It will suffice to say that ¢dors denotes
‘nature’, whereas vduos signifies a human ‘convention’. In the fifth-
century these two notions are polarised, and accordingly, in social
matters, some intellectuals defend ¢vors, whereas some others vdpos.
Some examples: does religion exist naturally, or is it created by
men? Is the superiority of Greeks to Barbarans natural, or is it a
matter of an arbitrary belief? This theoretical examination of the
vépos - Puors polarity had an interesting implication for the ethics
of power; evidence from several texts shows that a number of
ntellectuals gave a clear priority to nature. Callicles, m Plato’s
Gorgias, seems to hold the view that law is an invention of the

weaker members of society, which is used so as to control the
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stronger. An explicit demonstration of the ‘right of the might’ is
found in Thucydides’ description of the negotiations between the
Athenians and the Melians, and in what followed after their
dialogue: oi 8¢ dméxrervay MnAiwv Soous B@vras EAaBov, maldas
5¢ «kal yvvailkas mvdpamddioav (Thuc.5.116). In Kahn’s words
“What is new is not the theoretical contrast between nomos and
physis but the positive evaluation of the latter as freedom for the
strong, as rule by those who are naturally superior” (1981, p.107).
Justice, thus, applies to those who are equally strong; cp.Thuc.5. §89:
Sixata év 16 dvfpwmelw Adyw dmwd THs loms dvdykms xplverar,

\ \ ’ ’ -~ ~
Suvard 8¢ ol mpouyovres mwpdooouot kal ot dofevels Evyywpoiat,

the latter part being reminiscent of G.’s 16 8¢ Tooov é&mecfar.
Should we then assume that G. was a supporter of the right of the
might? Nestle (1940, p.229), based on this passage, asserted that G.
was an immoralist, and admittedly he had several allies (a fervent
one is Harrison 1964, p.192). However, the alleged immoralism of
G. cannot be proved from this passage, and there is no supporting
evidence that he encouraged it. Here the Sophist simply claims that
generally it is natural (méguxe) for the stronger to impose his
manners and his will on the weaker. In this case the stronger is the
god, and there is no doubt that the majority of Greeks believed in
the omnipotence of the divine nature. They appeal to their gods in
order to support them in everyday life, they ask them to foresee their
future, they stage them in a way that customarily accepts their
unavoidable power. Accepting that divine power is superior to
human, and using this disclaimer as an argument (G. is not the first
to exculpate Helen on the basis of divine responsibility; cp. /1.3.164,
cited by MacDoweil 1982, p.35) is one thing, and using one’s own
superiority as an argument in order to justify one’s ability to impose
one’s own brutality on others is quite another (see Tsekourakis
1984, p.657). Athenians did not need G.’s Hel. to commit their

atrocities in Melos.
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mpopmBia: it would be attractive to think that apart from the phonetic
similarity with wpofupig, there is a pun here with the name of

Promerheus, the hero who was shackled by Zeus.

Beos §’...xal Tols dAous: ‘god is superior to men in violence, and in
wisdom, and in everything else’; the superiority of gods is well
attested 1n literature, so that G.’s statement seems rather trivial; cp.
Hom..Od. 10. 306 feoi 8¢ te mdvra Suvavrac. For the superiority of
gods in wisdom see the recurrent: feol 8¢ Te mdvra locaow Hom. 4.
379, 468, and Heraclitus B78DK 7fos vdap dvfpdrmeiov pév otk &xer

yvduas, Gelov 8e &yer).

s duvoxAelas dmoduvréov: cp. .22 where it is said that G. believed
that a woman should not be known for her beauty, but for her good
name (u7 70 eldos dAd v 8éfav elvar moAdols yvdpipov THs

yuvaLKkés).
7

Bla: the second possible reason for which Helen might have
travelled to Troy; in general, the one-paragraph argumentation for
this possibility is marked by the usage of legal terminology. In
Untersteiner’s words, “le distinziomi sinonmimiche di questo
paragrafo (Blg-0Bplofm, dvépws-ddikws, orepmbeloa-dpdaviobeion)
dipendono da reminiscenze giuridiche” (1961, p.97). It is clear that
this terminology is anachronistic, since it is applied in a

mythological context.

OBptoBn: the interpretation of JBpcs is always a difficult task; G.
surmises that Helen was seized, raped, and finally suffered hybris.
Thus her sufferings form a climax: rape is certainly more serious
offenice than mere abduction, and pracusing Aybris i1s worse than
mere rape. It is probable, thus, that G. wishes to charge Paris with
ill-motivation as well. If seizure is the first step towards violent

sexual fulfilment, practising §fpcs implies an additional motive in
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committing the act of rape: the humiliation of the sufferer. This
reading is in accordance with some evidence that shows that Bpcs is
an act through which one dishonours another. In Demosthenes’
Conon we learn that the defendant was attacked by a mob of
youngsters, and that their act was not simply an act of brutal
violence; the youngsters committed §S8pcs, because their intention
was to ridicule him. GBpcs is thus distinguished from mere violence
in that violence is used for humiliation (cp. Auistotle’s Rhetoric
1374a 13-15; for a full discussion of d8pis see MacDowell 1976,
Cohen 1995, pp.145£f., Fisher 1992, and Cairns 1996).

3fAov 3m...&3vomiymoev: G. turns the first and the last verbs of the
preceding period into participles, and the adverb ddikws into a verb;

the only new word is édvorixmoev.

BapBapos BdpBapov: a polyptoton; the first word is a noun and it
refers to Paris, who was not Greek. The second is an adjective, and
it refers to his brutal deeds. The construction clearly underlines that
his deeds were in conformity with his origin. We may safely assume
that G. shared the idea that Greeks are superior to barbarians, and

that the Greeks should unanimously fight against them (cp. fr.5b).

Kal Adyw kal vépw kai épyw: see MacDowell (1982, comment ad
loc.); he rightly observes that “the use of xal does not mean that
Panis actually used all three methods...it is just ‘by any possible
means’, just as dwcalws kal ddixws means ‘by fair means or foul’.
Cf. the oath quoted in Andokides 1. 97: krevd xai Adyw xai épyw
kal Ympe kal T épavrtod xeipl, dv duvards @, Os dv karaAdoy TV

dnuoxpatiav.”

Aoyw peév...ruyeiv: the repetition of the datives stresses that the
wrong-doer should suffer exactly the same sufferings suffered by
the victim. G. asks ‘a tooth for a tooth and an eye for an eye’.
driplas and {muies can both be legal terms. The first means

‘disfranchisement’, loss of rights, whereas the latter is used of
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‘punishment’ (cp. Dem.19. 126: r@v rocodrwv 6 vdpos Odvatov Trv
{nulav eivar xelevei). The usage of techmical foremsic wording
within the frame of mythological material adds verisimilitude to the

speech, and brings it closer to every day city-experience.

elkérws: ‘reasonably’; from the aforementioned it follows that Helen

shoulid be the object of our pity.

dixawov ovv: ‘it is appropriate to sympathise with her and to hate
him’; this emotional reaction will be in accordance with our sense of
Justice, if, of course, we are ready to accept the possibility set forth
by the rhetor. The second possible reason thus transforms Helen
from a notorious trouble-maker into a sufferer. The following
reason, namely Adyos, is hardly less violent. Violent compulsion

colours the whole attempt of Helen’s exculpation.
8

el 3& Adyos...dmarous: the third possibility; ‘if logos persuaded and
deceived the soul’. G.’s speech becomes now impersonal (no doubt
G. still defends Helen, but he deliberately avoids using the pronouns
of the preceding paragraph referring to Paris and Helen, and Helen’s
name 1s hardly mentioned in 8-14; notice that where passive voice
predominates in 7, the opening lines of 8 place the emphasis on the
active logos). The theorisation about Adyos has just commenced.
Adyos: a polysemous word (see LSJ), as can be attested even
through a rough examination of its occurrences in Hel. It would be
convenient to render the word as ‘speech’, for logos 1s still
unspecified here, it is speech in general. melous kal T™v duymv
dmamioas: ¢p. 12 Adyos vydp duxmv 6 meloas, a context that makes 1t
clear that persuasion is a violent power with effects similar to that of
divine will and natural violence. In this relation Wardy (1996, p.35)
is acute in saying that “A conventional piece of forensic rhetoric
would plead compulsion on Helen’s behalf; if she were forced to go

with Paris, she deserves to be exonerated, maybe even pitied. What

151



one therefore anticipates is an argument that she did not yield to
persuasion. Then standard polar opposition between force and
persuasion entails that succumbing to a merely verbal seduction is
altogether blameworthy. Instead...he [G.] unnervingly collapses the
polarity”. Persuasion will be examined in 12-14 (on weifd see
comments on 12). Verdenius (1981, p.125) has claimed that G.
identifies persuasion with deception; this is not true. From the
discussion of persuasive Adyos that follows, it emerges that Aéyos
might be deceptive on some conditions only. It is equally wrong to
ascribe to G. theories of deception, because they are unjustified and
unsupported from other evidence. Kerferd’s view (1981, p.81-2)
that, for G., Adyos is always deceptive because human knowledge is
incomplete is a dangerous use of evidence from ONB. The same
holds for Rosenmeyer’s view that the Gorgian concept of deception
lies in the fact that speech is not representational. In fact,
Rosenmeyer’s analysis illustrates the unjustified, modem
systematisation of G.’s views on apate, when he maintains that, “the
term apate became prominent in the vocabulary of G. because he
placed a positive accent upon what prior to him had been regarded
as a negative situation: the frequent discrepancy between words and
things” (Rosenmeyer 1955, p.232). The word dwdry is not frequent
in G.’s vocabulary (in Hel. it occurs twice: 8, and 11 dwdrnura, in
Pal. once 33). Much has been said about .23 in relation to G.’s
‘theory of deception’ as well (see for instance Untersteiner 1961,
p.98), a fragment preserved by Ploutarkhos, where G. is said to have
claimed that in tragedy, ‘he who has deceived is more just than he
who has not and he who has been deceived is wiser than he who has
not been deceived’. This fragment may clearly be used as evidence
against those scholars who commit themselves to the view that it is
methodologically safe to use scattered evidence on G. as the basis of
interpretation of his texts. Fr.23 clearly refers to tragedy and only to
it. If by generalising we venture to apply it to every kind of speech,

then we should be ready to accept that Paris was more just than a
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person who has not attempted to deceive Helen through speech (and
i 19 every effort is made to establish that Helen’s eye —not Helen
herself — was seduced by Paris’ body), and accordingly that Helen
became wiser after her deception by Paris. But this is obviously the

opposite from what G.’s intended us to understand.

Adyos Suvdorns...emrelel: a famous description of Adyos; there is no
doubt that Aéyos is here personified. It clearly acquires a physical
substance (we may note that in Sextus’ account of ONB (86) Adyos
Is presented as having its own ontological independence), for he
possesses a body (c@pa; see Guthrie 1969, vol i1, p.111 n.2). The
Incarnation of /ogos is not a Gorgian novelty; it is as old as the
Homeric poems, where émea (words) possess wings (mrepdevra),
with which they travel from the speaker’s mouth. The word
Suvdorns denotes the ruler, the person who concentrates power, both
secular and divine. The super-human power of Adyos implied by the
word Suvdorns is in harmony with the nature of the deeds it
accomplishes (fetdrara). To the all-mightiness of Aéyos is opposed
his minute body, and this establishes a further antithesis: Adyos is as
effective as natural violence, which however presupposes a physical
superiority. The personification is so strong that it almost compels
us to visualise it: a small, physically unimpressive ruler, who is
paradoxically proved to be extremely threatening. Buchheim (1989,
p.164) cites an interesting parallel from the corpus Hippocraticum,
where Suvdorns is also involved in a rationalistic, physical
explanation: ofros 8¢ (sc. & d7p) péyoros €év Tolor mwdol T@V
mavtwy Suvvdorns éoriv, Ilepi Puodv 3. Another interesting
implication of the description of Adyos, 1s that it is associated with
deeds; Adyos and é&pyov are normally construed as two antithetical
notions in Greek literature (see note on 1; the opposition between
them amounts to a rhetorical ropos: it is impossible to express
through words the honourable deeds of important men; cp. Thuc.
2.35.1-3, Lys. 2.1-2). G. seems to have remarked that speech may

have a function equivalent to that of acts: speech acts, it does divine



things. In connection to the divine accomplishments of Adyos Segal
(1962, p.121) is telling: “The significance of the attribution of
divine qualities to the logos is twofold. First, it continues the line of
poetic tradition (e.g. [liad 2. 385ff) which regarded the power of
artistic utterance as a divine gift...The second significance...is the
power thus assigned to it and the emotion it created. The association
of v6 fleiov with sheer physical force of irresistible intensity appears
in the three other places in the Helen where G. refers to the divine”
(namely 6, 19, 2>O). When G. explains the ‘divine deeds’ of Adyes we

soon find out that they all are related to human emotions.

dbvarar yap: a schema etymologicum; Iégos is a potentate (dynas-
tes) because it has the potential (§vvarac). Adkins (1983, p.109-10)
observes that “etymologically speaking, a dynasrés is simply ‘one
who can’; and what G. says /logos can (dynatai) do is
uncontroversial and based on empirical observation. But since the
‘for’ clause is an explanation of dynastés, and follows it, the
Incautious reader may suppose that G. has justified his use of
dynastés in the full sense of ‘potentate’; as the reader will certainly
have interpreted it, since dynastés never occurs in its etymological

sense”.

kal ¢éBov...&mavEfoae: at the beginning of the paragraph, G.
alleged: “if it was logos that persuaded and deceived the soul’; now
he explains what Aéyos can do in the emotional world, and he thus
justifies his characterisation of Adyos as ruler. The demonstration of
the impact of Adyos upon the soul is being developed. The emotions
invoked by the omnipotent ruler are divided in a balanced manner.
The first two, fear and misery are negative, the second two, joy and
sympathy, positve. It should be noticed however that at this stage
Xéyos is presented as a consolatory power, for it removes fear and
misery, and it instils joy and sympathy. Segal (1962, p.124) holds
that “the order is perhaps deliberately varied, for joy and pain

belong together as the passive effects, fear and pity as the active
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ones”, and he compares the construction with 19: wix7s
dypevpact...mapagxevals (pp.149-50 n.97), where the two inner and
the two outer elements also “correspond in meaning”. His comment
on éAeov émavéfoar (p.126) is too subtle to be true. Based on the
usage of the verb émavéfoar (‘to augment’) Segal assumes that G.
assigns to the soul the existence of a certain amount of éXeos before
the coming of Adyos to it. But MacDowell (1982, p.36), who claims
that “the verbs are varied for the sake of rhetorical balance, not
because of any difference of meaning between the first two or
between the second two” seems more realistic to me. For an
analogous presentation of the relation between /ogos and emotions
cp. Soph. O.C. 1281-3: ra moAda ydp Tou pripar’ 7 Tépdavrd T, /7
Suoxepavavr’, 17 karowkTicavrd wws, / mwapéoye Jwvny TOlS

ks /’ e
dgwvrToLs TIvd.

Abmmv adedeiv: although G. has not mentioned poetry yet, it is not
irrelevant to observe that this phrase brings us very close to the

power that Heslod recognises in poetry (see Heath 1987, p.6).

9

tabra Je...0etfw: G. devotes the passage to the demonstration of the
power of /ogos, a demonstration which consists in two examples:
the Adyos of poetry, the Adyos of incantations. In Hel proof-
through-examples plays an important role in the overall
argumentation, especially in passages where ‘theorisation’ is

employed.

Sei 8& kal...dxovouou: an obscure construction on which both Mss
agree; some emendations: 86fac [Setéac] Diels, xddofa Setfar
Immisch, §ééar Seifar Sykumris. MacDowell rightly observes that
“no explanation or emendation so far suggested is quite convincing”

(1982, p.36). Moreover, the agreement of the Mss suggests that our
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efforts should be based on the text as it stands. There have been two
discrete manners of interpretation: a) 866y is an indirect object
governed by 8etfar (Untersteiner 1961, pp.98-9); this view is weak,
for the syntax would require a genitive (axovdvrwv), whereas the
EXISting dxovouoe clearly serves as the object of the infinitive. b)
86é7 1s a dative denoting the inswument (MacDowell 1982, p.36 ‘by
opiion’, Kalligas 1991, p. 223 ‘péow Ths wemoibnoms’). The latter
is the only possible way of explaining the function of the dative in
this cbontext. HoWever, the meaning (‘to show it by the means of
opinion’) is unclear. The difficulty is primarily because G. wishes to
add something new, which remains unclear. In the last sentence of 8
he says: I will show that this is the case. He then goes on to put
forward something programmatic, as is clearly shown by 8ei §é€.
The following «a{ is an obvious indication that what follows will be
an addition of a new element to his discourse, and it goes without
saying that G. intends us to become aware of it, because the whole
construction is otherwise redundant (the example of three different
situational contexts which prove the ability of persuasion to mould
the soul in 13 is introduced without any announcement; the same
holds for 16, where the example showing that vision affects the soul
1s there introduced with adrixa ydp). Which is then the meaning of
this self-referential sentence? One should turn to the meaning of
86éa. Throughout Hel the word ‘opinion’ (for the belief / truth
pseudo-distinction see comments on 11) is attributed either to the
producer of a logos (not necessarily of G. himself; see 13), or to the
recipients of it; we may call the first as ‘active’, and the second as
‘passive’ opinion (see also Segal 1962, p.111). In our context,
according to the syntax we have adopted earlier, it is a form of the
‘active’ opinion that we have. ‘It should be proved by the means of
doxa to the hearers’. I suggest thus that 8é¢éa here is nothing but the
rhetor’s ‘opinion’. But his ‘opinion’ is admittedly very different
from any other opinion. It is not simply 4is own opinion; his opinion

aspires to be urtered in a general enough manner, so as to acquire a
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umiversal, ‘theoretical’ verification. If we were not in danger of
indulging in anachronisms, we would happily render 866y with the
word ‘theory’, in so far as this term can denote a discourse which
tends to universality. In this light, the whole sentence may acquire a
fresh, interesting implication. Apart from being construed as a self-
reference, or as an expression of self-awareness of how the speech
should proceed, it can also be seen as a clear indication that the view
that Gorgian teaching of rhetoric is based solely on model-speeches
which should be reproduced by students of rhetoric is too simplistic.
If Hel is a model-speech, it notably encloses some theoretical
prescriptions addressed to his students. The present sentence,
impersonal as it may be taken to be, can be read as advice:
persuésion should use theorisation, because it impersonalises a case.
The way in which this ‘theorisation’ proceeds (or should proceed)
will be demonstrated in the following paragraphs.

kal vopilw kai dvopdlw: a pompous introduction of the definition
of poetry; vouilw emphatically stresses what he, the speaker, thinks
of poetry; it introduces a convention, in the way that a law (vdu— os)
can be considered as a convention.

v wolnoiv...pérpov: a definition of poetry, which introduces the
first example; scholars, by paying too much attention to the meaning
of the definition, have not realised that the definition itself has its
own independent value. Schiappa has recently observed that “Helen
may be our earliest example of the practice of explicating precisely
what a particular word means in one’s own discourse” (1999 p.127).
It is the last part of Schiappa’s statement that interests us more; for
n his “own discourse”, G. wishes to show that poetry is primarily a
kind of Adyos. Metre then is not a determinant factor as far as the
raw material of poetry is concemed; it is simply the formal element
that turns a speech into poetry. That the emphasis is placed here
upon speech also emerges through the analogous wording in the
discussion of incantations. There, as here, it is the verbal aspect of

spells that preponderates (8ca Adywv). At amy rate, it is the drastic
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impact of Aéyos upon the soul that G. wishes to exemplify through
the paradigms of poetry and incantations. An unavoidable question:
does the confinement of poetry to mere metrical speech entail a
scornful view of poetry on the part of G.? Is he deliberately — and
this is perhaps more serious — unqderestimating poetry, so that the
new genre represented by him should emerge (as Dodds explicitly
states 1959, p.325)? My view is that G.’s line of argumentation does
not require here a distinction between genres on the basis of the
presence of the absence of a formal element such as metre.
Although from the phrase ‘poetry is speech with metre’ one may
infer (if metre is taken in the wider possible manner, so as to include
poetical mannerisms in general, see Segal 1962, p. 150 n. 102, who
allows for that possibility) that poetry is nothing more than a kind of
speech, there can be no better demonstration of how other kinds of
speech can partake of poetical formalities than one’s own
participation in the performance of Hel itself. Acute, or even
commonsense hearers of Hel., could hardly overlook G.’s poetical
style, as it is well attested by later literature (see Introduction;
poetical style is explained by Aristotle as an effort of ancient
speakers to balance the unimportance of the subject-matter with
poetical expression Rhet. 1, 1404a24-27). There can be little doubt,
then, that G. aspires to invoke through his speech (or rather through
this form of speech) the emotions that he will soon present as
invoked by poetry. In Segal’s words (1962, p.127) “Gorgias, in fact,
transfers the emotive devices and effects of poetry to his own prose,
and 1n so doing he brings within the competence of the rhetor the
power to move the psyche by those supematural forces which
Damon is said to have discerned in the rhythm and harmony of the
formal structure of music”. It would not be surprising, though this is
mere speculation, if some day we leamed that apart from reading
and commenting on poetry (cp.frs.23-25), G., by practising his
compositional skills, composed some poetical pieces as well.

A similar conception of poetry to the one depicted here occurs in

Isokrates’ Evagoras 10-11, where it is claimed that if one does away
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with pérpov In poetical language, then our esteem for poetry will
soon be seriously undermined. Another similar context is to be
found in Plato’s Gorgias 502c5-7; there, it is also stressed that, if
one strips a piece of poetic creation of melody, rhythm, and metre,
what is left over is speech (cp. also the description of lyric poetry in
Rep. 398d1, and the interesting experiment performed by D. Hal. in
De Comp. 26 on Simonides 543 PMG). The view that poetry is
mereiy speech wrapped with formal elements is refuted by Aristotle
in his Poetics 1447b 13-16: mAqw ol dvfpwmol ye ovvdmrovres TG
pérpov 10 moLely, éleyelomorols, Tous e émomoiovs dvoudlovaiy,
oly ds kard Tiv plumow mouprds, dAd kowd xard TO pérpov
mpocayopevovres. , on the count that although both Homer and
Empedocles composed texts in verse, rov pév moupriv Sikatov
dmokadely, Tov 8¢ guatoAdyov wdAdov 7 mounTry.

It is also worth mentioning that several scholars (Pohlenz,
Rostagni and most importantly Cataudella. all cited by Untersteiner
1954, p. 127 n.53, who follows them) have thought that Gorgias
does not refer here to poetry as a whole, but solely to tragedy
(contra Lanata 1963 and Bona 1974). This view, which is certainly
rooted in the verbal similarities of the following lines with some
passages of Aristotle’s Poetics (some scholars have actually thought
that G. anticipates in Hel. 9 Aristotle’s theory of xdfapais; see
comments ad [oc.) is obviously wrong. First, because tragedy would
normally be expected to be described as a spectacle, whereas G.
immediately after the definition of poetry uses the participle
dxovovras (as far as I know, this conspicuous point has never been
detected so far). Secondly, because in the definition of poetry G.
explicitly says ‘poetry as a whole’ (dmacav), which means poetry in
its entirety, poetry in its different kinds (cp. Pl Jon 532c¢ 8-9:
mounTLkT) ydp oy éomiv 16 SMov). Thirdly, because the emotions
invoked by poetry in the human soul, as they are described in what
follows, are not the monopoly of tragedy, unless one considers

superficial word-affinities with the Poetics as a firm ground for
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valid comparisons. Fourthly, I do not see why tragedy, and only
tragedy, should be described as ‘speech with metre’, when it is well-
known that every single piece of ancient Greek poetical creation is
metrical. The identification of G.’s general reference to poetry with
the genre of tragedy is clearly another concomitant of the view that
he is putting forward theories which are not otherwise discernible in
his texts.

One more view should be added to what has already been said;
that of de Romully (1973; see also Segal 1962, p.128: “the divine
inspiration of the poet...plays little part in the actual poiesis for
Gorgias™). Through a thorough examination of earlier tradition, de
Romilly concluded that a change in the standpoint from which
poetry was traditionally viewed is observable in Hel. More
particularly, she points out that poetry is depicted in Hel as the
product of human craftsmanship (réxvn), it is not inspired by divine
powers or the Muses. This view has been refuted by MacDowell,
who claims that “the inference [sc. de Romilly’s] is shaky, because
the words é&vfeor and réyvac 10 show that, for Gorgias, a méyvy is
not incompatible with divine inspiration” (1982, p.37). It should
also be noted that Adyos is not presented as the product of human
skill before paragraph 11 (from this point, and until paragraph 14,
several kinds of speakers emerge: abstract reference to those who
persuade 11; Paris implied 12, astronomers, ‘rhetors’, participants in
philosophical conflicts 13). Before 11, it is logos in its endogenous

potential that is focused on.

dxovovras: poetry is, of course, in Greek culture primarily
performed and recited, not read in libraries and studies (see Gentili
1998, pp.4-5; cp. PL. Rep. 603b 7-8 7 kal xard tnv dkony, 7v 37
moinow dvopdlopev;). The oral performance of poetry, usually in the
form of ‘folk-songs’, was still current in Greece — and elsewhere of
course — until very recently; one may be reminded of Erotokritos, a

composition still recited by older people in Crete.
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elofAfe: throughout He/ a common pattern is used when emotions
are described; here words penetrate into humans and they affect
their souls. This pattern, anachronistically speaking, is basically
‘behaviouristic’, in the sense that the words of poetry represent a
stimulus which bring about certain psychological reactions, which
manifest themselves through physical “symptoms” (shuddering,
tears etc.; see Segal 1962, Lanata 1963 note ad loc., pp.107f,
Moufelatos 1982, 229-230, the first to use the term ‘behavioral’ in
explaining Hel. 14, although he fails to observe that the same pattern
is used in 15-19). This ‘psychosomatic’ pattern (to indulge in
modern medical terminology) also recurs in the discussion of the
mmpact of vision upon the soul in 15-19 (see Introduction), so that
we may safely claim that it forms the foundation stone of G.’s
‘theorisation’ in Hel In connection with this structure we should
examine the verb elofjAfe, in relation to other expressions describing
the S + soul process. In 10 the incantation ‘meets’ or ‘is unified
with’ (ovyyuyvopévn) the opinion of the soul, in 13 persuasion
approaches to logos (mpooiotioa); In 15 vision ‘moulds’ (rvmolrar)
the soul, in 16 vision ‘proceeds’, ‘comes’ (éAfotioa) presumably to
the soul, in 17 vision ‘engraves’ (évéypaiev) the images of things
seen on what we may roughly render as mind ($pdvyua). As far as
Adyos is concerned, there is always a mobile element (poetry,
incantations, persuasion) which tends to approach the soul and enter
it, whereas in the case of vision there is a more static process of
stamping. This is understandable if we are reminded that the
flexibility of Adyos, indispensable for his mobility, is guaranteed by
G. in his definition of Adyos in 8: speech is an all-mighty ruler with a
minute, almost invisible body. Adyos then enters the human body

physically, carrying emotional load.

bplkm mepldofos...pLhomevBrs: notice the sound-play. With a
construction of three nouns with three adjectives G. brings out both
the emotions and the physical manifestations evoked by poetry (see

Segal 1962, p.124-25). It has been though that G. here anticipates
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Aristole’s Poetics; there is little doubt, that prima facie terms used
in this context are reminiscent of Aristotle’s Poetics. In 1453b 4-5
for instance gpirrewv kal éleeiv coexist, whereas in the ‘definition’
of tragedy he claims that xdfapois is attained through é&Aeos and
$6Bos. The superficial wording similarities being asserted, we may
move to the examination of those who move a crucial, if dangerous
step further. Pohlenz (1920, p.142-78) pointed out the affinities of
the description of poetry here with tragedy. Anticipation of the
‘kdfapois-theory’ by G. is also accepted by Duncan (1938, p.412)
and Nestle (1908, pp.561-62). A clearly circular argument can be
traced in Untersteiner (1961, p.99) when he maintains that through
these words it becomes evident that “G. pensa alla tragedia” (he
cites S ss, p.85). Wollgraff (1952, p.93 n.5) seems to be able to
reach the conclusion that Aristotle makes use of G.’s ¢6Bos (=hpixm)
and éAeos, and not the word wé6os. This summary of views is enough
to show the fragility of the arguments put forward by scholars.
Furthermore, they all postulate that G. is referring to tragedy, which
as we have shown is shaky, to say the least. Similar emotions to
those presented here can be mnvoked in human soul through other
kinds of poetry as well. Let us compare Hel. with Plato’s Jon 535c-
d:

The performer

hA AN M |4 3 7 V4 7 9 ’ ré €
éyo ydp Stav éXewdv Ti Aéyw, dakpvwv éumipmAavral pov ol
dpbarpol- Brav Te pofepov T dewvdv, dpbal al Tpixes loravrar vmo

$0fov kal 1 kapdia mn0d.

Sokrates then asks lon the rhapsode if he has realised that he

provokes within the audience the same emotions; here is Ion’s reply:

The audience

kal pdda kadds olda- kafopd ydp éxdorore adrods dvadev dmo Told

Bruaros kAdovrds Te kal dewov éufAémovras xkal cuvvbapfodvras
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Tols Aeyopévois. 8el ydp pe kal opddp’ adTols TOV voiv mpooéxeLv
I’ b z 7 b \ 7 b 3 4 k4 ’
ds édv peév kAdovras autols kabiow, adTos yeAdoopar dpyipiov

AapBdvwv, édv 8é yeddvras, aiTos kAavoopal dpyupLov AmoANUs.

In this dialogue Sokrates talks with Jon the rhapsode about
poetry; a few lines earlier a clear reference has been made to the
contents of Ion’s repertory: recitation of Homeric epic and
explaﬁation of it. There i1s nothing then obstructing us from
contending that it is epic that may create the same emotions and the
same reactions. As Heath (1987, p.7) has pointed out, in Hel 9

“there must be a tacit limitation to the ‘serious’ forms, tragedy and

epic”.

Those entertaining the hypothesis that G. anticipates Aristotle’s
kdfapors are manifestly on the wrong, because they explain it by
projecting on it a notion whose meaning is still unknown to us:
unfortunately, Aristotle never explains what the meaning of
- kdfapois is. There is only one element that both G. and Aristotle
have in common: the emphasis that they lay on ‘pity and fear’ as
emotions that are distinctly engendered by tragedy (and according to
G. poetry in general; cp. Russel 1981, p.23). But the emphasis laid
on this pair of emotions (along with méfos Piromevfris) is not
inaugurated by G. Homer is certainly aware of the power of poetry
to offer pleasure by making people experience negative emotions
(cp. Od. 15.339-400, 23.301-8; see also Heath 1987, pp.11-15, esp.
p.-11, and Macleod 1982, pp.4-8).
dpikm mepidoBos: the first word literally means ‘shuddering’, and it
thus denotes the external manifestation of fear (cp. Soph. EL 1408,
Trach. 1044; for occurrences of the words of this context in prose
cp. Thiele 1901, p.238). The adjective, normally attributed to
humans to denote intense fear, is attested combined with fear in

Aiskh. Supp. 736, as MacDowell observes (1982, p.37; mepidofov

p’ éxer tdpfos).



é\eos moAVdaxpus: the noun signifies the emotion of ‘pity’,
‘sympathy’ for the sufferings of another person. In Jon 535¢6 &Xeos
also brings tears (cp. 7 where G. invites us to ‘sympathise’ with
Helen). For moAudaxpus cp. Eur. £L126: moAvSaxpvv ddovdy.

wélos dLdomevins: MacDowell defines the noun (found only in A,
which 1s of course correct; X has ¢idos) as “longing for a person
absent or dead” (1982, p.37; for a longer discussion see Segal 1962,
p.124). For this function of poetry cf. Pl. Phil. 48a5-6 rds re
Tpayikds Oewprioets, drav dpa xaipovres xAdwor, and my general
note supra. MacDowell observes that the word is unparalleled
elsewhere before Ploutarkhos (1982, p.37).

én’ aldotplov...buyf: éml governs edtvylats xal Svompaylacs; the
meaning is that through poetic discourse the soul experiences
emotions of its own in the joy or the sorrow of strangers. Poetic
speech thus makes us react as if the sufferings of others are our own
sufferings and more importantly it forces us to partake of their
emotional state. It reminds us thus of the Platonic idea of péfeéis, as
it is presented in Jon 535¢, where the rhapsode admits that when he
recites a passage from the epics he has the feeling that he is situated
in the place where the action recited by him takes place. We may
also compare the Republic 605d 3-5, where we read: olgf’ 6mc
xaipopéy Te kal év8dvres Tuds avTovs émduebla cvpmdoyovres kal
omovddfovres émaivodpev s dyaldv moumriv, 8s dv Tpds 8 T

pdAcora obrw Suabi.

10
al yap évdeot...ylvovrar: ‘divine, word-incantations, bring pleasure
and remove misery’; G. tumns to verbal magic. According to de
Romilly (1975, ch.1) the function of poetry, as it is developed by G.,
is analogous to that of magic and she goes on to suggest that “he
was deliberately shifting magic into something rational” (p.20).
MacDowell (1982, p.38) claims that the “the connection between

them [sc. poetry and magic] is somewhat overstated by de Romilly”

164



(criticised by Wardy 1996, p. 161 n.24). It is certain that poetry and
incantations are connected in the respect that they both exemplify
the power of their vehicle, that is Adyos; they both affect the human
soul, and they both are divine, as far as their deeds are concerned
(this is guaranteed in 8 and at any rate this is G.’s demonstrandum).
That poetry employs incantatory tropes is shown by de Romilly, but
it 1s otherwise not explained or even implied by G., unless we are
ready vto commit ourselves to de Romilly’s view that G.’s style is a
rationalised use of magical features, serving his practical need for
persuasiveness. This, although it is not unlikely, cannot be proved in
any way, and it is wise to bear in mind tﬁat Plato frequently presents
rhetoric as a kind of incantatatory speech (see below). Magic was
largely used by people with the purpose of attracting the attention of
their beloved, or of destroying a love-affair. When compared to the
paradigm of poetry, incantations could have been closer to the
knowledge of G.’s audience concerning practices followed by
everyday people. émwdr (‘incantation’) belongs to magic
terminology, it denotes the ‘spell’, and it is &feos because it appeals
to divine power (Segal, however, 1962, p.128, based on the
repetition of the word réxvn in 10, 13 — see notes on 9 as well —
emphasises the effects of Adyos as a human product; see also de
Romilly (1975), but I doubt that G. denies here the divine origins of
spells; human ability to affect the soul in the (divine) way that
incantations do is one thing and their divine nature quite another).
For one more time G. insists on the power of speech to act, and
interact with the human soul. Incantations may be curative: cp. PL
Charm. 155e5, adto pév eln dvAdov Ti, émwdn 8é tis éml 76
papudkw elm, fv el pév Tis émddou dpa kal xpdro aiTd,
mavrdmaow Uytd ool TO pdppakov dvev 3¢ Ths émwdfs ovdév
Sdpedos el Tob @UAlov; opposed to drastic curative methods in
Soph. 4j.581-2; for their use by the Pythagoreans, cp. 58D1,13DK.
Affinities with Hel.’s wording, in connection with the function of

incantations see Eur. Hipp. 478-9 elotv §  émwdal kal Adyor
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BeAcriptor: / davioeral T THode ¢pdppakov véoou; this passage
integrates terminology which appears in the final paragraph on
Aéyos (14), which explicitly brings in medicine and which largely
draws upon what is said here. Plato uses émwdt, so as to describe the
impact of rhetoric on audiences; cp. Pl. Euthyd. 290al-5, where
incantations are classified: some of them appease the beasts and
cure, whereas some others appease («7Anots) and console audiences
in civic congregations: N pév ydp TAVv Emwddv éxedv Te kal
paayylav...) 3¢ Tdv dikaoTdv TE Kal ékkAnolaoTdv Kkal T@V
dAMwv  SxAwv kAAnols Te kal mwapapvlia Tvyxdver oloa; SO
Thrasymakhos is said (Phdr. 267¢c=B6DK) to have had the ability to
control the emotional reactions of audiences: dpyioar 7€ ad moArovs
dpa Oewds dvmp yéyove kal mdAww dpyiopévols émddav kmAeiv; Cp.
also Xen. Mem. 2.6.12-13: dAas 8¢ mwvas oiofa émwdds; ovk dAX’
fkovoa pév Gt Ilepuxdfjs moAdds émicraro, ds émddwv T miAer
érmolel avTiv ¢uAelv adrév (on magic and G. see Parry 1992,
pp.-151-153)

cvyywvopévn yap...Tis émwdfs: ‘when the power of the incantation
meets the opinion of the soul’; the incantation comes close to the
soul in a rather physical manner, as the participle attests (the
possibility that the imagery draws upon sexual intercourse cannot be
ruled out). For ddvauis of incantation, cp. Pl. Charm. 157b; see
Untersteiner 1954, p.128 n.60. The word is picked up in 14, as Adyou
dvvaucs, In an analogy with medicine. In the light of that context,
dvvapis can denote the action, the potency of incantations, in the
way that we are referring to the action or the potency of a drug.
&Bel&e: a gnomic aorist; Verdenius observes that “when Homer uses
the verb 8éiyewv of human beings, it refers to skilful speeches
usually consisting of lies” (1981, p.122 with examples). Note that in
Eur. Hipp.478 we find the expression Aéyoc ferxrrpioc.

vomrelq: ‘sorcery’; we have doubtful evidence (Test.3) that G. was
initiated in the art of magic by Empedocles (adrés mapein 7@

"Epmredokel yomrevovre).
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vyomTelas...ebpmrrar: a demanding construction; Segal (1962, p.112)
takes 1t with guyfs...dmardpare. Another line of inquiry suggests
that Scooal Téxvac are particular arts of payeia and yonreia, and they
define them through speculation (i.e. Untersteiner 1954, p.116; see
also p.128 n.64 ‘poetry and artistic prose’ and so Lanata 1963,
p.201; this is refuted by Bona 1974, p.20. Verdenius takes it to refer
to “the art of émpdés and that of the orator” 1981, p.122 n.37).
MacDowell (1982, p.37) gives the most satisfactory solution: “the
two genitives define the two réyvac: i.e. ‘there exists an art of

%2

sorcery and an art of magic’”. According to this reading G. says: ‘In
addition (8¢), two arts, that of sorcery (yonreia), and that of magic,
have been invented’; the rest of the construction explains the two
arts. If this explanation is to be accepted, the presentation of yonreia
along with payeia may seem rather abrupt, and the information that
two arts have been invented may appear as a redundant and
Incoherent insertion. But one should bear in mind that they are both
now elevated to arts, and that payeia is an uncommon word in
Greek literature (this may be the first occurrence of the word, unless
Timotheus 51. 102) antedates G. At any rate, G. says here
something new, for he classifies both sorcery and magic as arts,
although the fact that this is a novelty is not prima facie
understandable. This formal classification is stressed by 8cooal
réyvar, (Which shows that these two réyvac are distinguishable, but
G. does not bother to explain why they are); G. is fond of using
Sioods, and then explaining it (cp. Pal.: dcoo@v 8¢ TovTwy Svrwv 2,
did Suoodv vty émdelfw Tpémwv 6, Sioodv ydp ToUTWY évexa
mdvres wdvta wpdTovgow, 7 képdos Tu peribvres T nulav

devyovres 19; Epitaphios: xai Siood doxfoavres pdAwoTa @v Bet,

yvapmy...).

11

daoL 8& Boous...mAdoavres: ‘how many have persuaded how many

people...’, not ‘all those who persuade...’. G., in this particular
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case, does not generalise, as some modern scholars do; it is wrong to
see a Gorgian ‘theory’ of deception everywhere, especially when G.
makes careful announcements: some persuaders prefer falsification,
some do not; in any case G. seeks to show that Helen was the victim
of a malicious persuasion, and it would have been foolish to
emphasise the honesty of her seducer’s speech (MacDowell 1982,
note ad loc., compares the construction with Palatine Anthology 7.
740. 6 yains 8oons Sooov Exer péprov and Soph. 47.923 olos dv olws
éxets, to show that “subtler authors employ this exclamatory
polyptoton...to express a contrast”; but it is a contrast brought out in
Pal. 22 ...towolros dv TootTou Kafvryopé?s' dfwov ydp karapaleiv,
olos ola Aéyets, s dvdéios dvaéiw). With the repetition of doos G.
refers to the-speech maker, the recipients of his speech and to the
subjects of the speech itself.

el pev yap..mv: <&évvorar> is Reiske’s satisfactory addition; A has
8potos v, and X Suowos @v; in either case duocos does not give an
appropriate meaning. G. clearly intends to contrast what happens
(ra vdv), that is lack of memory, judgment, and prognostication,
with an ideal situation in which men, by possessing these qualities,
would not have been the victims of a false speech. MacDowell
(1982, note ad loc.) gives the simplest and thus more economical
solution; he takes duocos as a dittography from the preceding Spolws,
and obelises it; dpuolws then gives the meaning ‘not with the same
intensity’. Sauppe’s 7rdra (after 6 Adyos) certainly smoothens the
meaning, but it is palaeographically unjustified. Kerferd (1981,
p.81), who seems to accept duocos, claims that “if men did possess
knowledge, the logos would (visibly) not be similar (to that of
which they possess the knowledge)”. This thesis has been refuted by
MacDowell mainly on the basis of textual points; but apart from his
valid arguments, one should also add two more: a) Kerferd 1981,
pp.81-2 (for scholars before him see Untersteiner 1954, p.128 n.65)
foists on G. a distinction between ‘opinion’ and ‘knowledge’

(Untersteiner 1954, p. 116: “ The contrast is not, as usually
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believed, between truth and opinion...but rather between two ways
of knowledge: on the one side stands doxa ...on the other side is
logos” and “thus [logos] overcoming by an irrational ct the
impossibility of acquiring objective knowledge...”), which does not
appear in Hel. (though it appears in Pal i.e. 3), and which i1s a
systematisation of scattered evidence (the opposition knowledge-
opinion is of course traced in Plato’s Republic, for which see Annas
1981, pp.190-216, and Plato elsewhere concedes what he calls ‘true
opinions’, 8é§ac dAnfdels for which compare Menon 97e-98a). In
Pal. the distinction merely develops the argumentation and it is
intended to question the reliability of the opponent (thus in 24 it is
called dmiordrarov mpaypa), who relies upon 8ééa. Moreover, 36éa
is presented here as the common, not the only, existing human
condition, as it is frequently taken to be. b) Kerferd (1981, p.80)
transfers evidence from ONB, where it is admittedly claimed that
Adyos 1s different from things; but conclusions based on comparisons
of G.’s texts are not safe.

When we turn to the actual argument we find out that G. here
clearly sets forth the state of mind of the audiences so that a
deceptive Aéyos may be established. The potential of logos to
persuade is not solely an intrinsic characteristic of it; audiences play
an important role as well. But why the absence of these three
abilities leads to the evil of 8é¢a is not clarified. Probably G.’s
thought is as simple as the following: most people lack critical
approach to reality which is attained through memory of events of
the past (offering a ground of experience), ability to judge present
conditions, and finally the possibility to foresee possible
developments of a certain issue on the basis of what given and
present information dictates.

d&M\\a viv ye: MacDowell’s dAMd viv ye, which is closer to the Mss,
gives the exact meaning.

ebdmépws &ye: a further proof that G. does not mean that the

acquisition of these qualities is unattainable.
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Tepl THv mAeloTwv ol mA€lorou:  door and mepi dowv of the
introductory sentence becomes now ‘most people on most issues’;
again G. avoids saying everyone. The person who persuades is here
absent, for he is the one who compels most men to resort to §6¢a.
v 36Eav: ‘opinion’, for which, as Segal (1962, p.111) remarks, no
alternative is offered.

avpBovAov: ‘counsellor’; §6fa is almost personified.

evruylas: a lectio recentior for drvyiaws, AX; Untersteiner (1961,
p.102) prefers the latter reading and explains: “vuol dire che I’
opinione porta a o Tuyelv, di modo che questo o0 Tuyeiv risulta
odadepdv kal dféBaiov, cioe 1 due aggetivi presentano valore
prolettico”; but G.’s argument is that those who employ §é¢a as the
product of misjudgment provides those who employ it with tentative
and lame success. edruyiats has been accepted by Sykutris and most
of the editors.

otpBovdov...mapéyovrar: cp. Isok. 8.8 dAA" ds 88én pév ypwpévous,

” " e ) 7 L4 -~ \ 3 -~
0 TL av TUXT7] 86 YevnooLevov, ouTw 8LCLVO€LO‘6(1L TEPL AVTWY.

12
s odv altla...éye: the text is heavily corrupt; only an ad
sententiam restoration is possible. G. clearly seems to introduce the
subject of persuasion, which according to him is as effective as
natural violence and compulsion. I render this portion of the text as
follows: ‘what reason disallows us from believing that Helen has
come because of speech, equally unwillingly, as if she had violently
been seized? Persuasion makes one lose one’s own reason; for
although persuasion does not have the form of compulsion, it
[persuasion] is as strong as it [compulsion] is’. Some points: I
remove Juvouvs and I replace it with Adywv because G. a few lines
later says ‘if it was speech that persuaded her...’, which seems to
expand the analogy between persuasive speech and compulsion. I

prefer oby éxoloa instead of dkovoa, because it fits better the MSS’
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senseless reading dv oY véav oboav. For é6nAdfn and vémua instead
of Al 6 8¢ vods, cp. 17 éffAager 6 $éBos T vémua).

Persuasion according to Buxton (1981, p.31; readers are referred
to his detailed discussion of peitho; in this context only relevant
aspects of it will be developed) “is a continuum within which divine
and secular, erotic and non-erotic come together”; this dualism is
apparent in Hel. (for depictions of her in art where Peitho is also
present see Shapiro 1991, pp.190-8): speech is a great ruler who
accomplishes divine deeds 8, persuasion is equally effective with
‘compulsion’, already personified in 6, where it is listed among
other divinities, but in 13, persuasion’s iﬁotential to mould the soul
will be exemplified through purely “secular” (to use Buxton’s term)
paradigms.

A vital aspect of G.’s discussion of persuasion is that he equates
it with violence (Bia as opposed to mefd is also discussed by
Buxton, 1981, pp.58-62; see O’ Regan 1992, p. 14-5). This equation
is rather radical (but see Pindar P.4.216-9 pudori§ mwefols, Aiskh.
Ag. 385 Biudrar rddawa Ilefd, Eur. Hec.816 Ilelfd 8¢ Tv
TUpavvov dvfpdmois pdévry), because normally persuasion is viewed
as a civilized, non-violent way of trying to make others consent to
your intentions, whereas natural violence is considered as a means
of making someone follow you unwillingly (see Aristotle’s
Eth.Eud.1224a 39 9 melflo 1§ Big kal dvdyky dvririflerac; notice
that he places both ‘violence’ and ‘compulsion’ in opposition to
‘persuasion’ as G. does). In Lysias 2. 19 it is the decisive element
that illustrates the superiority of men over the conditions of the
beast: Onptwv pev épyov elvar Om’ dMAAwv Bla  kpatetobac,
dvBpdmors 8¢ mpoorikewy vépw pév opicar 16 Sikaiov, Adyw dé
meloa; see also Isok. 3. 6, 4. 48, 15. 254; see also Pl. Kriton 49e-
51le, Xen. Mem.1.2.10., Soph. 4Anr. 354f. Soph. Phil.102-3 reads: ¢
8’ év 86Aw 8el pdMov 7 meloavt’ dyew, / ob um wibyrac mwpos
Biav 8 otk dv AdBocs, Where Odysseus seems not to recognise any

effective way of taking Philoctetes’ bow other than either
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_persuading or forcing him to surrender it. Herodotos brings evidence
that when the Andrians refused to contribute money to the
Athenians during the Persian Wars, Themistokles claimed ds fixotev
"Abnvalol mepl éwurovs Exovres dUo Beovs peyddovs, [lelbd Te kal
"Avaykainy (interestingly enough Ploutarkhos Vit. Them. 21 has Bia
instead of *Avdyxm).

It is clear, I hope, that persuasion in Hel., is not the civilized,
non-violent and human canonical persuasion. Persuasion through
words can be seen as a civilized means of making people adhere to
one’s views if and only if one is prepared to racognize in the
recipients of logoi the possibility of free will. G., by equating
persuasion to dvdyxy, ultimately rules out the existence of this
possibility, because, as Ostwald observes, “they [sc. dvdykai] exert
compulsion only because those affected by them perceive no viable
alternative course of action is open to them” (1988, p.19).
Persuasion is an art that mdvra ydp 0¢° adtfj SodAa 8¢’ éxdvrav,
dAA’ 06 8ua PBlas mowotro (Pl Phil. 58a-b; note that the emphasis is
not on 8.a Pias through violence, but on the enslavement). The
willingness of the persuaded person to be persuaded can be opposed
to the unwillingness of the victim of persuasion in Sappho PLF
1.18: riva dnire melbw / .J.oaynqy [ és gdv $uAérara; Tis o’ & /

Wilnd’, ddikrer, / kall y[ap al dedyer, Taxéws Sudbwr, /< al &

SGpa pmn Séxer’, dAa Sdoer>, <al 3¢ un dider. Taxéws diger /
kovk_éfélotoa>. The meaning is that persuasion is the only other
power that can be equally effective as natural violence, not that
persuasion is not violent. Plato (Ph/b.58a-b) admittedly corresponds
to what may be considered purely Gorgian: persuasion has the
compulsive effects of physical violence. In Buxton’s words
“Gorgias propounded what amounts to the most radical confession
of faith in peitho known to us from Greece” (1981, p.53).

6 meloas...moovpévors: N0 English word can accurately render the
meaning of meiferv. Buxton (1981, p.48) observes that “the middle

welBopar can usually be translated by one of the three English words
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‘obey’, ‘trust’ or ‘believe’. All three have in common the notion of
acquiescence in the will or opinions of another. Correspondingly,
the active mwelfw, conventionally translated as ‘persuade’, can
perhaps best be understood as a factitive, meaning ‘get (someone) to
acquiesce in (some belief or opinion)’, or, more explicitly, ‘get
one’s way over someone in such a way that they we{feofa.’ (see
also MacDowell 1982, p. 39). Persuasion is thus here presented as
making the persuaded soul consent to what is said and act in the
manner dictated by the persuader (since there is a chiasm cvvawéoar
— Aeyopévors — mbéofar — moovpévors expressing the standard
antithesis between word and deeds). v émewcev: G. theorises about
Adyos, so that generalisation is necessary; every persuaded soul is
enslaved and bound from necessity. Mvdykace: cp. Pl. Sph. perd
mewfols dvayxaias.

6 pe&v ovv meloas..kakds: G. reuses the passive/active voice
interchange: passive voice for Helen (the victim), active voice for
Paris (the wrongdoer), which further stresses the affinities of
persuasion with physical violence. In this context, the subject of the
active verbs is speech, whereas that of the passive voice the soul.
Wardy (1996, p.43, following Adkins: see n.26 on p.161) claims
that the “ ‘he’ and ‘she’ in the last sentence refer indifferently to
logos/Paris, soul/Helen”. This may be true, and there is nothing to
suggest that G. did not intend it to be construed in this manner.
However, his disclaimer “the deliberate feminisation of the psyché
plays on the Greek cultural assumption that the female as such is a
passive object shaped by a dominating masculine force. Thus,
perhaps, every male citizen who ylelds to rhetorical logos is
comparable to a man...whose masculinity is thereby humiliated: the
successful orator performs physical rape” is beyond my imagination,
and does not add much to the interpretation. Wardy (1996, p.161
n.28), in corroborating his view, cites Dover’s statement that, “It
seems to have been felt that the boy who yielded had assimilated
himself to a hetaira” (1974, p.215). But when meifw, G.’s actual
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subject, is brought in we find out that it can be exercised by a
woman as well: “a number of scholars have persisted in identifying
Peitho exclusively with the pattern: man persuades woman. This
quite simply flies in the face of the evidence” (Buxton 1981, p.37,
who compares a passage from Athenaios where a prostitute from the
temple of Aphrodite at Corinth is named Peitho), and concludes
“Pertho was thought to be operative both in this and the reverse
pattern”. One may also be reminded of how Menelaos was
‘persuaded’ not to kill Helen, when the latter exposed her breasts.

paTnv: ‘unjustly’, ‘undeservedly’.

13

8 & 1 mebd...irumdoaTo: ‘that when persuasion meets speech,
the soul is moulded by it..."; the description of the process of the
‘moulding’ of soul is once more physical (see note on 9; for the
rumos- metaphor see Segal 1962, p. 142 n.44). érvmdoaro 1s an
aorist of experience; G. frequently uses gnomic aorists in Hel.,
especially in passages where he argues by using ‘theoretical’
generalisation (émoinoav, érepfe kal émeioe 13, éAdmnoav... 14).
xpn pabeiv: ‘one should observe’ (cp. Hdt.7.208 6 8¢ tovs é&fw
éudvfave..kal 16 wAffos éudvfave...). Diés’ addition (uafetv
6pavra) is redundant. G. brings in three examples from three
situational contexts: the discourse of the ‘astronomers’, speeches
from court-rooms, philosophical quarrels. In all these types of
discourse persuasion is involved. Even ‘scientific’ speculation
involves persuasion, and we are almost invited here to be reminded
of Parmenides’ appeal to Persuasion in 2.3-4.

mp@Ttov pev: introduces the first example (Sevrepov &é...TpiTov
<8&>); G. always indicates the structure of his arguments.
perewpoAdywv: ‘astronomers’, ‘physical philosophers’; though the
emphasis is on those who observe the universe, it may also include
wider, interdisciplinary speculation, including physics, cosmogony,

mathematics etc. G. is not referring to an activity which by his time
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had declined; for, in spite of the fact that Thales, the proverbial
astronomer (cp. Ar. Clouds 180) who is said to have foreseen a solar
eclipse (Hdt. 1.74) belongs to the early 6™ century, Anaxagoras and
Hippias (to mention two prominent figures) developed astronomical
theories in the second half of the 5 century. Aristophanes’ Clouds’
main theme is modern intellectual activity. Sokrates is there
presented as the head of a Thinkery (@povrioripov) where several
disciplines are taught, one of which is astronomy. When first
Sokrates appears 1n the play he pompously states that he ‘observes
the sun’, and when Strepsiades asks him why he is sitting in a basket
hanging from the ceiling he replies: o ydp dv more / éénbpov Spbids
Td peréwpa mpdypara / €l u7 kpepdoas 10 vémua kal TV Ppovrida
(see Dover 1968, esp. pp. xxxvi-XxXXVii).

T@ dmoTa kar ddnAa...émoinoav: ‘they made that which is
otherwise unbelievable and unseen visible to the eyes of opinion’;
the ‘eye of opinion’ belongs to the recipients of the logoi of the
astronomers, and the changeable opinions belong to themselves.
Judging from the argument from antinomy in ONB G. must be
pointing at the views held by different philosophers; with the
development of astronomy, a new ‘theory’ takes the place of the
previous one.  dmora kal d&dnAa: what the opinions of the
astronomers refer to; a passage from Anaxagoras’ 59A42 reads:
filiov 8¢ kal cgeAfumy kal wdvra dotpa Alfovs elvar éumipous
ovpmepiAnddévras Omd  Tis aibépos mwepidopds...elvar 8¢ TR
cedjvmy katwrépw ToG TMAlov TAROLLTEPOY TUDY. Umepéyely & TOV
fdcov peyéfer v Iledomdvvmoov. 10 8¢ Pds v ceAvmy pn (Biov
éxewv, dAAd dmo Tob MAlov..None of the remarks made by
Anaxagoras can be ascertained through human senses; what he says
can only become clear if one is ready to accept his rationalistic
approach. The opposition between the d&dnia xai dmora of
intellectual rationalisation and commonsensical views 1s, of course,
exploited in Aristophanes Clouds; in 376-78, for instance, Sokrates,
the Aristophanic representative of intellectualism, ‘explains’ to

Strepsiades how a thunderbolt is created: when the clouds are filled
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with much water they collide with each other and burst forth.
Strepsiades’ ‘eye of the opinion’ is unskilled, and he offers his own
explanation: yarav xélw, koud§ PBpovrd, mamamwamrmdf, domep
éxelvar (when I shit, what a thunderbolt, just like they do 391).
dbalvesBar: ‘to become visible’, ‘make something appear’; it would
be tempting to assume that G. is playing with a second possible
meaning of the infinitive, since ¢aiveofiar can also denote the rise of
a star (cp. Hom. /1.1.477, 2.456, Od.2.1; Hes. Works and Days 598
ebr’ dv mpdTa pavij abévos’ Qplwvos).

Tobs avaykalous...dydvas: in this second example the agent of the
speech is absent, so that the meaning of the word davaykalovs 18
unclear (cp. 10 al ydp é&vfeor 8ca Adywv émwdal). Two lines of
Interpretation have been suggested (see also Buchheim 1989,
p.169): a) ‘the persuasive argumentation that compels the hearers to
accept it’ (Melikoff-Tolstoy 1929, p.28), or (b) ‘argumentation used
under compulsion’ as opposed to the speeches of the astronomers
and the philosophers which are unbound from necessity (Immisch
1927, Sykutris 1928, MacDowell, 1982, pp.39-40, Gagarin 1994,
p.67 n.26; Wardy 1996, pp.162-3 thinks that it affords an
interpretation combining both meanings). (b) is also accepted by
Diels who brings in PLT7h.172e odx éyywpel mepi o d&v
émbuprowot Tous Adyous moielofar, dAA’ dvdykmy éxwv 6 dvTidikos
épéormrev. (a) could be corroborated from 12, where persuasion is
related to compulsion; but if we turn to Pal. 4, we find out that the
situation in which the hero is entangled is described as mapodons
dvdykTs, that is he is under compulsion to defend himself; moreover
xyAos 1n this context can be something more than a mere mob, since
in Grg. 453b6, 455a4 Plato refers, not without contempt, to juries as
dxAoc. Both intepretations are strong enough, although (b) seems to
me to fit the context better.

els...5xov: a fine antithesis (cp. 4 where Helen’s one body attracted
many male bodies); speech has the power to umify people in a

consent through pleasure. &ydos is unjustifiably taken by
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Untersteiner (1961, note ad loc.) to refer to the Eliastai (see the
preceding note).

érepe kal &meige: CP. 5.

Téxv ypadels...AexBels: Immisch wrongly adopts érpee (see Segal
1962, p.149 n. 93). The homoeteleuton underlines that réyvn in
some cases 1s the counterpart of truth. The common assumption
about G. is that he was entirely uninterested in truth. This is not
correct; what G. says is that a realistic approach to common
expeﬁence shows that in some cases at least the form of a speech is
directly related to its persuasiveness (Palamedes is the first obvious
example). At any rate, even seen under the light of opportunism,
factual truth provided chiefly by witnessess is undoubtedly the most
convincing means of persuasion (see MacDowell 1982, p.40,
Gagarin 1994, p.58).  ypadels: when G. was composing Hel.,
writing was already used in law-court speeches’ composition (see
Gagarin 1994, p.60-3, and 1997, p.4-5 and 32-4). In Against the
Sophists, Alkidamas openly criticises the using of writing in early
rthetoric; at any rate, G.’s teaching of rhetoric must have been
considerably enhanced by writing, so that we can hardly be
persuaded by Aristotle’s disclosure that G.’s teaching was solely
based on memorisation of model-speeches (see fr.14, with notes).
Examination of structure and formal elements, emphasis on the
arrangement of reasoning and the transition from the one argument
to the other, these along with other technical aspects of rhetorical
skill must have been taught more efficiently with the use of writing.

dhocddwv  Adywv apidas: ‘In the debates of philosophical
speeches’; ¢uAdoogos qualifies Adywv (cp. Pl. Phdr.257b5-6 dAX’
dmAds mpos 'Epwra perd ¢Lrogéav Adywv Tov Blov mofrar).
Several scholars have endeavoured to identify particular
philosophers; Untersteiner (1961, p.105) follows Bux (1941, p.405)
who thought that G. refers to the Eleatics. Diés (1913, p.205) and
Nestle (1940, p.326) think that G. has in mind eristic philosophers,
Diimmler (1889, p.35) prefers Sokrates himself. But it is not
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necessary to identify any specific philosopher; G. Wwishes to
empbhasise the readiness with which philosophers put one view aside
and employ a new one in their discussions, so as to fulfil the need
for new arguments (so correctly Siiss 1910, p.54, MacDowell 1982,
p.40).

yvopns Tayos: Immisch rightly suggests that yvdun does not equal
86&a; it is the ‘organ of thought” as in Heraclitus (1927, p.33; cp. PL
Lg.672b). yvdun can be construed as the process of the production
of a view and the view itself. Flexibility in thought is what really
distinguishes philosophers from astronomers and the more static
speech-makers. This suggests that G. has in mind philosophical, oral
discourse.

edperdBodov...morv: the attachment to a (still-born) view is
changeable because of quick thinking. The passage is reminiscent of
Menon, In connection to what is known as ‘true opinion’; in that
context ‘opinions’ are compared to the statues of Daidalos (97¢-98a
kal yap al 86far ai dAnfels, Boov pév dv ypdvov wmapapévworv,
kadov 16 xpfiua kal mdvr’ dyabd épydlovrar: moAvv 3¢ xpdvov ovk
ébédovar  mapapéverv, dAAG Spamerevovor ék THs Yuxfis Tol
avbpdmov). edperdfodov: a rare word, which is normally used of
human character (Isok.15. 243, Xen. Hell. 2.3.92; but cp. PL

Rep.503¢9: ovkobv Td BéBaia ad Tadra 7fn xal olk edperdBola).

14

Adyov: the word is used twice in the sentence here it means
‘relation’. “The impact of speech upon the order of soul is analogous
to that of the order of drugs upon the nature of body’ (drugs / body :
logos / soul ). The comparison is more complicated than it appears
to be; its second element could hastily be identified with medicine,
but the shadow of magic has not been removed. The magical
terminology of 10 is largely reiterated, especially in the description
of the emotions experienced by human soul through speech. The

ddppaxov, a double-edged word, also attests to that, since it can
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either be a medicine or a poison; the most poisonous function of
speech is ‘malicious persuasion’ (wetfor Tve xaxi). To this respect
Aéyos also acquires a double function: it is both a ¢dppaxov and a
poison. So when Segal claims that “the processes of psyche are
treated...as being susceptible to the same kind of control and
manipulation by a rational agent as the body by the drugs of the
doctor” (1962, p.104; see also de Romilly 1973, p.162, 1975, p.21)
he fails to see the other side of the same coin. A similar view is also
traced in Demokritos’ B31, cited by Segal (1962, p.104): larpixy
pév yap xard Anudkpirov gupaTos vécouvs dkéetat, copin S Yuxmv
nabiv dpacpeirar. MacDowell (1982, p.40) cites Isokrates 8.39, who
perhaps was influenced by G.: rév pév mepi 76 odpa voomudrwv
moAal Oepameiar xal mavrodamal Tols latpols elpmvrai, Tals &é
Yuyxals Tals dyvoovoais kal yepovoais mwovipdv émibupidv ovdév
éoTwv dAo ¢dppaxov mwAny Adyos, see 15. 180-5. Adyos is still a
fundamental element of psychotherapy, and Antiphon could have
been the first to establish a clinic: érv 8’ dv mpds T§ mordoer Téxvny

dlurrias ouveorioato, damep TOLs voooloiv 1) wapd TEV laTpdv

fepameia vmdpyer: év Kopivlw Te karackevaouévos olkmud T wapd

v dyopdv mpoéypaev, 6Ti SUvarar Tovs Avmoupévous Sid Adywv
Oepamrevery, kai muvvlavopevos Tds altias mapepvleito Tols
kduvovras. voullwv 8¢ Tiv Téxvny éAdTTw %) kal’ adTov elvar émi
propuky  dmetpdmy  (Antiphon A 6 DK). The analogy
medicine/speech is obvious (domep Tols vooodouw...), and it is also
clear that Antiphon focused on the cure of ‘depressive syndromes’.
Medicine is also used by Plato as the antipode of rhetoric; in Grg.
456b Plato has G. claim that rhetoric is superior to any other art,
because it is through rhetoric that he persuades the patients to accept
the hardships of curative methods used by doctors. In 465el
Sokrates concludes that rhetoric is for the soul what the products of
unhealthy cookery are for the body, and this cookery has already
been defined as the opposite of medicine, in the way that hair-
styling should be opposed to gymnastic (“Plato was not the first to
draw analogies between the arts. But his conclusion stands in sharp
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opposition to the view of the historical G., who claimed that rhetoric
was to the mind what medicine was to the body” Dodds, 1959,
p.227; but it escapes Dodds’ attention that G. does not speak of a
merely positive contribution of ‘medicine’ to the body; see also
Phdr. 270b1ff, Tht.167b-c; Aristotle Rhet.1355b8-14). For rhetoric
as magic in Plato see n. on 10, and for the psychotherapeutic power
of poetry 9).

rauv...tafes: speech affects the ‘order’ of the soul, the ‘prescription’
of drugs affect human body (cp. Pl. Pol.294e mv 1ol Avoiredobvros
Tols odpact woieloflar Tabw; see Segal 1962, p.141 n. 37,
MacDowell 1982 p.40). |

dAAa yvpots: ‘humours’, a plausible emendation of dAayot (AX); a
balanced coexistence of the humours in the body is a presupposition
of health. Ancient medicine accepted the existence of four
‘humours’ in the body: alpa, $Aéypa, and the two kinds of o7 (the
‘yellow’ and the ‘black’ one).

Kal Ta pev..maver: cp. Bur. Hipp.512 odr’ émi PAdBy dpeviv /
mavger véoov THod’, 9 ob pn yévy kax.

obrtw kal Tdv Adywv: speech is a pdppaxov; G. is attributing to Adyos
powers which are traditionally recognised as belonging to ‘drugs’.
In Od. 4. 220ff. Helen mixes wine with a ¢dppaxov, which is
virevBés T’ dyoAdv Te, kakdv émidnfov dmdvrwv, In the way that
Adyos 1n the present context can bring pleasure and make the hearers
take heart. But there are speeches that épapudrevoar (as we would
say in modern Greek, speech is a ¢dppaxo and a dappdke), that is
they poisoned the soul, and they killed it, that is they made lose its
independence through charming.

ol p&v &lbmmoav...karéommoav: positive and negative emotions; the
a0rists are gnomic.

dxovovras: I suggest a semicolon after dxovovras; what follows
should be stressed as it brings out the more destructive power of

speech, in the form of malicious persuasion.
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metbol mw kaxfj: ‘With an evil persuasion’; this kind of Adyos does
not simply affect the soul in a positive or a negative manner. The
ability of speech to invoke emotions in the soul is a milk-and-honey
aspect of its action, when it is compared to the lethal dose of a
malicious persuasion. The power of this kind of persuasion as a
¢dppaxov equals the power of the ¢dppaxa used by Medea (Eur.
Med 1126, 1201); in her case death is brought to her own children,
whereas ‘malicious persuasion’ kills off every soul. The acceptance
on behalf of G. of the existence of this kind of persuasion is also
depicted in Plato’s Gorgias 457c, conveyed through a wrestling
metaphor. The teaching of rhetoric, however, is morally neutral; the
only person to be held responsible for its misuse is the one who uses
it for malicious ends (see Dodds 1959, p.212). Plato in this case
certainly does justice to G.; he certainly objects to the possibility of
morally neutral teaching of rhetoric, and this is exactly why he does
not need to misrepresent G. muw: it is tempting to assume that it
means a ‘quantity’ of persuasion (cp. Aoyiopdv Twa 2), in the way
that one would speak of the ‘dose’ of a ¢dppaxov.

ébappdkevoav kar éfeyofjrevoav: ‘they poison and charm the soul’,
not in the past, but achronically; Untersteiner (1961, p.107) thinks
that Plato is parodying G. when he says that Love is Setvoés yéns «ai
pappaxeds kal cogiorrs (Symp.203d).

15

G. asserts to his audience that he has completed his examination of
speech-persuasion as a possible reason for Helen's elopement, and
proceeds with the fourth possible reason, namely love. This fourth
reason corresponds to what may be called the ‘traditional’
mythological account; Helen fell in love with Paris, and for this
reason she deserted Menelaos. By bringing love into his
argumentation, he integrates in his speech the cornerstone of the
poetical (2) accusations against Helen. Love, now, is undoubtedly

an invincible deity, and one may have thought that G. could argue
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in the way he argues in 6, in fact he partly does so, when in 19 he
reminds us of the divine nature of love (épws). The main
argumentative line, is, however, different: love is elevated from an
excuse to a serious reason. This elevation is based on argumentative
patterns which are very similar, if not identical, to those employed
in the discussion of speech in 8-14. Instead of referring to love, G.
refers to vision (and this mutantis mutandis reminds us of
Lykophron, who, when he found it hard to praise the lyre as he was
asked to do, praised a star bearing the name Lyra, cp. 834A6DK) by
rationalising a common idea of Greek literature about how love
springs (see Introduction). Once more the logic of the
argumentation is based on analogy: if vision affects the human soul
in the way it is shown it does, then Helen’s falling in love with Paris
because of love is not surprising. The rationalistic approach to
vision is built up as follows: the objects of our vision have their own
nature and vision can affect our soul (15); this can be shown
through the example of frightful images perceived by soldiers in the
battlefield (16), and it can also be attested that shocking images
lead to madness. Fine arts by contrast contrary provide us with
pleasure (18); we should not then be surprised if Helen’s eye fell in
love with Paris. The argumentation here, as in 8-14, relies much on
a behavioural examination of vision, as it is mainly shown in the
example of soldiers which, of course, entails that psychological
parameters play an important role. In short, in 15-19 G. attempts a
rationalisation of a notoriously irrational emotion; this
rationalisation is based on the demonstration of how and why love

is an invincible power.

v Tis Aeyopévms...alriav: ‘the accusation of the improprety
which is said to have been committed’; G.’s wording belongs to a
‘cautious advocate. The name of Helen is not mentioned; it is not the
accusation itself, but an impropriety which will be refuted; the
impropriety has not been committed, iz is said that it has been

committed.
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& ydp Spdpev...&ruxe: ‘the objects of our vision do not have the
nature we want them to have, but the one each of them happens to
have’; the first step of the argument is an axiom. Vision is
dependent on the nature of the objects we see, not on the person
who perceives them through his senses. Early Greek theories of
vision fall into three groups. “According to one the eye was the
agent, sending out rays from its own ‘fire’ to the object; according
to another it received more or less passively ‘effluences’ or ‘images’
directed to it from the object; in the third, both eye and object are
active...” (Guthrie, 1969, vol.ii, p.234). G. here clearly builds his
argumentation by attributing a passive function to the eye, without,
of course, putting forward or being himself committed to any
‘theory of vision’, which would, anyway, fall short in the light of
the subjectivism adopted in the second major part of ONB. He
simply wishes to reach the conclusion that Paris, as an active object
of vision, was perceived by Helen’s passive and thus irresponsible
eye.

© 3ua de...rumobrar: the new information is that soul is ‘moulded’ by
dyns. Psychological parameters of sense-perception are thus brought
in, and the use of rumodrac further attests to the analogies between
the discussion of love-vision and that of speech (cp.13). Toils
tpdmous: ‘the character’; the values accepted by a person, and which,
by and large, make him behave accordingly. It is better understood
from the example in 16, where it is claimed that instances of
deserting because of fear show the power of vision to make the soul
adopt manners which normally are uncharacteristic of it (cp. PL
Leg.841c5: 18 Te Ocooefés dupa kal @uAdTipov kal 7O w1 TGV
cwpdTav dAd TAV Tpémwv Tis Yuxfis Svrwv kaddv yeyovds év
émbupiq). It is hard to see if rpémos 1s a synonym of raéws in 14, but
at any rate both rdéis and tpémoc of soul are affected through
emotions instilled through speech and vision respectively (cp. Segal
1962, p.104 “a term [sc. tropoi] which may itself have physical

connotations like the zaxis of the psyche in 14”).
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16

avrika ydp...ékmAayévres: the text is corrupt, but the general
meaning 1S clear; the textual problems have been discussed by
Donadi, who, however, wrongly assumes that G. does not refer to
real battlefields, but to a restaging of Aiskhylos’ Seven Against
Thebes in 405, which in this view serves as a basis of dating Hel.
The zirgument is too fragile (see MacDowell 1982, p.41) and it has
not been influential. Some remarks about the reading I adopt: (a) émi
modeplg omAioer is Sauppe’s good conjecture, for émi moleplois
omiicer A, and émi moAéue o wAloer X, where an alternative
6mAioy is brought in, perhaps as a correction. In A, the function of
omAices 1s unclear; Diels-Kranz (recently Buchheim) adopt émiioy
X , but the subject of the clause §rav... remains unclear. (b) oG Sé
mpofAiuara AX, Diels suggests mpdBAqua, presumably because
dAeSurrpiov is singular. However, “since” mpofAduara “unlike
dAefuripiov is a noun, there is no reason to reject the plural as
several editiors do” MacDowell (1982, note ad loc.; see also
Sykutris 1928, p.16 n.2). (c) fedonrac: from Sauppe’s el fedonrac,
for el fedoerar AX; Sauppe’s emendation, with the omission of i,
gives a normal temporal clause. MacDowell conjectures
émibedonrar, which is closer to el fedoerar, but it can be the case
that el in both AX is due to the fact that the verb comes two lines
after drav.

ToAépLa... ToAépLov...ToAeplq: a polyptoton, combined with an
hyperbaton (moAépiov...kdopov), stresses the intensity of the stimulus
that makes an army fly.

kbéap.ov...oudfpov: shields are made out of bronze, swords and spears
are made out of iron (cp. Pl. Lg.956a).

Tod  peév..mpofMpara: MacDowell (1982, p.41) compares the

chiasm with that in 3 706 pév yevouévov...Auds.
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aAefEmmipov: ‘something that keeps off’; it should be taken with
xdopov, because it is the bronze and iron weapons of the enemies
that keep the soldiers off them.

mpofAnpara: cp. Aiskhylos’ Septem 539-40 év yadkpAdre odket,
KUkAwT® odparos mpofArpart, which also brings out that a odxos is
made out of bronze.

étapdyfn kai é&rdpafe: the subject is dyns. The alarm caused in
vision leads to the alarm of the soul. It seems thus that rapay7 is not
experienced only by the human soul, but by vision too. The external
manifestation of this internal emotion is flight.

pedyovorv &xmAayévres: the subject is absent, but a word denoting
‘soldiers’ fits the sense; MacDowell plausibly suggests that
“posssibly moAdol has been lost from the text by haplography before
moAAdkis”, Panic, as an emotion caused in battles, appears in
Thucydides (see Segal 1962, p.108, 143 n.50, de Romilly 1988,
pp.167-172).

loyvpad yap...elowkictn: AX give 7 dAjfera 7ol véuou, which does
not make sense; several emendations have been proposed: ovvrifera
Diels, émanifera Immisch. I prefer MacDowell’s (1961, p.21) 5
dpéleca which gives good sense with the Mss’ elowkiofin (Diels
accepts Reiske’s éwkiofn). The verb elowkictn 1s also in conformity
with the recurrent pattern of the physical entrance of an element into
the soul (cp. elofjrbe 9, ovyyryvouévn 10, mpoorotoa 13, éNfodoa in
the following line; here it is fear through which the ignorance of law
enters the soul).

Tov dmd Ths Sews: specifies the type of fear; another type of fear is
the one caused through poetry 9, and generally speeches in 14.
aperfioan: for AX’s dopevicar (see Donadi (1977-78), p.58); AX’s
reading is absurd, since dopevicar means ‘to bring pleasure’.
Donadi is however ready to accept it on the basis that it refers to the
feelings experienced by the audiences of tragedies through their
kdfapors from the emotions of fear. But the thesis that G. has here

tragedy in mind has already been refuted (a further argument against
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it can be derived from the context of paragraph 17, where G. says
that he will not mention any other examples of things causing fear
because they are the same as those already mentioned; this clearly
shows that the fear of the soldiers in battle is merely one among
other possible examples demonstrating the potential of vision to
evoke emotions in the souls).

kal Tos dyafob...ywvopévou: a symmetrical construction; the order
after the verb is the same in both phrases: Object (genitive) +
Prepositional Phrase (8.a + accusative) + Participle (genitive). Apart
from the homoeoteleuton the isocolon and the hyperbaton traced in
both cases (rob...cpwvopévov, ToG yuyvopévov), each particular
syntactical entity contains the same amount of syllables in both
phrases, and it is also worth noticing the correspondence of the
syllables stressed. Moreover, a play with the sounds can hardly
escape our attention. Two levels are discernible here: the public and
the individual one. The xaAdv refers to the responsibility of the
soldier to defend the interests of his city as it is prescribed by
conventional civic rules (kpivopévou; for a similar use of the verb cp.
Soph. 4j.443-444), and as a matter of fact it is related to the honour
with which the city should embrace his individual efforts. The
dyafév on the other hand is associated with the personal gains of

each soldier.

17

#dm 3é: ‘in the past’.

kal To0 Tapdvros...xpdvw: a hyperbaton which plays with the double
meaning of the word mapdv; psychic sanity is present (mapdvros),
until a terrifying vision deranges it év 7@ mapdvre xpdvw (at this
very moment).

moAlol 3&...mepLémegov: an a fortiori arrangement of the results of
the following sentence; all the three elements (unjustified labours,
terrible illnesses and hard-to-cure insanity) refer to the aftermath of

facing horrible images from the past. The observation comes from
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common human experience (we all know that many people who
fought in both World Wars suffered from nightmares, and that some
of them ended up in clinics), but it is ingeniously integrated into the
discussion of vision, as it forms the climax of the description of
negative emotions experienced because of fearful visions. paralots
mévols kat deivals véoois: A, paralals vooows kal deivols mévois X;
unlike Immisch and Untersteiner I prefer (with MacDowell) A’s
readihg, because paralors mévors gives a better sense; it means
‘aimless labour’ (for a similar use cp. Pl. Tim.40d4-5 16 Aéyewv dvev
8¢’ Sews ToUTw ab TOV ppmpdrev pdratos dv eln wévos). A very
similar wording is employed in Pal. 25, where madness is defined
as accomplishing aimless actions (épyois émiyeipelv dSuvdrocs,
doupgdpocs...cp. also 68C3DK: éya...0¢ yeAd Tov dvfpwmov, dvoirns
yéuovta...undeptfs Evexev wgedins dAyéovra Tovs  dvmyiTous
poxfouvs, and Dem. 21. 69: pavia ydp lows éoriv dmép Stvauwr T
moiety; see Segal 1962, p.118).

SuoidTors paviais: it is interesting that some kinds of madness are
regarded by G. as not dviaros (incurable), but Svoiaros (hard to
cure).

elkdvas...&véypaev: not the object of our sight itelf, but the image
of what we saw is engraved on our mind. $povrparos: different
from ro6 mapdvros ppovriparos; it is closer to Yuyrf in 15. &véyparpev:
is used metaphorically (engraved), as in Xen. Cyr. 3.3.52 &l
péAdovar Torabrar Sedvoar éyypagrioectar dvlpdirors xal Eupova
éoeofar).

KaL Ta pev deipaTodvra...td Aeyépeva: ‘many of the things causing
fear are passed over, for they are similar to those which have already
been mentioned’; it is reminiscent of the rd pév dAda xafdmep...
“the stock formula used in drafting amendments.., etc., in order to

avoid needless repetition” (Dodds 1959, p.199).
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18

@AAa pfv: a new example is introduced.

oL ypadels: ‘painters’; painting, as a form of art, also exemplifies
how vision affects human soul. In fact, paintings and statues have a
very similar function with that of poetry, and generally artistic
speech. According to Simonides painting is tacit poetry, and poetry
speaking painting (6 Zwpavidns Tov  pév  lwypadlav moimoww
owwmdoay mpooayopevel, tv 8¢ moinow (wypadiav Aadoboav), a
statement which brings out the difference between the raw material
of poetry and painting and the common effects they both achieve.
Ploutarkhos, who actually preserves Simonides’ remark, comments
on it: Ay xal Tpémows pproews duadépovor, Tédos 8 dudorépors Ev
vméketrar  ([Iérepov 'Abnvalor «ard mwéepov 1 kard ocodlav
évéoforepor 246F). This similarity between poetry and fine arts is
also traced in Plato, in his more elevated theoretical criticism of arts
(cp. Rep. 603b 6-7 ppunricr xard miv Sy kar v dkorv; Arist.
Poet. 1447a 18-20 domep ydp kal xpdpaot xal oxmipact mwoAdd
pepotvral Tives dmeikdfovres...€repor 8¢ dud THs Pwvis...).

étav éx ToAA@v...dmepydowvrar: the mimetic character of arts is
discernible in G.’s discussion of fine arts; in the process of the
production of a work of painting, the painter chooses his raw
materials from the real world, so as to make his work as similar to it
as possible (cp. Dissoi Logoi 3,10 émi 8¢ Tds Téxvas tpéopar kal
Td TAV Townrdv. év ydp Tpaywdomoria kal lwypagia BoTis ka
mAelora éfamar] Spota Tols dAnfivols moiéwv, obTos dpioros). The
mimesis-theory is fully developed by Plato in his Republic,
especially in books 3 and 10. In Plato’s view, the artist is twice
removed from truth, since his work is a mimesis of the real world,
which, of course, is not identical with his ideal world of Forms. The
mimetic character of arts is also examined by Aristotle in Poerics; 1t
is the mimetic chracter of works of art that gives pleasure to
humans, for wipeiocfar is inherent in them. Nevertheless, in the

context of Poetics dmepyasia (the technique) is an alternative cause
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of pleasure, which occurs when piunows does not offer any pleasure,
because one has never seen before the object of the mimesis, that is
the model of the artistic reproduction (odx 7 pipmua woijoer Tv
ndoviv, dAAd Sia Ty dwepyaciav § Ty xpodv 7 Sid ToralTmy Tivd
dAA7v altiav, Arist. Poer. 1448b18). Moreover &fus in Aristotle
acquires a technical character (it denotes ‘spectacle’), and it is one
of the constituent elements of tragedy, but the one less peculiar to it
(1450b17), for a good tragedy does not need any staging or actors
and what is more kvpiwrépa mwepl TV dmepyacia T@V Sfewv 7 Tod
OKevOTOoLOG TéXVT) THjS T@V TOLTAV €0TLV. &k TOAADV YpwpdTwv
kal copdTwv: it has been suggested (Nestle 1940, p.235) that G., in
saying that a work of painting is produced by the use of several
xpopara and oydpara, has in mind the case of Zeuxis’s painting of
Helen for the temple of Hera in Croton. According to the tradition,
Zeuxis used as his models the most elegant parts of the bodies of the
most handsome girls of Croton (cp. Pliny N.H. 35,64, Cicero de Inv.
2.1.3; cp. also Xen. Mem. 3.10). This view cannot be proved on any
possible basis, nor is it necessary to assume that G. has a real
incident in mind, but it is a charming speculation. The basic colours
used in contemporary painting were four (white, black, yellow, red;
cp. Democritos A135DK = Theophr. de Sensu 73, and the rest of the
colours kard v ToUTwy pifwv). It is not clear if G. refers to the four
basic colours as moeAAd, but it is more likely that more than the basic
colours are meant here. Empedocles (B 23 DK) describes the
production of numerous elements with a painting-metaphor which is
similar to G.’s wording: ds 8  6mdTar ypadées dvabripara
moukiAwowy / dvépes dupl Téxvms Omo prrios €U dedadre, / oit’
émel obv pdpfwor moAUxpoa ddpupaxa xepolv,/ dppovin pelavre td
wév mréw, dAa &’ éAdaow, / éxk Tdv eildea mdow dAlykia
mopatvovor, / Sévdped Te krilovre kal dvépas...(for the identity of
the four basic colours with the four basic elements of Empedocles’

philosophy see Guthrie 1969, vol. i1, p.148).
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amepydowvrar: ‘to complete a work’ (cp. Pl. Soph. 235el1); Immisch
(1927, p.26) translates imitantur, but this presses the point too
much. That G. regards the arts as mimetic is simply implied here, it
is not stated explicitly.

Tépmovor Tyv dYnv: it is interesting that, whereas Adyos has a psychic
action, painting is pleasurable to vision: vision and soul can
experience the same emotions (notice below féav ndelav mapéoyero
Tols Sppaowy; see Segal 1962, p.106, 143 n.45).

M Twv vdpidvtov...épyacia: G. brings in another kind of fine arts,
namely sculpture. mwotnois: not poetry, but ‘creation’. &yacta: Plato
would have probably called it réyvn yerpovpyixn; 1t echoes
dmepydowvTar.

8éav: Keil’s emendation (accepted by Diels) for the MSS &oov;
Dobree reads véoov (followed by MacDowell 1982, p.42 who
explains “there is something ‘wrong’ with one’s eyes, because one
seems to see a man when one is really looking at paint or stone”™),
which is undoubtedly very close to the MSS reading; but I prefer a
- more plain reading here.

répmerv: I accept MacDowell’s emendation (Diels proposes xniAetv),
since it is likely that the MSS reading (mofeiv) is due to dittography
(mé0os in the following line). I also take it that 74 weév...ra 8¢ refers
to fearful sights (16-17) and products of art (18) respectively; G.
nowhere seems to attribute negative emotions to the fine arts.

ToAAd 3¢ moAdots moAAdv: a polyptoton.

méBov...copdtewv: Immisch (1927, 50-1) refers to the case of
Pygmalion, the sculptor who falling in love with his own creation
(Galateia) asked Aphrodite to put life into it. The active relation of
the person who has before him a piece of sculpture is paralleled to
the state of the soul when it is affected by poetry. Poetry makes the
soul suffer an iScov wdfmua (9), whereas sculpure évepydlerar
longing, it makes you feel that the lifeless material which stands
before you could be (or actually is) the object of your passion. This

is the climax of G.’s description of the emotional response to
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illusions: répfis, AU, xapd, Eeos, pixn, Péfos, EAeos, MSovi,
fdpoos are all strong emotions; but nothing is like épws. G. could not
have prepared more efficiently the passage from the world of the
artistic illusion to the particular case of Helen which follows. Now
we know why love is a strong emotion. Helen’s example will simply
be one more example which shows that love-through-vision is

unavoidable.

19

el obv: the passage to the particular case (see below &5 el pév
feds..., el 8’ éoriv...); it marks the analogical argumentation: if
Helen fell in love, this is nothing but another example that shows
that vision affects us (see Sykutris 1928, p.16).

T® Tob ' Alefdvdpov...odév: only in texts of high-level diplomacy
can one find such a circumspect wording: it was not Helen who saw
Paris, but her eye (an eye can never be held responsible). It is the
eye which is emphasised here, because it was the function of vision
which was being developed from 15 up to this point. Helen is a
sample in the laboratory of vision-experiments, not a morally
responsible person. And the body of Alexandros (that is Paris) can
double the pleasure (fofév) that a lifeless statue can give.

7t Bavpaorév: if this question had been posed at the beginning of
this text it would have seemed absurd; after the theorisation about
vision it is intended to be construed as a natural thing.

Beds...dvvarés: the god is “Epws, the winged divinity; G. reiterates the
argumentation that he has aiready used in the discussion of the first
reason (6 fioowv is a generalisation, ‘the inferior’, as is made clear
from the neuter ro fooov in 6). Different authors attribute Love’s
parentage to various divinities: “Apns - 'A¢podiry, Odpavos-
"A¢podiry ~ Obpavos — I7. In Plato’s Symposium 203b-203d his
birth is rationalised; he is the son of [Tépos and Ilevia and he
becomes Aphrodite’s attendant because he was born on the day of

her birthday. Like most (if not all of) the divinities mentioned in 6,
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Eros can impose his will upon both humans and gods (cp. Hesiod
Theog. 116-122, Soph. Ant.787, but cp. dvfpdrmmvov véomua).
Beds...<&ywv>: another polyptoton; <gv é&xe> is Blass’s emendation
(followed by Diels; see also MacDowell 1982, p.42, and 1961,
pp.121-2, whose conjecture disturbs the polyptoton).  Suvvarés:
picks up 8vvaucr (cp. 8).

véompa: from this point until the end of the paragraph everything is
expressed in isocola and homoeoteleuta; Untersteiner holds that
“tale concezione dell’ amore € in genere estranea al popolo ellenico
e a sol poeti” (1961, p.119), but one of its standard adjectives in
lyric poetry is Avotpeds. In Soph. Anrigone 790 the chorus says that
the person who has it is ‘mad’ (uéunvev; cp. also Tr. 445, 491,
544;see Biggs 1966, 227-31), and in Plato’s Symp. 207a-b we read
dewds Sariflerar mdvra Td Onpla, émedav yevvdy émbupsjon xal
ra mweld kal Td wTHVd, vogolvrd Te wdvra kal épwTikds
Scatibépeva. Prodikos (B7DK) contended that émbuulav pév
- Surdaoiacleioay &pwra elvar, épwra 8¢ dumlaciacbévra paviav
ylyveobar.

MAbe.... gnomic aorist expressing a general statement about *Epws,
not Helen. The pairs that follow are antithetical: Yuyfis dypedpaoty
and épwros dvdykais are opposed to yvdurns BovAevpaowy and réxvns
mapaokevals to the extent that the former are beyond human
manipulation, whereas the latter are deliberate actions.

Puxfis dypedpaoe: ‘snares of the soul’; cp. Aiskh. Cho.998 dypevpa
Onpds; Reiske’s emendation tiyms is not irrelevant, since the
wording throughout this paragraph picks up that of 6, but there is no
other reason to suggest changing the MSS’ reading.

BovAedpaou: cp. 6

épwros dvdaykats: ‘compulsion of love’. Indulging in love is not thus
solely a matter of personal ignorance (dyvdnua), but a matter of
succumbing to a super-human, uncontrolled power.

mapaockevals: ‘premeditation’; the point is that there was no

intention, and consequently that Helen is free of responsibility. The

192



word has forensic overtones, as many examples illustrate; cp.
Antiphon 6.19 pn6’ éx mapackevis yevéolar Tov Odvarov TG maidi;
in the hands of orators it becomes a fopos for the speakers to claim

that they have not prepared a speech, that they are drapdoxevoc.

20
s obv xp1y: Bona (1974, p.11) rightly maintains that yp1 is related
to that in 1. The refutation of the responsibility of Helen has now
been completed, and G. is now able to claim that it is just to hold
Helen as a reprehensible person.
eire...: the reasons that made Helen depé.rt are repeated here in the
reverse order of that in 6. The end of Hel. indicates that G. intended
his work to be cyclical. In the beginning of his speech G. sets out
the task he hopes to undertake, he then argues for it and at the end of
the speech we find ourselves once more at the starting point (for
ring-compisition see Groningen 1958, pp.51-56; for a discussion of
the use of this technique in a prose author, see Herington 1991,
pp-149-60).
émpafev & &mpafe: cp.5
mwdvTws: “not just ‘completely’, but ‘in all four cases’ (MacDowell

1982, p.43; cp. Pal.12).

21

adetdov: the self-referential conclusion is stressed by the fact that all
the verbs expressing what G. has done are placed at the beginning of
the clauses (évépeiva, émeipddny, éBovAniny).

T® vépw Ov..Adyov: X MacDowell emends it to 4 yvduy Fv, but
X’s reading makes sense. G. (as Bona has shown, 1974, p.12), in a
self-referential statement (Adyw refers here to this particular speech),
claims that he ‘stuck to the conventions’ he laid down at the
beginning of his speech (the enactment of a law is regularly
expressed with the verb rifnu. e.g. Dem. 18. 6). This convention is I

think the programmatic announcement in 2, that the same man ought
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to say what ought to be said, and refute those who blame Helen.
Untersteiner (1961, p.111) associates the word with the rhetorical
law “formulata, per Gorgia, da Plat. Phaedr., 267A....e da Cicerone”,
but this seems very unlikely. G. surely refers to something which

should be traced in his own speech.
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11a The Defence of Palamedes
I. The Myth

Homer has nothing to tell us about Palamedes;' the earliest source of
information is the Cypria, followed by the preserved fragments of
the tragic poets. As a matter of fact, our knowledge is chiefly
formed by texts of later antiquity, which obviously involve a good
deal of repetition and which occasionally drift into interpretative
approaches of the mythological elements.

In this chapter I shall present the main incidents of
Palamedes’ life,” that is his birth, the unmasking of Odysseus’ false-
madness and his contributions to the Greek army, his unjust death
and finally the manner in which his father sought to take revenge. In
addition, some light will be thrown on his inventions, which
establish him as one of the most resourceful (mdpipos) heroes of

Greek mythology.’

! cp. Arist. Poer.1451a26; in Philostratos’ view, had Homer integrated in his
narration Palamedes he would have unavoidably given a degrading image of
Odysseus (Life of Apollonius 4.16).

2 The fullest survey on Palamedes can be found in Lyra (1987). A critcal
approach to the sources has been attempted by Scodel (1980) 43-63, esp. n.7 (see
also Jouan 1966, pp.339-363). For the needs of the present dissertation, a linear
narrative order will be sufficient.

* Stanford (1954), p.257 n.8 calls him “a kind of superfluous Prometheus in his

inventiveness and a superfluous Odysseus in his prudent counsels™.
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a) The hero’s birth

Palamedes’ father was Nauplios, the son of Poseidon and
Amyrnone;I however, we cannot be certain about his mother, siﬁce
according to Apollodoros (Biblii.1.5) there are three different
versions: the tragic poets make Palamedes’ mother Klymene, the
daughter of Katreus; according to the author of the Noszoi it was
Philyra, and if we adopt the version of Kekrops his mother was
Hesione. Palamedes’ mother — whoever she was — also gave birth to
Oiax and Nausimedon, of whom only the former plays an important

role in the myth of his brother.

b) Palamedes’ inventions

In Anstophanes Frogs 1451 Dionysos sarcastically compares
Euripides to Palamedes, the wise man, obviously with the purpose
of mocking him. Apart from the possibility that this may be an
allusion to Euripides’ play Palamedes, the obvious point of the joke
is that Euripides’ foolishness is opposed to the proverbial wisdom of
Palamedes.

If one were asked to describe Palamedes’ personality with one
single word one should surely chose the word resourcefulness
(evmopia). This hero should be considered as the archetype, the
model of a hero who — by the means of his resourcefulness and his
wisdom (co¢ia) — sacrifices his life for the sake of the development
of the community in which he belongs. However different the
inventions attributed to him, their common denominator is that they
all contribute to the development of an already civilized community.
As M. Detienne has accurately pointed out “Palamede ne se signale
pas par la découverte du feu, des vétements ou de la nowrriture qui

: : , Apacr 2
viendraient séparer les hommes et les bétes”.

' Virgil 4en.2.82 says that Palamedes belongs to the family of Belus (Belidae
nomen Palamedis), for Amymone was the daughter of Danaos, the son of Belos;
see also Phillips 1957 p. 267-8, esp. n 4.

? Detienne (1986), p.1228.
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This characteristic of his inventions is explicitly expressed in
G.’s text; in Pal. 30, the hero lists his inventions as a further proof
of his morality and as a justification of his self-characterisation as a
great benefactor of the Greeks and of humanity in general. All the
inventions listed there — with the exception of the battle lines — are
followed by a short comment on their significance in the
development of the community: laws are the written guardians of
justice, letters serve as the tool of the (collective) memory, weights
and measures make commercial transactions easier, numbers are the
guardians of money, the beacons are the more powerful and the
fastest messengers, and lastly, games are the best preoccupation
during leisure.

Generally the inventions of Palamedes can be sub-divided into
the following categories:

1. Writing; this invention should be associated with the art of
numbering' and with the board-games,” since in Greece the basis of
arithmetic is the knowledge of the alphabet and the art of the

" numbers uses the same tools as the action of cc>unting,3 Palamedes 1s

! Alkidamas, Od.22, Soph. Nauplios (fr.432 Radt), adesp. 470.

? Sophokles Nauplios (fr.429 Radt) kai mecod rai mevrdypappa kai xbBwy
BoAal, Palamedes (f1.479 Radt) meogods «ifous Te, repmvov dpyias dxos; Schol.
Eur. Or. 432 «dBous, merrovs, Myth.Vat.35 tabulam. The difference of the games
of merrol from that of the xvfoc is explained by Hesykhios: Siagéper 8& merreia
kvBelas. v § pév yap Tovs xufous dvappimrovowy-év 8¢ T merreiq avTo pdévov
Tds Yridous petakivoiae (See note in Jebb — Pearson 1917, p.85). Suidas s.v refers
to the invention of these games by Palamedes with the word rdSAa. Both the
calculation of numbers and the games described here were based on yfigor; “En
Grece, le calcul se fait communement avec les jetons, appelés psephoi qui
designent a la fois les cahiers de comptes, les jetons de vote, les pieces de jeux et
encore des ossolets utilisés dans des pratiques divinatoires, dans des consultations
oraculaires” Detienne 1986, p.1129.

* In Plato’s Phaidros 274d, we are told that the Egyptian god Theuth invented
numbers, arithmetic and geometry, astronomy and the game of draughts and dice
and above all letters. All these inventions are attributed by different authors to
Palamedes as well. That the art of arithmetic presupposes the existence of the

alphabet is shown in Plato’s Gorgias, where Sokrates points out that the art of
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not the only mythical person considered as the inventor of the Greek
alphabet or the transmitter of the Phoenician one. He is sharing this
invention with Orpheus, Cadmus and Linus. In some versions,
Palamedes appears as the inventor of letters;' from several other
authors we can draw the conclusion that he was thought to be either
the transmitter of the Phoenician a.lphatbet,2 or the person who was
credited with the addition of several letters.’

1. The organisation of the Greek army; the military hierarchy is

attributed by Aiskhylos to Palamedes (fr.182 Radt): xai rafidpyas T
kal oTpardpyas kal éxatovrdpxas T érafa...The invention of the

tactics of the army is also important (;LéyL&rov els mAeovexTrpara in
G.’s words, 30), since before Palamedes’ inventions the soldiers
acted like animals.*

Palamedes is also said to have invented the system of watches;’

moreover, when the Greek army was in Aulis, and the soldiers were

‘arithmetic’ uses logos, and Aristophanes’ Wasps 960-1: éye 5 éBovAdumv av
- 0Ud¢ ypdupara, / lva pd) kaxoupydv évéypad’ fuiv rov Adyov; moreover, the
Scholiast on Eur. Or. 432 says that by inventing letters, Palamedes made the
distribution of food easier. Since the computation of equal proportions of food
should naturally be based on arithmetic, we may assume that when the Scholiast
links the distribution of food to the invention of letters he brings out the
association of the arithmetic with the use of letters. Detienne (1986, p. 1129) says
that “La notation numeérique utilise les signes de 1’ abécédaire: connaitre ses
lettres, ¢’ est déja savoir ses nombres. Et entre les nombres et les jeux de loisir...
comme tous les Grecs, Platon n’ établit pas une différence radicale”.

' Stesichoros PMG 213, Alkidamas Odysseus, 22, Chrysostom XII.21,
Philostratos Heroicus X.1, Tzetzes Antehomerica, 320.

? Schol. Eur.Or. 432.

* Euripides Palamedes (fr.578) ddwva xai gavodvra quAaBds Te feis...; a full
discussion of the letters added by Palamedes can be found in Bérard 1952 — 1953,
p.76; see also Philips 1957, pp. 277-8.

* Dio Chrys. 13.21 links the invention of numbers to the subordination of rdfets,
since until then the commanders were not able to count their soldiers, as the
shepherds count the sheep of their flocks. Cp. P1. Rep.522d.

5 Sophokles’ Nauplios (fr.432 Radt; see Jebb — Pearson 1917, note ad loc., p.89),
Schol. Eur. Or.432, Eustath. ad Il. 2.308.
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quarrelling about the proportions of food provided to them, it was
Palamedes who made the distribution impartial (dvemiAqmrov).!
Sophokles® also credits Palamedes with the invention of the Greek
wall.

iii Communication through signs; ¢pw<mp£a3 is the beacon by
which the soldiers could make signals to each other. It is exactly by
means of this invention that Nauplios avenged the death of his son,
by diawing the Greek fleet returning from Troy on the rocks of
Caphereus. In addition, Palamedes taught men how to use the
observation of the stars for the needs of navigation and he is also
depicted in some sources as a connoisseur of astronomy.*

1v. Weights and measures; this pair is associated with numbers and
this triad (dpcfpol, pérpa, orafud) is probably a locus communis of
the Greek world.’

v. It is worth mentioning that Palamedes was also considered a
poet; in Eur. fr.588 he is called ‘the nightingale of the Muses’ and in
fr.580 he is called a friend of music. This aspect of his personality is
also reinforced by Suidas according to which Korinnos composed
an epic poem under the title [liad, dealing with the Trojan War,
which was still in progress. This poet appears as a student of
Palamedes, who used the alphabet invented by his teacher.

' Schol. Eur. Or.432; Aiskhylos (Palamedes fr.182 Radt) says that a third meal
was given to the soldiers otrov 3’ eidévar Sudpioa, / dpiora, Selmva 8épma 6
aipeiofar Tpira.

* Nauplios (fr.432 Radt); see also my note on Pal.12.

* Soph. Nauplios (fr.432 Radt) and Schol. Eur. Or.432; G. Pal. 30 and Alkidamas
0d.22 are using the word mupoot.

* Soph. Nauplios (fr.432 Radt); in Phil. Her.IL3 we learn that Palamedes
explained an eclipse; see also Jebb — Pearson, p. 89.

5 Genzmer 1952, p.482; Sophokles Nauplios (fr.432 Radt). Eur. Palamedes (fr.
578) xprudrwy pérpov; the Scholiast on Eur.Or.432 and G. 30 combine the pérpa
with orafud, whereas Alkidamas accumulates the inventions separately.
Philostratos (Her.I1.1) says that before Palamedes, oud¢ vduiopa 7v 003é orabua
kal pérpa oudé dpifuetv. According to Aristoxenos the musician, the first to

invent weights and measures was Pythagoras (fr.12 DK).
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Moreover, Suidas on Palamedes says that he was himself a
composer of epic poetry (émomouds) and that his poems were

destroyed by the descendants of Agamemnon.

c) The Trojan Expedition and the Madness of Odysseus

Accbrding to Dictys (I.4), when the Greek commanders received the
news that Helen had been seized by Paris, they were in Crete.
Palamedes then took the initiative to organise the Trojan expedition
and he suggested that some representatives should visit Odysseus in
Ithaca and persuade him to join the Greek army.

When the commanders arrived in Ithaca Odysseus, not willing to
join the Greek army,' pretended that he was mad.> There are two
versions concerning his madness: Odysseus either yoked an ox with
a horse (or an ass) ® or he started sowing his land with salt.
Palamedes, unlike the other leaders, was not deceived by Odysseus
and thus unmasked his stratagem. He threatened Odysseus that he
would kill Telefnakhos, either with his own sword or by putting him
in the way of the plough.* Odysseus then admitted that he was not

! An explanation of his keeping back is given by Hyg.Fab.95 si ad Troiam isser,
post vicesimum annum solum sociis perditis egentem domum redierunr. The
Schol.0d.24.115 says that Odysseus reluctance was not due to cowardice, but to
his awareness that the expedition would be hard. His reluctance is hinted at in
Aiskhylos, 4g. 842 and Sophokles, Phi/ 1025 (see n.21).

? This must have been the content of Sophokles’ tragedy *O8uvooeds Matvdpevos
(see Jebb — Pearson 1917, p.115-118). Cicero de Off111.26.97 claims that the
madness of Odysseus is an invention of the tragic poets.

3 Hyg.Fab.95, Pliny NH 35.129 a horse; Lykophron 815 and Schol. Lykophron
815 an ass. Loukianos 10.30 does not specify (76 tév vmelevypévav dodpdwvov).
It is striking that both Aiskhylos (42.842) and Sophokles (Phil. 1025) present
QOdysseus joining the Greek army luyeis exactly as he yoked two inappropriate
animals.

* Apollod. Epit.II1.7, Luc.10.30; Pliny AN XXXV 129 says that Parrhasios had
painted in Ephesus a picture, depicting Palamedes threatening to kill Odysseus’
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insane, and this was the beginning of a passionate hostility. It seems
that Odysseus never forgave Palamedes for making him desert his

home and his beloved land for twenty years.

d) Palamedes’ Death
In Polygnotos’ ‘Nekyia’ Palamedes was depicted with Thersites and
Ajax',of Salamis playing dice, while the other Ajax was watching
them.! All of these heroes were some of the victims of Odysseus’
maliciousness, but we should preferably make a distinction between
Palamedes’ case and all the other ones, since it is clear that our hero
was the victim of a personal and abysmal hatred. As Stanford put it
“other ruthless actions (sc. of Odysseus)...had at least the excuse of
being pro bono publico”* The cause of this particular hostility was
of course Odysseus’ resentment. But whether Odysseus’ decision to
kill Palamedes was due to the fact that the latter unveiled the
pretence of the former in Ithaca or to his resourcefulness remains
unclear, for some authors attribute Odysseus’ plot generally to the
resentment caused by Palamedes’ incomparable wisdom and others
to his unmasking of Odysseus’ ‘madness’, and as a consequence to
his obliging him to part from his family.

There are several different versions concerning the plot
employed by Odysseus. The Cypria tell us that Odysseus
accompanied by Diomedes killed Palamedes while they were

fishing by drowning him.> A very cruel version is given by Dictys:*

son (cp. Plout. Mor.18a). The plough-version is preserved by Hyg.Fab.95 and
Servius ad Aen.11.81.

! Pausanias X.31.1. Sokrates, in Plato’s Apologia 41b1-2 says that in Hades he
will meet Palamedes and Ajax, the son of Telamon, who were the victims of an
unjust verdict.

1954, p.84.

> Jouan (1966, n.6 p.357, with further reference on this issue) maintains that, since
Homeric heroes did not normally eat fish, the fact that they went out fishing is a
sign that there was a famine in the Greek camp.

* Belli Troiani IL.5.

201



Odysseus and Diomedes lured Palamedes by telling him that they
had found a treasure in a well; they then asked him to go down, and
when he reached the bottom they stoned him; this very well became
his tomb.

The most famous story is that Palamedes was the victim of a
stratagem conceived by Odysseus. Hyginus says that Odysseus told
Agamemnon that he had a drearmn that the camp should be moved for
just one night. Agamemnon, following Odysseus’ advice, moved the
camp and it was then that Odysseus buried some gold in Palamedes’
tents with a letter ostensibly sent by Priam to Palamedes, written by
a Phrygian captive. The following day the letter and the gold were
found in Palamedes’ tents and Agamemnon was persuaded that
Palamedes intended to betray the Greeks to the Trojans.' The end of
all these stories is common: Palamedes was found guilty and put to

death.?

e) The revenge

'~ When Nauplios, Palamedes’ father, learnt about the unjust death of
his son he sailed out to Troy to obtain justice for the killing of his
son.” The Greeks treated him scomnfully and he left unsatisfied,

! The same account is given by Apoll. Ep. IIL8; Eur. Or.432 is slightly different:
Agamemnon and Diomedes are presented as accomplices, and the Phrygian
captive, after writing the letter is killed and the task to place the letter with gold
under Palamedes’ bed is undertaken by a slave. See also Phillips (1957, p.271
n.22).

* This intricate plot is an invention of the tragic poets. Polyaenus LProhem.62
says that this stratagem was related (dSovot) by the tragic poets. See also Koniaris
1973 pp.85-112, Scodel (1980), Sutton (1987). Scodel (p.140; with bibliography)
thinks that Euripides’ Palamedes was referring to the prosecution of Anaxagoras
and Sutton (p. 133-142) to the trial of Protagoras.

* Naupliosmust have appeared in Aiskhylos’ play (see Jebb-Pearson 1917,vol. ii.,
p-133, Scodel 1980, p.52 and Woodford 1994, p.165). That Nauplios went to the
Greek camp in Troy is attested by Apoll. 6.8 and Schol.Eur.Or.432. Pearson also
suggests (1917, p.133) that Nauplios® arrival occurred in Sophokles’ Palamedes

as well.
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since the army preferred to obey Agamemnon.! But how did
Nauplios learn about the killing of his son? Apollodoros and the
Scholiast on Euripides’ Orestes do not give any explanation. On the
other hand, the Scholiast on Aristophanes’ Thesmophoriazousai 771
provides us with the information that Euripides in his Palamedes
presented Palamedes’ brother Oiax writing on oars what has
happened to his brother, in the hope that they would reach his father
Nauplios.

No matter how Nauplios found out about the shameful death of
his son, he certainly decided to take revenge. Again, there are
several versions about the manner in which Nauplios avenged the
death of his son. The most famous one isl that when the Greek fleet
was returning to Greece, Nauplios used false beacons so as to draw
the ships onto the rocks of the extremely dangerous cape of
Caphereus in Euboia. This version can probably be traced back to
the Nostoi and according to Tzetzes to a poem by Stesichoros,” and
it was certainly known during the fifth century.

According to several other sources, Oiax spread the news to the
wives of the Greek commanders that their husbands were unfaithful

to them and as a result they deceived them with several lovers.>

! Both Apoll. 6.8 and Schol.Eur. Or.432 say that every man in the army agreed
(Apoll. Xapilopévwv, Schol. keyapiopévov) with the king. Jouan (1966, p. 353-4),
says that Agamemmon probably did not allow Oiax to bury the corpse of
Palamedes as he had not allowed Teukros to offer a funeral to his brother Ajax.

* Posthomerica 750; at any rate it is certain that the first to use this story in the 5t
¢. BC is Sophokles (cp. Jebb-Pearson 1917, p.80); in Euripides’ Helen 767 we
read: 7¢ NavmAiov v’ Edfowkd mupmoAdpara (cp. also 1125f.; see Woodford 1994,
n.29 p.166). The stratagem of Nauplios can also be found in Strab. 8.6.21, Verg.
Aen.11.260, Lykophron 384-386, Phil. Her.11.15, Apoll. 6.11, Loukianos 45.46,
Hyg. Fab.116.

? Clytemnestra with Aegisthus etc; see Apoll. Epir.6.9-11, Hyg. Fab.117, Dictys
6.2. In Euripides’ Orestes 431-4 is said that Oiax persecuted Orestes so as to take
revenge for the death of his brother: rives woAcrav éfaulddvral oe yis, / Olaf,
76 Tpolas pioos dvagépwv matpi. /ovviika- [ladapsidous ge Tipwpel Povou.
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Nauplios is also said to have punished Odysseus by throwing
Penelope into the sea, or by causing the mother of Odysseus to
commit suicide, by spreading the false news that Odysseus was

dead.!

I1. Gorgias’ Defence of Palamedes and the myth

G. does not make ample use of the mythical elements; his own
method is chiefly based on a logical argumentation which develops
with the invention of probabilities substituted for the facts as they
are known from the myth. For instancé, in the first part of his
reasoning, instead of trying to prove that it was Odysseus who
placed the gold and the letter ostensibly written by Priam in
Palamedes’ tent, he presents the preparatory stages of an alleged
treason.

At first sight the defence of a mythical person in the fifth
century, who as everyone knows has already been condemned to
death by mythical judges, is a paradoxical composition and it is
difficult to find a parallel example from the literature of our times.
How would the listeners or the readers of The Defence of Palamedes
have perceived the resuscitation of a hero defending himself in the
first person and addressing his opponent in the second person?
Which was their reaction when Palamedes states that the trial has
nothing to do with his death, but with the manner of his death? How
did contemporary legal terms uttered by a mythical person sound to
their ears? All these questions justify our description of this speech
as a paradoxical composition.

It is clear that two levels are discermible in Pal, the one
contrasted with the other: the first level forms the background of the

speech; it is the level of the tradition. The second level is the logical

! Penelope: Eustath. Od.p.1422,8; Anticlea: Eustathios on 1. 202, but this is not in
accordance with Od.11.1971f.
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argumentation which develops in a hypothetical courtroom of the
fifth century. But this contrast is superficial, for however
paradoxical the title of the speech may appear, the argumentation
developed in this speech does not distort the myth, not at least in the
form(s) preserved to us. G.’s persuasiveness does not rely upon a
selective presentation of the mythical events; the narratio (Scymacs)
1s totally absent from his speech. On the contrary the basic mythical
motifs serve as a presupposition of our understanding of his
argumentation. The characterisation of the opponent for instance
does not include any reference to his pretence of madness in Ithaca;
it is merely Dbased on the demonstration of the logical
contradictions of his accusation. '

Palamedes serves here as a symbol: he is the best example of a
Just person who by supporting the community becomes its victim.
Palamedes’ personality is the contrasting background, which
manifestly brings out the injustice of his accusers. But the case of
Palamedes is for an additional reason advantageous to G.’s forensic
skill: the opponent is the symbol, the archetype of eloquence in
Greek mythology.? In other words, G. - by defending Palamedes -
implies that rhetoric is not a malicious art by its nature, since one
may use it as a malyveov SO as to write an encomium for a notorious
woman such as Helen, but one can also use it so as to defend a
tragic victim of a knavish plot. Moreover, he implies that if one -
like himself — were to use speech effectively, one should not
abandon oneself into despair, even if his opponent is a man as

eloquent as Odysseus.’

! Stanford 1954, p.260 n.18 says that “nothing noteworthy is said about Odysseus
elsewhere in this excessively stylized speech”; but G.’s intention was not to
compose a biography of Odysseus.

* See Stanford 1954, pp.71-2, p.255 n.10.

* Long (1982, p.238) is certainly right when he points out that “Gorgias could
make the worse appear the better cause, but he could also apply equally strong
eloquence to an innocent man’s defence, a point often overlooked in assessments

of the Sophists which reflect the bias of Plato”. Poulakos (1983), who read the
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Before we examine the elements of the myth used by G, it is
worth making a distinction, which will save us from a serious
misunderstanding. The Defence of Palamedes is In part a more fact-
bound speech than the Encomium of Helen. This 1s understandable if
we consider that in the former G. attempts to acquit Palamedes of
the charges brought against him, whereas in the latter he intends to
offer a logical interpretation of the acts of Helen.! But the term
‘fact-bound” when applied to speeches dealing with mythical
persons is probably misleading, if we do not make it clear that by
using this term we do not mean the ‘facts’ of the myth, but rather the
facts invented by G. with the method of probabilities. Seen in this
light, the term ‘fact-bound’ does not mean that G. — who is not
under the same constraints as an orator like Lysias or Demosthenes
who defend real persons — has to refer to or be conscious of the real
facts. It means that G., by the invention of probable facts, intends to
proceed with an argumentation less theoretical than the Encomium
of Helen, an argumentation that substitutes the ‘real’ facts of the
myth with the probable factuality of a hypothetical case of treason.
The presentation of the necessary stages that Palamedes should have
employed if he had wished to give away his compatriots, for
instance, not preserved in any mythological narration; they are not
‘real’ mythological facts, but facts invented by G. for the purposes
of his argumentation.

The most abundant use of the mythological elements is made by
G. in his presentation of the inventions of Palamedes; all this part
(30) of the self-characterisation of the hero is intended to show that
the defendant was a person of high moral standards. The inventions

mentioned by G. have already been discussed and generally they are

Encomium of Helen as a metaphorical defence of rhetoric, might have found more
explicit arguments in The Defence of Palamedes.

'1n Hel 5, G. says that Helen did what she did (émpafev & émpabev), whereas in
Pal. the facts are disputed; in this respect he seems to be conscious of the ordois

theory of Aristotle (see Introduction).
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in accordance with the inventions attributed to our hero by other
authors.

It is also interesting that some inventions of this hero are
mentioned as the means that he might have used, so as to ferment
treason. In (6) we are told that it is impossible to send a message
without the use of letters, which as we know is one of his most
important inventions and in (9) he concedes that he might have
made a pledge with Priam by obtaining an amount of money. In (10)
he says that there are many sentinels in the camp, so that the
transportation of money was impossible and in (12) he holds that it
was impossible to climb the wall of the Greek camp, because it was
full of watches. The letters, the money, the system of watches are all
mentioned in 30, among his inventions, and even the wall,
according to Sophokles (fr.432 Radt) was his own invention. It is
difficult to say whether G. deliberately used these aspects of the
resourcefulness of his client or not. But even if this is a mere
coincidence it still adds much to the persuasiveness of this part of
the speech, seeking to prove that it was actually impossible for
Palamedes to perform the actions that he was accused of. Everyone
could recognise that these inventions were originally intended to
support the Greek army and one could hardly imagine the great
benefactor of Greece using his inventions as a tool for malicious
ends.! But even if some judges failed to grasp this obvious moral
antinomy, Palamedes, by implying that even his inventions were not
of much help, reinforces the argument at stake: that is the
impossibility of the commission of the actions that he is accused of.

The most important aspect of the use of the myth is probably the
regular use of the notion of resourcefulness (edmopia). This is a
recurring theme in The Defence of Palamedes, which establishes the

tragic profile of the hero. In the prologue of this speech the

! One should note that Palamedes at the end of the recitation of his inventions (31)
declares that the only reason he refers to them is to prove that it was impossible

for a man who engages in those tasks to perform any immoral actions.
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defendant admits that he is in a situation of dawopia, for he does not
find a way to express himself. The hero, who was traditionally
deemed as an example of resourcefulness (who made the life of men
mépipov €€ dmwdpov 30), is now found, compelled by a situation
externally imposed on him, in a state of great difficulty in helping
himself. The man who by his talented nature was the benefactor of
the commumity is compelled to defend himself against the
accusations levelled by the same community. In his own words, his
opponent accuses him of wisdom and resourcefulness (25). Even the
judgment is not edmopos (35), because it is not possible to reveal the
truth with words (especially words which are the products of a
situation of dmopia).

G. is deliberately playing with the word dmopia; should a man
like Palamedes be in such a situation, then anyone within the frame
of the polis, whether it is a benefactor of it or not, could be found in
his place. Men involved in political intrigues — inspired by the
uresistible lure of political vainglory — always found a way into the
arena of politics through conspiracy and detraction. Even at the most
* humble level of personal animosity men sometimes prefer to settle
their disputes by mud-slinging tactics. Within a social frame where a
man might be brought before a court of law any number of reasons
(political antagonism is just one obvious one), everyone, even a man
of Palamedean morality, should, in one way or another be able to
defend himsélf efficiently through words. But this is exactly what G.

professed to do.

I11. The argumentation
The opening paragraph of Pal. presents the three main stages of a

trial: the prosecution, the defence and finally the judgment are

presented in their natural order. The defendant makes it clear that
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the trial has not to do with death, since nature (¢docs) has decreed
death for all men with an open vote. As a matter of fact, the raison
d’ étre of this speech of defence is not merely death, but the manner
of it, that is a §ixatos or Biacos (violent) death. The overall result of
the opening phrases is two-fold: on the one hand from the very
beginning of the speech the orator G. interprets in a relativistic way
the consequences of the charges brought againsf his client so as to
create the frame in which he will develop his argumentation - and he
thus indirectly underrates the power possessed by the jurors; on the
other the sophist G. is trying to remove from the minds of his
audience the mythical account that presents Palamedes’ death as a
fact and he thus prepares the transition from the realm of myth to the
real world of courtrooms.

The argumentation develops with a disclaimer referring to the
aforementioned notions of Bla and dixn (2); the defendant states that
the jurors totally control Séa, whereas he rules over dike. This seems
natural since he recognizes that the jurors have the power to work
their will on him (BouAduevor duvioeate), whereas his only power is
8ik7, that 1s the knowledge of his innocence. The power of the jurors
1s more than enough to put him to death; the knowledge of his
innocence is not enough at all. What he (and every man in his place)
1s compelled to do is to prove with words that he is innocent, since a
mere statement of innocence would hardly convince the jurors.

The notions of knowledge (émiorduevos) and opinion (Soédlwv)
are presented in the following paragraph as the only possible bases
upon which Odysseus could have built his prosecution. What is
surprisingly interesting is the fact that G. admits on behalf of his
client that, if the prosecutor had relied on opinion he would have
been a just man, as if he had relied on knowledge, provided that his
motive was to save Greece, not to catch up Palamedes in a web of
contrivance. [ say surprisingly, because in (24) opimon is
emphatically described as ‘the most unreliable thing’ (dmorérarov

mpdypa) and a common state of the human mind (kowov dmaau). Is
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this a real contradiction? The answer is given by G.: Odysseus does
not rely on knowledge because Palamedes knows that he has not
committed the crime of which he is accused and at any rate it is
impossible to have knowledge of something that has never
happened; the only real possibility is that the prosecutor relies on
opinion. But this is exactly what Palamedes has to show.

With a string of rhetorical questions depicting his difficulty in
expressing himself with words (4) the defendant states that he is in
a situation of dwopla; unproved accusations lead to panic (éxmAnécs),
and because of this embarrassing emotional situation Palamedes
faces dmopia, a typical state of entangled tragic heroes. This tragic
profile is reinforced by his statement that the only way to overcome
his difficuities is to be dictated a solution by truth and the present
compulsion (dvdyxn) and by the fact that he (as well as the whole of
humanity) is well aware that he is a resourceful (wdpwpos) person par
excellence. But what do the words truth and compuision mean in
this context and why are they described as ‘dangerous teachers’?
Truth is the knowledge of his innocence, that allowed him say -
although this is not a desirable privilege — that he rules over dix7;
truth in other words is the presupposition of dix7, that now must be
substituted by the argumentation (Aéyos), which will not be truth,
that is a mere statement of innocence, but an approximation of truth,
that is to say a complicated process based on well-organised
reasoning. Compulsion means the limits imposed on the defendant
and generally on a speaker by the situational context of a court of
law. Palamedes, like innumerable other innocent men, has to defend
his own life and his honour not by choice, but is compelled to do so
(for compulsion and probabilities see Introduction).

The keystone of G.’s argumentation is stated at the end of the
prologue (3). His programmatic statement runs as follows: if [ had
wished, it would have been impossibie to betray the Greeks to the

barbarians (6-12) and if it had been possible I would not have
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wished to do it (13 — 21). It is clear that the schema followed here
consists in a combination of opportunity and motive.

The discussion of the lack of opportumity is by its nature
associated with real facts. But this does not mean that G. constructs
his argumentation on the basis of real facts. Palamedes is a mythical,
not a real person. The myth provides G. with the raw material and to
a certain extent it frees him from a fact-bound account. In other
words the myth gives the teacher of rhetoric a way to demonstrate
the effective use of probabilities (eixdra).

This part of Pal. is based on a model combining probabilities and
the process of elimination. The use of probabilities consists in the
fact that G. does not present real facts. By using the basic elements
of the mythical account he offers the necessary stages usually
employed by a person who commits the crime of treason. The
presentation of the sequence of the arguments and the way in which
the coherence of the argumentation is maintained is perhaps more
interesting than a detailed discussion of the stages recapitulated by
G. with an asyndeton in 11 (‘I met him [sc. Priam], we negotiated,
we understood each other, I took money from the enemies and I
escaped from the watches, [ hud it”).

G. makes an abundant use of conditionals. Stage A was
necessary for stage B, but stage A was impossible; but even if stage
A was possible then stage B was necessary for stage C etc. In this
way each conditional introduces a new argument (that is a necessary
stage) and at the same time it highlights the presumptiveness of the
previous argument. The same schema is used in the ONB, where G.
argues that a) nothing is, b) if it is, it is not knowable, c) if it is
knowable, it is not communicable. The keyword for this kind of
argumentation 1s concession.

Palamedes has shown that it was impossible to betray the Greeks
to the barbarians and the discussion of motives itself is introduced
as a concession to the conclusion of the first part: “Even if it had
been possible for me to perform these actions had I really any good

reason for doing it?”
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The motives set forth are the following: power, financial gain,
honour, security, helping friends and harming enemies, avoidance of
a fear, or of a labour or of a danger.

The main aspects of the argumentation dealing with motives are
the following: a) each motive is treated separately, b) the motives
are surveyed under the prism of popular morality and c¢) according
to G.’s typology two types of motives exist universally: the positive
and the negative one.

We may start §vith the first aspect: [ consider that the motives
presented here are conceived of (as the stages of the first part of the
argumentation) on the basis of probabilities, in the respect that they
are derived from common experience. But each one is dealt with
separately since the persuasiveness of the present argumentation lies
in the exhaustive accumulation of motives gradually proved to be
worthless. In addition the motives are not mutually exclusive and
we can hardly add any other possible motive.

This part is apparently a survey of popular morality that regularly
appeals to traditional values. The intention of the defendant is to
dispose the judges in his favour by showing them that he is a
respectful man. Two examples will be enough: in 15 Palamedes
suggests that one may claim that he betrayed Greece with the
intention of monetary gain. But as he says ‘I have a moderate
amount of money, and I have no need for much. Those who spend
much money need much, not those who are superior to pleasures of
nature, but those who are slaves to pleasures and seek to acquire
honours from wealth and show’. That self-restraint is a common
idea of popular morality is shown by Plato’s Gorgias 491d9-11,
when Socrates agrees with ‘most people’ (ol moAdot) that a person
with self-control is the person who is prudent (cdgpwv) and
possesses self-restraint. A number of other texts are in support of the
same idea. The second example is taken from paragraph 18, where
Palamedes says “But was I anxious to assist friends or harm
enemies? For someone might commit injustice for these reasons.”

We have evidence from Plato’s Meno71e (= f.19; see comments ad
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loc.), and probably from Xenophon’s Cyropaideia 1.6.31 that acting
upjustly with the purpose of helping your friends is an idea put
forward by G.

Let us now pass to the third aspect; in a proverbial fashion G.
mamtains that human motives are divided into two discernible
types: human actions are either the result of the pursuit of gain or of
the avoidance of loss. Profit is elevated here to an absolute criterion
of hurnan action. Under this light, the means emploved are of minor
importance; what réally matters is the attainable aim. The probative
value of this generalisation is obvious: Palamedes has shown that he
had not had any motive. The only thing that he would have achieved
if he had given away his compatriots to the enemy, would have been
to harm himself. His life would have been unlivable. G., instead of
making his client say that he is a just man (as he will do later),
makes him say why he had no reason to be unjust. Hence, my
suggestion that the persuasiveness of this method lies in the
exhaustive accumulation of motives. Now we can add the
theoretical generalisation, which comes as a result of both the self-
consciousness of the rhetor and the knowledge of the devices of his
art.

The following part of Pal. is an examination of the credibility
and the validity of the accusations. Palamedes now uses the second
person, adding theatricality to the speech, and he begins with an
interrogation (épdrrnots) of the prosecutor. The keyword of the
opening paragraph is the word ‘worthless’ (dvdéios). But the
characterisation of the litigant as dvd&wos is not a mere description
of his (erhos); in the case of the opponent, G. does not derive
elements from the stock of mythology (although he could do so as
he implies in 27: ‘I do not want to introduce in reply the many
enormities, both old and new’), as he will do later (30) in the short
blographical account of his client, nor does he indulge in a general
disparagement (S.afoA7). On the contrary Odysseus’ ethos surfaces

through a rationalistic examination of the groundless basis upon
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which he has based his accusations. The argumentation is twofold:
the defendant first (22-24) is endeavouring to prove that his
opponent has based his accusation on an unproved opinion, not on
clear knowledge, and he then (25-27) locates contradictions of logic
in the argumentation of the opponent, which prove that he is a liar.

Two points of the truth/opinion argumentation require scrutiny.
Palamedes makes it clear to Odysseus, that if he really has
knowledge of the crime allegedly committed by him, this can be due
to three reasons: a) he was an eyewitness, b) he was an abcomplice,
or ¢) he was told by an accomplice; the senses are here elevated to
the sole vehicle permitting access to knowledge; the value of the
triple distinction is evident: it transforms the opponent from
prosecutor into an accomplice or a witness. Not only is Odysseus an
unreliable prosecutor, but he is also an unreliable witness.Unlike
Odysseus, Palamedes is not able to produce even false witness.
Therefore, it is evident that he does not possess knowledge of the
real facts and that he trusted his opinion (88£a). But with regards to
'86&a, no one is wiser than any one else, since opinion is nothing but
the common state of the human mind.

The contradictory nature of the accusations and the inconsistency
of the opponent are shown by means of a schema of logic as well;
Palamedes complains: ‘Where you [sc. Odysseus] say that I am
artful (reyfevra) and clever (Sewvov) and resourceful (wdpipov), you
accuse me of wisdom, and where you say that I was betraying
Greece, you accuse me of madness’. But wisdom and insanity are
opposed to each other and they cannot coexist in the same person.
He then (26) poses a question: ‘do you think that wise men are
witless (dvorrous) or intelligent (¢povipouvs)?’” If he thinks that they
are witless, his argument must be merited as a novelty but refuted as
untrue. If he thinks that they are intelligent, then Palamedes, as an
intelligent person, would have never taken the risk to endanger his
own life and act wrongly for the sake of precarious benefits. So if he

is to be considered a wise man he has not performed the actions
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accused of; if he had performed the actions accused of then he is not
a wise man: in both cases Odysseus is not telling the truth.

In the rest of the speech Palamedes addresses the jurors; this part
can be divided into two sub-umits: the first one (28-33) is self-
referential (to you, O judges, about myself) and the second one
refers to the judges (to you and about you).

The self-referential account is a short autoblography of
Palamedes. Afterv a statement that what he is about to sav may
inflame the resentment of the judges, Palamedes defines the account
of his own life that follows with a legal term: ‘For I am now
undergoing scrutiny and furnishing an account of my past life’
(evfivas kal Adyov Sméyw). ebbiva was the examination of a public
official’s conduct. Palamedes is a mythical hero, so the content of
his account is his previous life and achievements. The legal term is
deliberately chosen by G., since, what for others would be a
compulsory examination, is presented here as a discretionary option
of the hero in order to defend his own life. Palamedes is of course
compelled by the present sitnation (dvaykaiov) to refer to himself,
but it is G.’s own choice to define this presentation with a legal
term.

The self-portrait highlights both the benefits he offered to the
community and his incomparable morality. He first claims that his
life is faultless (dvapdprqros) and that he himself is a great
benefactor of humanity, since through his inventions he made
men’s life resourceful (mdpipov) and wellordered (xexoounuévov).
After a presentation of his inventions (30), in an apologetic tone, he
declares (31) that the reason why he reiterated all these benefactions
to the judges was to make it clear that a man applying himself to
such moral preoccupations is not to be considered capable of
applying himself to such immoral actions as treason. The argument
reminds us of the one used by Palamedes when he proved that
wisdom and insanity cannot coexist in the same man. The last stroke

of his brush creates the picture of his conformity to morality: he
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does not offend the elderly, he helps the younger, he does not resent
prosperous men, he experiences sentiments of pity for those who
suffer; he does not disdain poor men and he values virtue above
wealth; he is a good citizen, he is obedient to his commanders, he is
a conscientious man.

And suddenly Palamedes remembers that he is not the
appropriate person to praise himself; though he does have a good
excuse: he was compelled to do so by circumstances (xacpds) and by
the (unjust) nature of the accusations. xacpds IS a prominent notion
of rhetorical theory; probably G. himself had written a treatise on
kacpés (see fr. 12, with notes). But what does this term mean? It has
been shown that the word does not obtain the meaning ‘profit’, or
‘opportunity’ as usually translated. In the present context, the word
means ‘the present situation’, mm other words it signifies the
situational context and the pragmatic conditions in which Palamedes
1s defending his life (see also notes on Hel 2). In this light it is
important that the word is combined with compulsion (jvdyxace);
the rhetor composes his speech in a frame already created by the
situations: the nature of the audience, the nature of the case, the
personality of the defendant etc. Apart from being a skilful writer,
he must also know when and in which context an argument is likely
to be demonstrated more effectively.

His apostrophe to the judges develops with the presentation of
the criteria upon which the judges must base their judgment so as to
reach a just decision, and of the dangerous consequences of an
unjust decision. Palamedes first claims that it is not appropriate to
try to move them with lamentations and with the help of his friends.
On the contrary, what he does is to try to show them the truth, not to
decerve them.

This is Palamedes’ responsibility; their own responsibility is to
focus their attention on deeds, not words, to value the examination
of truth above accusations, and to deliberate for a longer period of

time so as to make sure that they will reach the proper conclusions.
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This is what serious men do, when they recognize the seriousness of
the situation and the definitiveness of their decision.

Palamedes in a proverbial phrase declares that it is impossible to
demonstrate the truth through words, because if it were so, then the
judges would have already been able to reach a conclusion from
what has been said. This is why they must keep him imprisoned,
unal they make up their minds. This will permit them to come up
with the right decision. And then he claims that it is their reputation
whichv 1s at stake. And a bad reputation is worse than death. So, as
Odysseus had been transformed from a prosecutor into an
accomplice or a witness, G. now claims that the judges’ life is in
danger, as is the life of his client. If they put him to death it will be
they, not the prosecutor who will stain his good reputation, because
the final decision belongs to them.

With the statement that it is inappropriate to remind good judges
of what has already been said, Palamedes concludes the case for the
defence. We know that Palamedes was finally put to death; was it

.because G. was not his advocate?
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NOTES

1

M pev katmyopia...xpiows: the words xammyopia, dmodoyia and
xpiaus represent all the three main stages of a trial and it would thus
be preférable to follow Deichgraber’s <«ai 7> kpiois; karpyopia is
the speech delivered by the prosecutor and dmoloyia the speech
delivered by the defendant. From the very beginning of his speech
G. uses legal terms; it is a common practice of G. to present
mythological subjects in the legal phraseology of his time, as he
intends to make his audience (or his readers) believe, that they are
attending a trial of the fifth century B.C. G.’s Pal is probably not
the first dmodoyia of the hero in Greek literature: “a speech of this
kind probably occurred in the Palamedes of Aiskhylos as well as in
the play of Euripides bearing the same name” ( Jebb-Pearson 1917
vol.ii, p. 132; cp. Aiskh. Fr.182, Eur. Fr.578). Plato also implies a
speech of defence in tragedy: Lg.856c. Ilayyélowov yobv, é¢mu,
orparnydv Ayapéuvova év tals tpaywdiars Iladapndns éxdoroTe
dmogaliver. Polyaenus also gives the information that the tragic poets
presented a trial in which Palamedes was defeated by Odysseus:
oldv e «dxelvo orparjymua ‘OSvocéws ol Tpaywdol ddouat
(Polyaen. I prohoem.12) The word xpiows means ‘the judgment of
a court’.

o0 Tmep. Bavdrtou vylyverau: ‘the trial has not to do with a death
penalty’; ylyverar was proposed by Aldus, and given that G. defines
the object of his speech the indicative expressing an iurrefutable
argument seems more likely than the inf. y{yveofac. The disclaimer
stated here is one of great importance because it does not merely
mean that P. does not care about his life. The orator’s intention is to
remove from the minds of his audience the mythical narration that

presents P’s death as a fact, while at the same time to ‘legalise’ the
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existence of his speech. The raison d’ étre of his defence is not
death as such, but the manner of this death (but when it comes to the
responsibility of the prosecutor and the judges, Palamedes stresses
that death is a serious and irrecoverable penalty: Toduds dvépa mepi
Bavdrou Sudkewv; 24, drav dvpes dvdpa wepl OavdTou kpivworv, 34).
7 Jdors: ‘nature’; the personification of physis in a context
dominated by legal terms is a reminiscence of the nomos / physis
controversy (Heinimann, 1945, Kerferd, 1981 ch. 10, 12, Kahn,
1980 p 105-108) and it is remarkable that the criminal proceedings
of a court of law are instituted here by physis. Nevertheless, we
should neither suppose that G. expresses his personal point of view
nor that he declares against law. In fact, physis is used here to
underline that what is at stake is not death itself, but the manner of
this death (Sckaiws / Bralws, per’ dvedav) and as a consequence the
1dea of ‘natural death’ is explicitly reflected in the word ¢dois and
not implicitly in the word Swxaiws (Sykutris, 1927 p. 860). The
association of the nomos / physis controversy with death appears in
Antiphon: <6 3’ ad> (fjv éort THs Plcews kal TO dmwobavelv, kal
70 pev {fy adr<ols> éorTwv dmd Tav fupdepdvrwy, T6 8é dmobavelv
amd Tav un fvpgepdvrav (DK87B44 col. 3).

davepd T Ymdw...xaredmdioaro: ‘physis has decreed death for all
men with an open vote’; pavepd yYfigos emphasises the
definitiveness of the decision of physis, as it is usually associated
with oligarchic governments: Lys.13.37 ol pév ydp Tpiakovra
éxdfnvro émi Tdv Bdfpwv, o0 viv ol mpurdvers kabélovrar: 8o Sé
Tpamelar év @ mpdoflev TGV Tpidkovra éxeiadny- v 8é Yfjgov ouk
els kadlokous dAAG avepav émi Ttds Tpamélas TavTas €deL
rifleofac; Thuk 4.74. kai Tobrwv mwépe dvaykdoavres Tov Ofjpov
Yiigov davepav Sceveyxeiv (cf. Xen. Hell. 2.4,10, and Pl Lg. 7674,
Dem.19.239).

mepl 8& s dmplas kai s mpds: ‘dishonour’ and ‘honour’ not
‘deprivation of the civil rights’; driula was a penalty imposed for

various offences; a case of hereditary dripuia for treason is that

219



imposed on Antiphon, Archeptolemos and Onomakles who had
been sent by the 400 to Sparta to treat for peace (Ps.PlL Vira A4n.
834a; cp. Thuk 8.90.1-2).

moTepd pe xpM...amobavelv: G. now states the kemnel of his speech
by using an antithesis heavily weighed on the second clause, on
which he lays the emphasis. Swalws dmoBaveiv: ‘whether I will
deservedly be punished’, not ‘according to nature’. The latter
Interpretation was proposed by Sykutris (1927, p. 860); Heinimann
(1945, p.10S5) has shown that this meaning of 8ixacos occurs in
Solon (fr.11) and in medical contexts opposed to Blacos.
Untersteiner (1954, p.138 n.1) follows Sykutris and compares
Sikaros with Aiskh. Cho. 996 (évdixov @povriparos), where évdixos
seems to have a different meaning (see Garvie 1986, note ad loc;
Soph. EL 37 évdixovs ogayds fits better the present context). The
interpretation of dckaiws dmofavelv as natural death especially in
opposition to Blacos is apparently reasonable, but those who support
it do not take into account the following sentence, where P. states
that he rules over 8ikn (cp.36 édv d8ixws dmokreivmré pe); it should
thus be preferable to see in dukalws 1its common meaning (‘justly’,
‘based on the right criteria’; see also note on 33). Bralws
dmoBavelv: a violent and udeserved death will be imposed on him by
the jurors. To die with dignity is an archaic ideal regularly depicted
in tragedy and associated with the fame of a hero after his death. A
Blatos Bdvaros will stain Palamedes’ reputation for ever (cp. Soph

Aj.479-480 dA\’ 7 xaAds [Gv 7 kadds Tedvmkévar / TOv edyevd xpm).

2
Tod pev SAov: we should take SAov with 7o pév as well as with
kparelre, as P. and his jurors do not rule over the same dAov; ‘I
totally rule over the one thing (8ix7s) and you over the other (Bias)’.
s wev dlkms...0pels: P. rules over diky because he knows (3) that
he is innocent, and jurors rule over Sia because they can kill him 1if

they decide so (cp. Hom. I 16. 385 ére Aafpérarov xéer Gdwp /



Zebs, 3re 81 p' dvdpecor koregoduevos yademwrvy, / ol Biy elv
dyopf} akoAuds kpivwor Béuioras,/ éx 8¢ Sixmy éddowot, Bedv Smv
otk dAéyovres). The opposition between 8ix7 and Sia is emphasised
by the chiastic arrangement of the sentence -which brings P. in the
middle - and the repetition of the pronouns: Jpeis...éyw...€ya...Upels.
amokTelvat...padlws: G. places the infinitive at the beginning of the
phrase to emphasise its violent meaning and creates a Ayperbaron
that binds together the verb with the participle.  ydp pe: the
sentence explains the meaning of rfis pév Six7s...0uels, SO A™'S pév
1s not necessary (Skouteropoulos p.231). Suvroeocfe BouvAdpevor:
the combination of the two verbs will be the basis of P.’s
argumentation (odre ydp PBouvAnfeis éduvduny dv ovrte Suvdpevos
éBovAnfiny épyors émiyeipelv ToovTows 5). What for his jurors is an
indisputable right, becomes for him the object of his speech. In other
words, the jurors have the right to use violence in order to work
their will on him and he has to prove that he is not a traitor.
Potential opposed to truth is frequent in prose (cp. Hdt. 7.15; Thuc.
3.39.3,6.34.1, 6.57.3; Isok. 20.2, 12.143).

3

6 kaTfiyopos 'Odvooels: The only reference to the name of his
prosecutor; xariyopos is used here as an adjective. It is remarkable
that G. uses only one qualitative adjective to characterise Odysseus:
roAumporare (24).

N cudds é&mordpevos... Odofdlwv: Knowledge 1s opposed to
supposition; but in 35, P. claims that he is well aware of the fact that
Odysseus does not rely on knowledge. Coulter suggests that *It
should be noted that at the very beginning of the defense the
familiar and important distinction between doxa and aletheia is
introduced” (1964, p.280), but the emphasis here is not placed on
the knowledge / opinion antithesis, but on the motives of the
plaintiff. In both cases — if his motives were moral — he had a good

reason to accuse him.  mpodidévra: One of the few elements from

221



the myth that occurs in Pal. is that Palamedes had been accused by
Odysseus of having attempted to betray Greeks to the Trojans (see
Introduction). v ‘EAAdSa Tois Papfdpors: ‘EAAds is repeated
three times, probably because P. wants to proclaim his patriotic
feelings. As far as we know G. shared the traditional ideas about the
supertority of Greeks to barbarians: ra pév xard rdv BapBdpwv
Tpomata Upvous dmarrel Ta 8¢ xard Tav  EAddvav Gprivous (fr.5b);
probably he was pushing through the idea of Panhellenism as well
(fr.8a).

v’ apd: ‘in a certain way’ (LSJ); the manuscripts have ofdlovrd e,
but Diels” correction maintains the symmetry between the
participles gagds émarduevos and dofdlwv in the nominative, both
of which refer to xarfyopos.

mis yap <oUy>...Tpwpovpevos;:<ouy> 1S necessary because the
sentence expresses a positive statement (Denniston 1954, p. 86; cp.
for instance Pl. Soph. 240c2). The passage explains in detail the
phrase 8.’ edvocav 7fs ‘EAAdSos. The accumulation of the benefits is
expressed with an asynderon.

el 3¢ dBévy...mv alriav: the second probability; the motives of my
accuser are immoral. The three motives — expressed by three datives
— are not mutually exclusive.  $84ve: the first probable motive is
envy, which was caused either by P.’s inventiveness or because of
the stratagem he had used in order to reveal the ‘madness’ of
Odysseus (cp. Xen. Mem.4.2.33. ra 8¢ ITadapridous ovk dxrikoas
wddn,; roGrov ydp 87 mdvres UpvolGow ds S coplav Phovnlels vmo
00 'Obucoéws dmwAero; Schol. Eur Or. 432 émi tovrw &8¢
plovricavres ol mepi 'Ayapéuvova kal 'OBvocéa kal Aopnidmy
ToLdvde TL okevwpobol kar alTol). xakoTteyvig: ‘the suborming
of pegury’, ‘comspiracy’ (LS]) is a very rare word; the latter
meaning is more reasonable in our context. wavouvpyia: ‘knavery’; it
denotes a degraded form of cogia (cp. Pl. Menex.246e wdod e
émoriun xwplopévn Sukatoctvrs kal ths dAAzs dperiis mavoupyla.
oU gogia paiverar; cp. also Lys. 22.16 and mavoupyet at Pal 18).
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ouvéfmxe: ‘fabricated the charges’; P. deliberately does not use
the verb émoceiro (as at 3 and 5), as he implies that Odysseus made
the charges up.
domep...dv eim: St éxelva refers to el pév...mipwpovpevos; the
antithesis is symmetrical both in form and i content (the opposites
kpdrioros / xdxioros along with the last words of each sentence

Create an Impressive assonance).

4

avemdeikros: ‘unproved’; it was probably G. who coined this
compound word (see Introduction), which is unattested elsewhere in
the prose of classical times. G. implies that Odysseus has not
brought evidence against him.  &mAnfwv:  “the result of a
groundless accusation” (Segal 1962, p.117). The same word is used
In Hel. 16 to describe the terror created by opsis. Groundless
accusation causes panic (éxmAnéis), leading the defendant to dmopia
(cp. Antiphon 5.6. tadr’ obv &kmAnéy modAny mapéyery dvdyky
éorl T@ kwduvevovTt). dmopelv 7@ Adyw: P., in the psychological
state of éxmAnées, is helpless because he is in need of words, and his
dmopia 1s only superficially opposed to mopipwrépav, because
‘compulsion’ and ‘truth’ are dangerous teachers (cp. Aiskhin. 2.41:
avTév uév éokwrre kal THv dmoplav THv év TG Adyw oupBdoav
éavr@d; for a different context see PL Jon 536¢c mepl pév ‘Opsipov
brav Tis pvmotdd, evmopels, wept 8¢ TOV dAAwv dmopels).

dv pn m...pdbw: The only way to overcome his difficulties is to
learn something from truth and compulsion.  aAffera: In Hel. it is
defined as the virtue of Adyos: xdowos...Adyw 8& arnbera (1); the
word is associated with Sukaiws and 8ixn of chapters 1-2. P. knows
the truth because he is aware of the fact that he has not commuitted
the crime with which he is charged (for knowledge see Hel.11). s
Tapotoms avdykms: ‘the present compulsion’; dvdyxn describes the
situational contekt of the trial. P. has to defend himself in a court of

law, and thus create a speech dictated by dvayxn in order to prove
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that he is innocent (32 6 8¢ mapwv kaipds Mvdykace kai Tadra...) .
In Hel. 13 we find the phrase rovs dvaykalovs Sid Adywv dydvas
opposed to the speeches of philosophers. So a speech delivered by
someone because he is compelled to do so dvayxaios is dvaykalos.
Diels compares this passage with a passage from the Platonic
dialogue Theaererus (172e) ol 8¢ év doyodig Te del Aéyovar —
katemelyer ydp UOwp péov — kal oUk éyxwpel mepl ol dv
émbuprowor Tovs Adyovs moelofar, dAA dvdykmy Exwv 6 dvridixos
EPecTnKEY.

SudaokdAwv...Tuxwv: Sbdokados 1s the ‘teacher’, and the words
dArferas and dvdykns are thus persomified (cp. Lys. 12.78.
Sewvordrwy &pywv Siddokalos karaoTds) émkivdvvoTépav
TopLpwrépwv: ‘more dangerous than resourceful teachers’. Why are
truth and compulsion dangerous teachers? In the particular context
the word dA7fera does not strictly mean truth. If P. remained
confident in his belief that truth can release him from the charges he
would not deliver a speech of defence at all. Mere declaration of his
innocence would have been enough. But the orator is well aware of
the fact that judges are not usually convinced by truth; P. is not a
witness but the defendant and he knows that his only hope of
salvation is his speech. That is exactly why we should not expect
him simply to state the real facts. Instead, he will substitute the facts
of his case with probabilities (eixéra) and logical reasoning, because
this is what truth means under the compulsion (dvdyx7) imposed by
the pragmatic situations of a court of law. So, in 33 where he claims
that 7@ cadeordrw Sikaiw, Sddfavra TdAnbés..pe el Siaduyelv
v alriav radrnv, he means that he has revealed the truth, not
necessarily that he has managed to do it by demonstratng real facts.
In Phaidros 259e, Plato attacks the probability arguments, because
rhetors are not based on truth, but on what passes with their
audience for truth, dAAa ¢ 8éfavr’ av wAtfer olmep Sixdoouvawy (for
the Platonic polemic see Introduction). The difficulties provoked by

dvdykn are better understood in the light of another Gorgianic
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passage, which deals with the same problem; in Hel (13) G.
proposes that in forensic procedures eis Adyos moAvv SyAov érepye
kal émetge Téxvy ypageis, ovk dAnfeia Aexfels (see note ad loc.):
the defendant knows that he delivers his speech ‘under compulsion’,
and the speech of the prosecutor will probably be proved more
effective (for a different discussion of the passage see Coulter 1964,
p.280-284, who focuses on the doxa / aletheia antithesis).

-

)
3T pev ovv...to pm yevépevov: P. claims that Odysseus does not
rely on knowledge (of truth), but bases his accusations on opinion
which is defined as dmorérarov mpdyua (24). Untersteiner
compares the idea expressed here with G.’s ONB: “This proposition
seems to be universally valid, but in fact it is not so, as G. will
prove, not only at the end of this speech but also and especially in
his great epistemological work [sc. [Tept 7o p7 Svros]” (1954,
p.33). I am not convinced that this passage should be examined
within the scope of that text, since first the reading of the latter
depends much on the intention attributed to it, and secondly because
It is evident that by polarising opinion and knowledge Palamedes
provides himself with the opportunity to employ an argument from
antinomy (see Introduction). The structure of the period is an
example of the style of G.: the chiastic arrangement is emphasised
by the striking repetition of cognitive verbs, underlying P.’s
conviction: ol gagds <eldws>/capds oida — ovvoda ydp épauTd
cagds /008’ éouy’ Smws dv eideim. The repetition of the adverb
cagas offers added emphasis to the cognitive verbs. <eitdws>: in a
context dominated by cogmitive verbs the suggestion of Reiske
seems reasonable. 008’ éovy’: Radermacher’s emendation is closer to
the Ms’ 0u8¢ ody, than Diels’ oude 0id’. $v: Diels is perhaps right in
adding v after eidein Tis, since the phrase does not mean ignorance
of the ‘existence’ of that which has not happened, but that one

cannot claim that he is aware of the truth of something that has



never happened -(this use of the Greek verb ‘to be’, which Kahn
(1966, p.249) terms veridical, is, of course, frequent in the ONB).

el 3¢ oldpevos...cxarmyoplav: this sentence picks up the wording of
3.

Sua Sioodv Uplv émdeifw Tpémwv: ‘I shall demonstrate in two
different ways that he does not tell the truth’; it is a common
practice of G. to describe the stages of his speech and the transition
from the one to the other (see Introduction).

oUte yap PBovAmBeis...éBouvAnbnv: ‘For if [ had wished I would not
be able nor [ would have wished if I were able’. With the chiastical
arrangement of rhyming words G. presents the keystones of his
argumentation. The first part will be discussed in ch. 6-12 ( 12
mdvrws dpa kal wdvry wdvra mwpdrreww ddvvarov v pod) and the

second in ch. 13-21.

The first part of the main body of the defence (6-12) is based on a
model, combining probabilities (eixéra) with the process of
elimination (dmwaywyt). The use of probabilities consists in the
description of the stages normally employed by someone who
commits the crime of treachery and the use of the process of
elimination in the fact that the defendant gradually demonstrates
that each one of these stages would have been impossible, and as a
conseguence that even if he had wished, it would not have been
possible to betray his compatriots. But the keystone of his
argumentation is concession, which pushes the argumentation
Jorward in two ways: on the one hand the conditionals introduce the
new argument and on the other they underline the presumptive
character of the previous stage (8 kaimep oU yevipevov, Il ta p7
vevépeva). The verbal expression of this twofold concession requires
attention since it is based on reperition: 7 dAdd 87 ToGTo T@ Adyw
Suvarov yevéoflar, 8 dAda 87 xal todTo yevéolw, [ kal 87 rolvuv
yevéobw. Bux (1941, pp.394-398 ) suggested that G.’s argument is

based on the method of reductio ad impossibile (6 8ca ro0 dduvarou
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ovAoytouds) described by Aristotle in his Analytica Priora;
Untersteiner follows him: “The argumentation in P. relies on the
demonstration of logic” (1961, p. 112); so does Skouteropoulos who
claims that “the schema used does not come from the dicanic action
bur from the logic of natural philosophy” (1991, p. 238, n.14).
Long claims thar Gorgias ‘“proceeds by the ‘Chinese box’
sequence” both in P. and in his trearise ONB (1982, p.235) and he
compares the method applied in P. with Sextus Empiricus’ method
of eliminating alternatives and he considers that it is likely enough
thar Sextus Empiricus, or his source, were influenced directly by
Gorgias in their method of eliminating alternatives” (p. 236). The
same scholar takes the view that the method used here is radical:
“In a casual way examples of the technique can be found in the
Attic orators, but I kmow of nothing comparable to its use in the
Palamedes” (p. 235, examples n. 5, p. 241). To sum up,
probabilities and logic are both discernible in the first part of P.’s
defence and they are both related to the nature of this part, that
deals with real facts and not with motives (for the method of

argument see Introduction).

6

Adyov: ‘argument’; the word has a great range of meanings, but it is
clear that here it means argument (note that Adyos in the following
lines is used to denote ‘oral communication’). The first argument is
that he was not able to betray Greece to the Trojans (ddvvards eipt)
and 1t is reasonable to suggest that the word Adyos includes the
argumentation as well.

mp@rov: ‘first’; with a temporal adverb G. says what he is going to
do first. It is interesting that the wording is arranged In a manner
that harmonises the sequence of the facts with the sweam of the
logical reasoning attempted throughout this section (6-12) by G.:
éml  Tobrov...mp@rov, wpdrov dpxmv, 1 O€ dpy7, WPO ydp T@v

pLeAXSvTwy.. . mpéTEPOV.
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ToGro: Blass prefers rafira; it is not necessary to follow him, since
the plural &pyocs (5) is pejorative, whereas in this context the word
has a neutral sense. The repetition introduces us to the Adyos / Epyov
relation (rodrov Tov Adyov — TodTo mpdTTELY).

Xéyos: ‘speech’ gemerally; G. does not define here what kind of
speech he means, because he states a general principle which is not
confirmed by the real facts of this particular case. The Adyous and
Aéyo. refer to the specific case discussed here and take on the
meaning ‘discussions’, or even ‘negotiations’.

pr  &xelvov...&ABévros;: Although the meaning of the period is
generally clear, there are some textual difficuities. Two readings are
worth quoting: (a) prr’ éuol mpds éxelvov éABévros, and (b) prre
<tou> map’ épol mwpos éxelvov éAfévros; The first is the reading of
A (followed by Kalligas), and (b) was proposed by Blass, who
adopts the map’ éuot of A% If we were to go with Blass then the
meaning would be that P. did not send anyone to Priam, as Priam
did not send anyone to P. The reading of the Ms. is slightly
different: ‘if he did not send anyone to me and if I did not go to
him’. It does not seem necessary to correct the Ms., since in 7- 8 G.
discusses the alleged negotiations between P. and Priam. The
symmetry is striking: both phrases end with participles that form a
homeoteleuton; the symmetry is also supported by the parisosis.
vpappdTov: ‘letters’; it is not necessary to read ypappareiwv with
Diels (‘tablet on which one writes’, LSI), since the emphasis is not
necessarily placed on the writing techniques, but rather upon the
impossibility of communication (cp. Eur. /T 594: kovgav éExart
ypappdrav cwrrmplav). The letter here is not the same with the one
known from the myth, as the latter is a part of Odysseus’ stratagem
and ostensibly sent by Priam to P. with the gold.

ddixrau: ‘arrives’; this is an ‘empiric perfect’ that sets forth a
commonly accepted truth and we should translate it with the present

tense.



7
dAAa dm: “After a rejected suggestion” (Denniston 1954, p.241); cp.
g, 18.
T® Adyw Suvarov vyevéoDar: Bekker changes the verb to yevéofuw;
Long (1982, p.241 n.4) agrees with him: “ Gorgias is not stating real
possibilities, but conceding possibility for the sake of his argument,
only to demolish it later”. But the dative r§ Adyw means ‘for the
argument’s sake’, ‘supposedly’ (cp. the beginning of 6, where Adyov
also means ‘argument’, and ds ddvvaros, which has now become
Suvarov yevéofar), and thus Bekker’s alteration is unnecessary,
unless a pleonastic expression is required here; but this is doubtful
(cp. 11 «kal &7 Tolvuv yevéobw..., where the imperative is clearly
meant to denote that what is said is for the argument’s sake only).
kal 81 tolvuv... &yw: kai 87 Tolvuv occurs mostly in Plato (cp. 11;
see Denniston 1954, p.578 (2), n.1). The period — and generally ch.
7 —is a striking example of the style of G.. It is remarkable that here
the hyperbaton (cdveipe...kdkelve &yd) creates two chiasms the one
(external) containing the other (internal): 1. ovvewpt — odveort —
kdkelvos éuol — kdkelvw éya, 2. kdkelvos — éuot — kdkelva — éyw.
The first obvious result of this arrangement is to isolate the persons
from their actions. The second one is that due to the word-order the
transitive verb ovverpe appears here as intransitive, and thus we have
the impression that P. and Priam met separately ‘he met me and I
met him’; this idea is explicitly stated in the sentence mérepa pévos
povw, The overall result is that the form depicts the content, that is
the impossibility of the alleged encounter.
vt mis...pévos pévw; This passage creates autonomous sub-units by
using small sentences in an asyndetic arrangement which gradually
reaches the main point, that is the impossibility of communication
(dAA’ dyvorioopev Tovs dAAFAwy Adyous).
"EX\nv BapBdpw: on G.’s opinions on the superiority of Greeks see
3. mds dkovwv kai Aéywv, The participle dxovwv here means ‘hear

and understand’ (cp. Aiskh. Pr. 448 «Adovres otk Tikovov).

229



Language is usually conceived as a strong criterion of nationality;
Herodotos (8. 144) claims that the unity of the Greeks is reflected in
four different aspects of their common life, one of which is their
common language (6udyAwocov). dyvofioopev: the Ms reads
ayvoriowpev; but G. goes on (aAAd pef’ épumvéws;) with the
discussion of the alleged Aéyo. with Priam.

aMa pel’ epumuéws;: ‘was it with the help of an interpreter?’, a
hypophora with dA\q; the idea is that if their negotiations had been
assisted by a translator, then the latter would have been aware of the
content of their discussion. For épumvevs, cp. Hdt. 3.38 eipero,
mapedvTwy  tav ‘EMdvwv, kal 8. éppmvéws pavlavdvrawv rd
Aeydueva. Hall maintains that “Gorgias...exploited the problem
involved in making mythical Greeks and barbarians communicate
with one anmother” and compares “the argument invented for
Palamedes” (1989, p.117 n. 56). The word épunveds is also applied
to someone who can decode an intricate meaning (in relation to
poetry see Pl. Jon 534e4 ot e ﬁocmai ovdev dAA’ 7 épumriis eloww

v fedv).

8

pera TovTous: ‘after the speeches’; the plural here refers to Adyo. in
the middle of 6, and not particularly to dAAjAav Adyous, since G.
simply intends to remind us of the general idea of the first argument.
mionv Sobval kal défacfa: wiomis 1s ‘that which gives confidence’,
‘a pledge’; the meaning is that after the discussion it would have
been necessary for both parties to give a pledge. The wioreis
discussed in ch. 8-10 are the following: 1. an oath (8), 2. hostages
(8), 3. money (9,10; it is interesting that all of them would involve
udprupes, as Palamedes explicitly says when he mentions the
possibility that he communicated with Priam by using an interpreter:
Tpiros dpa pdprus...8). With his argumentation P. will prove thar it

was impossible to bind Priam with a pledge (cp. Pl Phdr. 256d.
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miorelts Tds peyloras Tyoupéve dGroww Sedwxévar Te kal
SedéxPar).

mwérepov...éneMev; The first possible pledge presented by the
defendant is an oath; the untenability of this possibility is
demonstrated on the basis of morality: in what way would the
enemies have trusted the very person who betrayed his own
compatriots? All the other arguments concerning miorers will be
attributed to difficulties provoked by the circumstances. The same
1dea recurs in ch.21, where wioris is presented as a prerequisite for a
livable life (cp. Lys.12.77 miorers avrols épyw Sedwxws xal map’
éxelvav Gprovs elAngws and Ar. Lys. 1185).

dpmpou: ‘hostages’; this is one more invented possibility (we do not
know of any exchange of hostages from the mythical accounts) used
to add veristmilitude to the speech. The exchange of hostages was a
common practice during wartime and at the suspension of
hostilities, and as a consequence the exchange presented in this
context — initiated by a traitor — seems strange (see Amit 1979, p.
126-147). But at any rate we have to suggest that it helps G. to
develop his argumentation.

oLov &yo...Tdv Giéwv Twa: We know that P. had two brothers, Oiax
and Nausimedon; we do not have much information about the latter
and we ought to suggest that G. here refers to Oiax, whose name
appears in several sources. As far as we know, Oiax took part in the
war of Troy and according to Hyginus (Fab.117) he was the one
who informed Clytaemestra about the relations of her husband with
Cassandra and it was this news that led her to plot Agamemnon’s
death. He also tried to persuade the Greeks to banish Orestes after
the death of his mother (Eur. Or. 430-4). The Scholiast of the
Thesmophoriazousai tells us that Euripides in his tragedy
Palamedes presents QOeax sending the news of the death of his
brother to their father, Nauplios: 6 ydp Edpumridns év 76 [ladapon
émoinoe tov Olaxa tov ddeAdov [ladaunidovs émiypdgar els Tds
vals Tov Odvarov avrol, va Pepduevar avrar éXworv els Tov

A ~ Ay b -~
NavmAwov 1ov marépa avTol kal dwayyeldwor tov Odvarov avTol.
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domrep Olaé 14§ NavmAiew ypdder év 7§ Ilarauidy Edpirridou. 6
yap Olaé éyxapdrrer molals mAdras td wepl 1ov [ladausdnv «ai
dpinow els Bdlaooav, dore ud yé mve ov NavmAiov mpoomecelv
(Schol. Ar. Thesm. 771). It would be senseless to mention Priam’s
sons, because they were no less than fifty (among them Hektor and
Paris)!

&uol Te...map’ &uod: the parisosis In combinaton with the re...re
structure (see Denniston 1954, p.503) sets off the fact that the
exchange of hostages would have been a secure pledge in equal
terms. morétara: The opposite word recurs in ch.24 atiributed

to 8éfa (dmioTordrw modypart).

9
dfocer ms: The future of the verb ¢mui 1s used here instead of a

potential mood and offers variety to the speech, as G. uses it instead
of the comstructions with yiyveofar (7, 8, 11) denoting the
concessio, and it serves as an anticipation of a possible argument
that could be used against his own reasoning (wpoxardimins). In
effect, no one claimed that P. was paid by Priam, and even in the
mythical account the money placed by Odysseus in his tents was not
a part of the preparations for the betrayal, but P.’s ‘recompense’ for
a crime already committed. This suggestion is reinforced by the
supposition in 10 (éya 8’ éferfuv...elofAfev); but the myth tells us
that the money was brought to P’s. tents by a slave bribed by
Odysseus. The creation of alleged charges gives the orator the
opportunity to demonstrate his skills, and thus offer rhetorical
education.

ok elkds: ‘it is not likely’; Untersteiner remarks that this is the only
occurrence of the word in this text, because as he explains the
argumentation here relies on the truth / opinion antithesis (1961,

pp.117-18; for the probabilities see notes on ch.6 ).

232



OmovpympdTwy: ‘services’.

Tis obv Mv 7 koud; The question is adverbial: ‘how could one
transfer the money?’, not ‘Who was the go-between?’ (Kennedy
1972, p. 56).

mwds 3 Av éxdpioev <7 els™> 1 mwoMdol; els was proposed by Keil,
but it is possible that an 7 before it was ommitted due to
haplography.

TOAAG vap...bepdpevov Mv: the structure of the antithesis is
symmetical; the two participles (kopcldvrwv — xopilovros) are
placed at the beginning of the sentences in the same place and the
repetition of the quantitative words (noticé that he does not write
oAiyov but uses a litotes) bind the period together (moAA@v - woAdol
- évés - ovk dv moAv) chiastically. paprupes Tis &émPBouldis:
‘winesses of the plot’ (for émBouAs cp. Thuc. 4.77); G. was
certainly aware of the use and the misuse of witnesses (see 23), and

generally of what Aristotle later termed dreyvo. mioress.

10
Mpépas 7§ vukrds; the genitives express time; note that G. passes to
the discussion of the time that the alleged crime took place without
indicating it (possibly the schema of mpocBoA7), but this may be
explained by the fact that he goes on dealing with the same
argument.
ada <vukTés>: it is better to make this a question corresponding to
dAA” Auépas;
aAAd ye...TowotTous: ‘but the light is an enemy of such things’; dAa
ye 1s very rare, ‘objecting, in hypophora’ (Denniston 1954, p.23).
elev: the word is simply transitional, “Well’ (¢p. Eur. Tro. 944); G.
makes the assumption that P. finally escaped the watches in order to

pass to the next argument.



11
cuviABopev...éxpupa: With this chain of verbs G. summarises the
stages of the alleged treason discussed in detail in 6-10; all these
necessary stages invented by him with the assistance of probabilities
(what a man who is planning to betray his country would be
expected to do) have been proved logically impossible. This string
is given in asyndeton (cp. 21 ENérw, paviirw, paprupnodrw), which
introduces the last general argument of this part and consequently
thus is the last concession of the defendant. éhafov AaBuv: cp. Hel
4: AaBoboa kai of Adoioa. B
&eL dMmov...&yévero: ‘1 should perform that for the sake of which
all these had been done, shouldn’t I1?’; §#mov is slightly ironical, and
thus I render it with the expression ‘shouldn’t I?° (Denniston 1954,
p-267). Palamedes now passess to the commission of the act of
treason itself, as the repetition of mpdrrewr i 11-13 shows
(mpdrrewv, mpdrrav 11, mwpdés, mdvrws dpa...mpdrrery 12;
TpdTTELY).
ToUTo Tolvuv...dmopditepov: notice the allitteration. Tév epmpévov:
refers to all the hypothetical stages developed m 6-10. It was even
more difficult for him to commit the act (for the reasons that he will
present in 11-12) than it was to prepare it.
mparTwv pev...q ped’ &répov; we should make this a question,
because there is clearly another anthypophora here; the following
construction starting with dAA’" ouy is the answer that the rhetor
gives to the question.
Tdv ouvévrwv: Reiske’s correction is preferabie to the Ms’ reading
Tév viv Svrwy, oUvewue appears in the next line and probably G.
indulges in another repetition here.
s Opdv Evvoude; Aeyérw: the deed was not the work of one man;
the meaning is, ‘I could not perform this action by myself and thus I
needed accomplices: they must be among you’. The same argument

is used for the prosecutor in 22 ei 8¢ peréxwv...
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Sovdots 8¢ mis ovk dmoTovi: ‘How could one believe that I used
slaves?’; the idea is expressed with a /izores.

éxdvres...katyyopobowv: <te> Reiske; single re is rare in prose
(Denniston 1954, p. 503; cp. Pal. 8, and Hel. 14), but it occurs in
Antphon (see Gagarin, 1997, p.27). ew’ ElevBepla: ‘so as to be
liberated’ (see MacDowell 1978, p. 83); Lys. 7.16 0 ydp av 77
oL ém’ éxelvows 7v kal éué Tuwprioacfar kal avTols wrvioagty
éAev@épOLg yevéohar. xewpalopevol te 3’ dvaykmu: ‘forced by
torture’; the phrase expresses the process of basanos, that is the
statement given by a slave under torture (see MacDowell 1978,
pp.245-247 and 1964, p.79 n.22, and especially Thiir 1977). The
evidence given by a slave was taken into account only if it was
given under torture and usually the courts trusted the veracity of
their statements (cp. Isaios 8.12 xai émérav SodAoc kai éAevfepoc
mapayévavrar xal Oéy evpedival T T@v [nroupévav, ol xpfiade
Tals Tov élevbépwv papruplats, dAAd Tovs SovAous Bagavilovres,
obtw {nreite evpeiv Tv ddffeiav T@v yeyevmuévewv). Nevertheless,
it is wiser to assume that the orators had an opportunistic opinion
about the reliability of slaves, that depended much on the
circumstances of each individual case; Antiphon, for instance, in
5.32 maintains that the statements of slaves are affected by what
they consider as advantageous for them (6o’ dv éxeivois péAdwor
xapeeiofal) whereas in 6.25, he takes the view that torture compels
them to tell the truth (xai éfein pév Tovs éAevbépous Spkois xal
mioreow dvaykdlew, & Tols élevBépors péyiora kai mepl wAeioTou
éorlv, éfein 8¢ rovs Bovdovs érépais dvdykais, Ué’ @v kal Tv
péXwory  dmofaveiofar kareimovres, Suws dvaykdlovrar TdAndT
Aéyew). B’ dvdykmv: opposed 10 éxdvres.  kaTTyopoloiv:
‘denounce’, not ‘bring charges against someone’; the verb is here

intransitive (cp. Lys.14.46, Aischin.1.175).
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12

kpelrrovas Gpu@v: ‘the enemy in larger numbers than you’; the idea
is that it was not practical for P. to bring in enough of the enemy.
Umep Teuxéwv: an ‘Tonic’ form, instead of the ‘Attic’ reydiv; the wall
of Troy was built by Poseidon and Apolle and it was dppmkrov (/1
21.447), whereas the Greek wall was constructed by mortals in the
hope that it would protect themselves and their ships (/1. 14.67-68).
dmavra ydp mApm Puddkwv: Diels prints gvAaxdv; the same word
appears in 10 but the meaning is there different. The word here
refers to the guards of the walls, not to the watches. In the /liad
(10.56) we learn that the Achaean wall possessed a guidkwv lepov
TéMos that counted seven leaders and one-hundred warriors under the
supervision of each leader (9.80-88). It is interesting that a similar
argument is employed by Helen in Euripides’ Troades (955-8),
where she claims that it was impossible for her to escape from the
Trojans, and that the guards of the wall can serve as her witnesses

(implying that each time she attempted to escape they stopped her).

dpa: ‘logical’ cp. mdvrws dpa... (Denniston 1954, p.40-1)

vmaibpios yap...dddvatov fv pou: G. closes the argumentation of
the first part with a striking repetition of wavr-, that creates a
remarkable alliteration. The repetition is not confined to the last
statement expressed 1n the last line, but begins in the preceding
period, which deals with the openness of the military life. The
intention of the rhetor is to create a gradual intensity before he
reaches the conclusion of this part. A parody of this kind of
rhetorical expression can be traced in Plato’s Menex. 247a wv évexa
kal mpdrov kai Uoratov kal dcd wavrds mwdoav mwavrws wpobupiav
meipdofe éyewv, dmws pdAiora... dmaifpros: ‘outdoors’; cp. Xen.
An.7.6.24 vmrailbpiow 8 Efw éorparomedevere, péoos € yerpav v
<mdvres™>: Reiske’s suggestion is correct, because it adds the
missing subject and maintains the symmetrical arrangement with the

repetition of the same word (wdvres) in the place of the subject of
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the same verb (épdor / Spdvrar) repeated in the active and the
passive voice; wdvras, proposed by Blass, seems unlikely as it does
not give any solution to the missing subject and disturbs the
symmetry. mdvrws dpa...d80varov v pou: the argumentation of the
first part creates a circle, as the conclusion picks up the opening
words. The defendant has just proved that even if he had wished to

betray Greece to the barbarians he would not have been able to do it.

In the second part of his speech Palamedes discusses in detail the
second part of his programmatic sentence (5 obre Suvdpevos
éBovAnBnv); he argues that even if he had been able to commit the
crime of treason, it would have not been advantageous for him. The
examination of possible motives is presented as a concession to the
first part. P. concedes - for the sake of his argumentation- thar it
was possible to perform actions, which have already been proved
impossible (el pdAiora wdvrav éduvvdpmy...). The method of this part
is a combination of probabilities, in the respect that he invents
probable motives that would justify his action (notice the use of
potential moods), and of a survey of a demonstration of an idealised
morality, in the respect that our actions must be in accordance with
what is commonly accepted. But we should not assume that Gorgias
implies that a man should be moral just because this is a good thing.
In the frame of the sophistic relativism he treats each motive
separately (as the four probable reasons that made Helen follow
Paris in Helen), under the light of the most important criterion
expressed in a general and proverbial way in ch.19: men perform
these actions either as they pursuit gain, or because they try 1o
avoid a loss. Each individual action then should be judged in
connection to the cop.dépov and the udélvwov. The morives presented
are the following: a) power, b) monerary gain, ¢) honour, d)
security, e) helping friends and harming enemies or e) avoidance of
a fear, or of a labour, or of a danger. Two types of morives are

discernible: the positive, where a man takes active initiatives in
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order to gain advantages and the negative where a man is
compelled to act in a certain manner so as to avoid a loss.
Untersteiner (1954, p.135) who bases his interpretation of this part
of Palamedes on the ‘epistemological’ treatise of Gorgias, links the
main idea of will to the knowabiliry of the object that had been
willed and suggests that “now the new pivor consists in the
impossibility of knowing thar which cannor have been willed, and
therefore that which, since it does not exist as willed, cannot be the
object of objective knowledge”. But [ am inclined to believe that
Long (1982, p.237) is on the right rack when he claims that: “This
is rhetoric at its purest. We are being told that Palamedes plays all
the roles which should dispose the judges in his favour, and that it is
their role, as judges, to expect to hear such a recital of virtues” and
that he knows “of no more comprehensive survey of Greek popular
morality”. The rhetor must be aware of these motives, so as to add
credibility to his speech. One more point is worth our attention. Up
to ch.19 Gorgias deals with the motives and he then (20-21) passes
to the discussion of the unlivability of the life of a traitor. These two
chapters undoubtedly belong to the second part of the speech as
well, as they present the negative consequences of the immoral
actions that precede and because Gorgias explicitly states that he
has reached the end of his argumentation dealing with the

impossibility of the existence of such a will at the end of 21.

13

oxépacfe kouwf xal Téde: Reiske prefers roiwuvv, but the same
phrase, as Diels has shown, appears in Plato’s Proragoras 330b (see
also Cr.48d, Tht.151e, Alc.117c, 124d, Lach.187d, Gorg.458e), and
it is not necessary to change the Ms’s reading. The orator calls for
the attention of his audience with a verb of thinking, as he does at
the beginning of ch.20.

mpocfike BouAnBRvar...&duvdpmv; the verb mpooike introduces us to

the discussion of motives; P. does not simply say ‘for what reason
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would I have wished’, but ‘for what reason was it appropriate to
wish’. el pdAiora: it is not necessary to add xal with Aldus,
since pdAwora expresses the needed concession sufficiently; what
follows is a concession to what has already been proved impossible
n ch.6-12.

xakérqra: ‘wickedness’; the word is not very common: it has a
considerable appearance in Herodotos (cp. 2.124,126,128, 3.80 and
elsewhwere), and it appears also in Thoukydides (5.100) and
Anuphon (6.1).

mpotka: ‘without any gain’, here adverbially; cp. Pl Ap.1% ois
éfeoTt TGV éauTdv moltT@v mpolka fuvelvar ¢ dv Povdovrar...
ToUs peyloTous...kdkioTos: peyiorous kiwduvous refers to all the
necessary stages for the preparation of the treason, as presented in
detail in ch.6-12, and v peyioryv kaxérnra to the crime that he
allegedly committed. In this phrase Calogero (1976, p.413) discerns
a prelude to the famous Socratic principle nemo sua sponte peccat.
The admittedly impressive similarities between the Defence of
Palamedes and the Platonic Apologia both in form and in content
were first demonstrated by Gomperz (1912, p.9ff.), and discussed in
detail in more recent articles (Coulter 1964 and Feaver-Hare 1981).
Notice the schema etymologicon.

aAN’ &vexa TolTwv; (kal abbis wpds 763’ émdveipi): Sauppe reads
roG, and the Ms rovrwv; our decision depends much on the
interpretation of the réde in the brackets, which should be taken with
the rivos évexa of the opening sentence; however, the Ms’ rovrwv
gives a clear meaning, as it is a specific reference to the detailed
discussion of the motives that follows; it also makes easier the
passage to the first proposed motive, expressed with the word
mérepov Of at next line.

tupavveiv: In a general sense ‘gain dominion’. The first reasonable
motive with which the defendant proceeds to the argumentation of

the second part of his speech.
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@AN” Dpdv; aAN’ aSdvvarov: Aldus deletes the second dA\d, but it is
preferable to retain it and add a question mark before it, and thus
produce one more anthypophora, of which this part of Pal. makes
an overuse.

TocOUTWY Kal ToloUTwV...méAewv: this is a brief, indirect ématvos of
the defendant’s compatriots, who are presently his judges. The
meaning is that it would be impossible to gain power over them,
since they pOSsess o many strengths. Some of the virtues cited here
recur in G.’s Hel. 4, where he praises the suitors of Helen. But here,
the main element of praise, that is cogia, is not mentioned at all.
This fact is understandable, if we considér that P. has the monopoly
of cogia, and as all men acknowledge his wisdom, which was
proverbial (see note on ch.16). Furthermore, it was unadvisable for
P. to stress his wisdom, for fear that envy might be felt by the juy of
the Greek leaders (cp. note on émigfovov, 28). The émacvos is
defined by Aristotle as Adyos éudavilwv upéyeflos dperfis (Rhet.
1367b28), and elsewhere he divides the dyafd into those acquired by
our efforts (Suvduers) and those attributable to mere chance (rvymv
1360b28); a typology of praiseworthy elements is presented in
Rhetorica ad Alexandrum 1440b: 8t Sieldpevov Tis dperfis dyafa
kal Td év avrf T4 dperf Svra. In Iamblichus’ De Vita Pythagorica,
we find that Pythagoras, in a speech addressed to young people,
made a distinction of praiseworthy attributes, between those
assimilated and those which are inbom (dore T@v pév dA\awv Tav
émavovpévay Td pév ovy oLy Te elvar map éTépou peradafelv,
olov v pdumy, 16 xdMos, v Uyelav, Tiv dvdpelav, Td dé Tov
Tpoépevov oUk Exewv alTdév, olov TOV TAolTov, TAS apxds €ETepa
TOANd T@V Tapadermopévay, Tiv 3¢ Suvarov eivar xal wap’ érépou
peradafelv, xal Tov Sdvra pmdeév Arrov avrov éEyewr 8, 42-43).
dpioreian: this is probably the only occurrence of apioreia in the
plural, which is anyway a very rare word in prose (other occurrences
include: Pl. Lg.942¢, 943b; Lyk. Leokr.71.4). After dpiorelar Blass
prints pay@v, and although all the virtues are expressed with a noun
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with a genitive, we should rather suggest that the symmetry is better
maintained without Blass’s addition: genitive noun, genitive noun,

dpioTelal, IOUnN genitive, noun genitive.

14

els @v moAdovs; ‘for I am one and they are many’; the author of the
Anonymous Iamblichi clearly allows for the possibility that one
single man can impose his will on the majority, but at the same time
he overtly stigmatises the means by wich this is achieved: 8¢t ydp
Tov dvdpa TobrTov, 8s TV Sikmy karaAvger kal TOV vduov Tov mwdal
kowov kal ouvpgépovra ddarpricerar, ddapdvrivov yevéofal, el
péder qudfioewv TabTa mapd ToG wAtfovs Tdv dvfpdmav els dv
mapa moAGy (7.15). meloas 1 Pracdpevos; see notes on Hel
12.

dAAd ve TabTa...3éfacfar: ‘but it is very foolish to accept and
concede these things’; pwplas: Unterstemner (1961, p.120) explains
that “il disprezzo comperso nella parola pwpla corrisponde al
criterio intellettualistico dell’ epoca”, and he compares the word
with dnonymus Iamblichi (7,13), where pwpia is attributed to those
who believe that someone can become king or tyrant without using
devious means (cp. also Soph. 4nz. 469-470, goi §’ el Soki viv
pdpa Spdoa Tuvydvew, / oxedov TL pipw pwplav SPAcoxdvw;
Hdt.1.131, Pl. Prot. 317a, Thuc.4.64.1, 5.41.3). moredoar kal
3éfaoBar: Diels prints moreboar, but he suggests that miordoac
would fit equally well, meaning ‘ransom given for freedom’, but the
Ms’ reading gives a very clear meaning (radra, internal acc.). G.
simply states that it is not reasonable to accept that the barbarians
would prefer slavery to power, just in order to recompense P. for his
services. The infinitives are close synonyms, but G. uses the schema

év dud Suoiv.
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15
dAAd yxprpaTa...xéxtnpar: Blass prints pérpia pév, but the contrast
here is with the preceding clause. pérpia: ‘enough money’ (cp. Xen.
Cyr2.4.14. dAX’ €l BéAews, Epm, éué méudar, imméas pou mpoofeis
omdooL Sokobot pérpiot).
@A’ olry...mdovav: self-restraint is connected to the popular view of
aqupoézSuv;. As North (1966, p.93) puts it in her comparison of the
moral aspects of Pal. to those of Hel., “such conformity to tradition
1s probably more essential in a juridical speech — even a model
speech — than mn epideictic”. That such an expression was of
common use is shown in Plato’s Gorgias 491d 0d8év mouxidov, dAX’
domep oL moMdoi, odgpova Svra kal éykpari avTov éavTol, T@V
néovav xal émbupidv dpyovra T@dv év éauvrd (cp. PLR.430e-431a,
Xen.Cyr.8.1.32,, Is.3.44; see Dover 1974, pp.124-6, 208-9). An
echo of this kind of morality can be traced back to Hesiod’s Works
and Days (286-292). Schmid (1940, p.68) claimed, and Untersteiner
followed him (1961, p. 122), that what is stated here contradicts
G.’s aesthetic views, where hedonism is dominant. But if we believe
the testimonia (Test.13), the idea expressed here is in conformity to
G.’s way of life; when asked to explain how he attained longevity
he answered: ‘because I did nothing for my own pleasure’ (see
Introduction). And what is more important, G. is chiefly interested
in producing a perfect portrait for his own defendant, not in being
consistent with his personal views.
am mAovrov...ktdoBar: ‘from wealth and showing off’; The same
idea 1s found in Xenophon’s Oeconomicus 14.10, where the
difference between a greedy and a $eAdripos is that the latter wishes
émaivov xal Tiufls éveka kal moveiv Smou Sel kal kivduvevely kal
aloxp@v xepddv dméyeodac.
pdptupa moTov...éoré: My wimess 1s my life, and you are the
witmesses of this witness’; the Ms reads nre; but a hortatory

subjunctive is more usual in the first person plural. Blass’s éore,
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setting off a real fact seems more likely (cp. And. 1. 37 év duiv yap
noav ol Adyor, kal poc dpels ToUTwy pdprupés éore, and
Dem.21.18, Lys.10.1, 12.74) mrapouxdpevov Blov: repeated in 22 and
29. G. conceives of a stratagem; given the lack of witnesses
(oU8érepos Muav mapéyerar pdprupa 22) he transforms the judges
Into wimesses, as he will soon transform the prosecutor into his

accomplice.

16
kal p7v: ‘progressive’ (Denniston 1954, p.351)
s &vexa: ‘for honour’; this is the third possible motive.
péocws ¢pévipos: ‘moderately wise’; but P. was not only a
moderately wise man, but also a man chiefly honoured for his
wisdom. Notice that ¢pdvipos recurs in 26, opposed to dvorjrous and
closely related to the concept of wisdom.
kaxéTros: ‘wickedness’; see note on 13.
empdpnv...ém  codbig: With the chiastic arrangement P.
characterises both the judges and his virtue with the same adjective.
His intention is not merely to flatter the judges, but also to stress his
own virtue, given that it is important to be praised for something
honourable by honourable men. This is an indirect praise (as the one
of the suitors of Helen in his Hel 4). The wisdom of P. was
proverbial (cp. Ar. Frogs 1451 &b v’ o [Taddpmdes, & ocogwrdry
¢uows and Pl Phdr.261d ).

17

aodbadelas ovvexa: ‘for the sake of security’; notice that the opening
words of this paragraph (xai p7nv ovd’) are identical with the
preceding one. Blass rightly corrects dogadés 10 dogadelas and
deletes @v. The insecurity of the life of a traitor will be discussed in
ch.20,21, in terms of a Blos dBiwros. In Plato’s Meno (71e) the idea
that the man who possesses dper takes precautions, in order to

ensure his dogdlera is attributed to G..
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TOV pe&v yap...dmpdle: the explanation of why one who betrays his
country becomes an enemy of the law, of justice, of gods and of
men is given with a striking repetition. Diels rightly proposes that +5
3¢ Oefov dripdler should be placed before ro 8¢ mAffos Siadfeipet,
as G. would hardly avoid the creation of onme more symmetrical
period (cp. Hel 7).

aodaderav: Q. enjoys circular composition and thus he closes

another paragraph with the word that he uses in its first sentence.

18

aAAa 3 ¢ldovs...ddwkfoerev: ‘But was it because I wanted to help
my friends and harm my enemies? For this is a good reason for
someone to act unjustly’; this is a traditional concept. It is possible
that G. himself considered that someone who acts according to this
concept is in conformity with the requirements of dperd (cp. PL
Meno 7le rovs pév Pllovs eb mowelv, Tovs &  éxfpols kaxds;
evidence is also offered by Xenophon (Cyr.1.6.31: 8udpile ¢
Toutwy d Te mpds Tovs PlAous moumréov kal & wpos €xbpois...kal
TOUS Ptlovs Sikatov eim éfamardv émi ye dyafd kal xAémrewv Td
T@v Pidwv émi dyal@) if, of course, we believe, with Nestle 1939-
1940, that the 8.8dokados of this passage is G. (more important
information on this issue is provided by Ploutarkhos, for which see
fr.21 with notes ad loc.) Helping friends and harming enemies is
presented as a justification of an unjust act (cp. Dissoi Logot 3.6; on
the relations of this common concept and justice see Blundell 1989,
p-50). Untersteiner (1961, p.122; see also 1954, p.179) claims that
the meaning here contradicts dé.@ in 31, and thus there is a duoods
Aéyos which is peculiar to G.’s ethics, and this can be explained on
the basis of «acpds. This interpretation seems biased, since in 31 G.
asks the judges to treat him exactly as he treated them, that is justly.

ayafdv...q mpafis: The criterion upon which men should rely in
order to reach a secure estimation of the effectiveness of their

actions is the acquisition of a good. Up to this point G. deals with
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motives related to the pursuit of gain’. &yxrnow: Reiske proposed
xrhow for the Ms’ senseless éxriow, but since éyxrmow (adopted
by Kalligas) is closer to the Ms’ reading, which offers a compound
word, it should preferably be adopted. It is certamnly a rare word, but
it is traced in Xen. Hell. 5.2.19, and Anist. Oec.1347a2.

19
76 8¢ Aoumév &omwv.... In this paragraph the negative aspect of
motives is discussed briefly; the phrase means that after the
elimination of all the positive motives, what is still probable is that
he performed these actions in avoidance of a loss (for a similar
construction see Pl. Soph. 219d5).
el mva $éBov...xivduvov: ‘in avoidance of a fear, or of a labour or of
a danger’; in this context the words may refer to military virtue. In
Hel. 16 these words are used to describe the psychological state of
" fighters who face the armature of their enemies. wdvov: the
inconveniences of military life. A good soldier should normally be
able to endure them and this was considered as a moral behaviour;
cp. Xen. Hell.5.1.16: el lore ému Tdyafd kai td kadd éxrrioaro ob
pabupotoa, dAAa éBélovoa kal movelv kal xiwduvvedew, émére Séou
(the subject is 9 mdAcs).
mdvTes mdvTa...pedyovres: This is the definition of human motives:
the actions of men obey this rule universally. What is said does not
correspond to the conformity to tradition and common ideas of the
preceding chapters. On the contrary, this economical formulation
demands both the analytical skills and the accuracy in expression of
an intellectual. And this potential is of course attributable to G..
doa d&...caxds éwauvrov &émolouv: It has Deen assumed that after the
word mravoupyelrac there is a lacuna; the emendations proposed are
the following: a) <pavias éoriv. doa 8¢>, proposed by Sauppe and
adopted by Untersteiner, b) <xaxois meptBdAdery elwlev peydiows

Tév mpdrTovra. @ 8¢ pdAwr’ dv> Keil and Diels, and ¢) Sykutris
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(1927 p.859) and Melikoff-Tolstoj suggest that it is not necessary to
assume that there is a lacuna. Sykutris considers that G. could have
easily passed from a general statement to the particular case of
Palamedes; he thus adds 8¢ after xaxds and he deletes — with Aldus
— yap, although he does not make up his mind whether it should be
atimbuted to a dittography from the following wpdrrewv, or to a
misreading of an abbreviation added to the margin. Melikoff-Tolstoj
(who inserts the necessary &) brings evidence that the stucture dea
8é...<81> kakds...tabra [ydp] mpdrTwy, ovk ddmAov Is possible in
prose. 1 consider that (a) and (b) presuppose a great dose of
conjecture. (a) links this passage, with the discussion of madness
(25-26) which seems to me irrelevant to the content of this passage.
(b) renders a more neutral sense, but repeats what G. says after the
lacuna. I think that we should follow Sykutris, as his suggestion
does not affect much the reading of the Ms, and because G. could
easily pass from a general statement to the particular case of P. (cp.
Hel. 8-9 rafta 8¢ dis oftws &xer Seibw. el 8é xai 3é&y detéar Tols
dxovouat).

aflopa mpoydvwv: ‘the dignity of my ancestors’; cp. Dem.18.149
Tds 3¢ kowds mpoaipéoels €ls TA Kowd T@V Tpoydvev déiduar’
dmoBAémovTas.

tepa marppa: ‘ancestral cults’; cp. Bekker, Anecdota 1.297 warpda
Aéyovowy ol priTopes xprpara kal skTrpara kal Téwous, mwdrpia 8é
ra éfn kal Td véuipa kal Td pvoTHpLa kal Tds €0pTds, TATPLKOV Oé
pidov 7 éxfpdv, but hardly can the meaning be separated. We should
suggest that at least the two first words take over different meanings
in different contexts (cp. Dissoi Logoi 3.7, Is. 2.46, Din. 1.99; see
Strauss 1993, 24-5).

4 8& mdot...evexetpioa: ‘I would have entrusted what are commonly
considered the most precious things to those who have harmed
them’.  &3wHoaouw: Diels, for the Ms’ d8uknfeiar; active voice is
needed, because P. refers to the Trojans, and we do not expect him

to call them d8ukmfeloe. G. attempts a reducrio ad absurdum.
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20
oxébacfe 3¢ xai Td8e: the phrase picks up the beginning of ch.13,
as G. constantly invites the judges to follow his vivid reasoning by
using their own minds. The idea of 20, 21 is that if P. had betrayed
Greece, his life would have been unlivable both in Greece and in the
territory of the barbarians.
aflwros 6 Blos: ‘an unlivable life’; Untersteiner says that “this is an
Empedoclean expression” (1961, p.124) and he compares it to
31B2,3. But Calogero (1976, p.415, n.14) has shown that this
passage is irrelevant, and that the Empedoclean phrase, as given by
Untersteiner, is a conjecture of Scaliger. He also points out that the
same expression occurs in Plato’s Adpology 38a (there it is
dveféracros Bios that is unlivable), to which we may add Antiphon
2.2.10: émi Te yap T TowobTou Siadbopd dBiwrov Tov Aovmov Blov
Sudéw (see also Xen. Mem.4.8.8, and Ar. Wealth 967-9).
dmeiyeté pou: literally, ‘hold omeself off a thing’, but here the
meaning is ‘who...would not have attempted to kill me’.
kaddlomns mpfs: namely, codias (cp. 16).
maporyopéve Blw...dmoppidavra; These mévor will be discussed in
his brief autobiographical account of ch.29-32. The idea is that it
would not be reasonable to reject his fame and all the efforts he has

made in his previous life for dper).

21
moTds dv duexelpmv: it picks up ch.8, where P. claimed that even
the barbarians would not believe him. The person who betrays his
countrv to its enemies comes to be considered untrustworthy by

those same enemies as well.
dmorérarov  &pyov: the action 1s called amoréraror, but

dmioréraros is in fact the man who performs such actions

(enallage).
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dmofaldévra — é&xmeodvra — Juyévra: Reiske reads dmofaddv,
éxmeody, ¢uydv, and Diels follows him. Untersteiner (1961 p.124)
on the other hand follows Sykutris (1927), who has shown that the
verb dvaAdBoc can take on the meaning ¢uAixds Umodéxeofar and
Ptiofeviav dmodidévar (he compares the Plato’s Epistle 7.329d) and
that the phrase 6 8¢ miomw instead of wiomv 8¢ Is dictated by a
reversal of the subject (cp. mepi TovTwv 8é Aéywv 4). Sm pév
oUV...o0T’ dv Suvdpevos &BouvAdpmv: It Is necessary to add a phrase
repeating the keystones of his argumentation, since it is a common
practice of G. to create circles. perda rTadra in 22 also indicates that
G. intends to go on with a new argument. It would be better to
adopt Leo’s conjecture which corresponds to the order of the

argumentation of 6-21, rather than Keil’s, which reverses the order.

In the following part of his speech 22-27, Gorgias addresses the
prosecutor. He elaborates his argumentation with an interrogation
(erotesis), which is addressed directly to the litigant. It is thus
reasonable that this part of the Defence is written in the second
person, which obviously adds theatricality to the arguments. But
given that this speech does not refer to real facts the questions
posed by the defendant are never answered by the prosecutor. The
overall result of this interrogation is to cast doubt on the credibility
of the prosecutor; this is achieved by two different ways. In 22 — 24,
the emphasis is placed on the truth / opinion antithesis. In other
words, Gorgias discusses in detail what has already been outlined
in 5, namely the suspicion thar Odysseus has based his charges on
86&a. In 25 — 26 his efforts are concentrated on the demonstration of
the contradictory character of the charges brought against him by
Odysseus, who had claimed that in P.’s personality there is a
coexistence of two opposite, and mutually exclusive characteristics
(wavia / gobia). In 27 he introduces the description of his émeixés

ethos.
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22
mpos  Tov  karfyopov dadexBfvar: G. introduces the erotesis;
Coulter (1964 p.276, p.302, n.23) notes that an interrogation of the
opponent is also found in the Platonic Apology 24b-28a and that
“although rare, is nevertheless found in three of the Attic orators”
(Dem. 46.10, Lys. 12.25 and 22.5, And. 1.14).
miv. moré: ‘What in the world do you trust then’ accurately
translated by Kennedy (1972 p.79); it may be that G. uses a
prosbole, as he passes immediately to the question at stake. vive is
neuter and expresses both dA7fdeia and 86fa, and moré adds
intensive force (cp. Pl. Ap.21b).
ToLoGTos...kaTyopels: the first rowodros refers to Odysseus and the
second to P. himself and they have a bad and a good sense
respectively; the alliteration of /#/ is worth attention as well (cp.
Soph. Phil. 1049 of ydp TowotvTwy 3el, Towolrds elp’ éyd).
~otos dv...dvdfia: my suggestion is a combination of the emendations
of Blass (ola Aéyeis ws) and Kalligas (olos @v Aéyeis ds dvdéios
avaéia). The former emended the 0l8ds ye lows of A, but the ola
Aéyeis can hardly be explained by dvaéiw. Kalligas prints Blass’s ds,
but he does not adopt ola Aéyers, which creates a Gorgianic
symmetrical chiasm. The sophist is well aware that the judges in the
context of a courtroom consider the ethos (olos av) of the litigants
as presented in their /ogot (ota Aéyers), and this is why he will not
try to present the negative aspects of Odysseus as a wpdowmov at all
(cp. 27; see Introduction). Odysseus’ ethos will be presented only in
connection with the proportion of truth that can be traced in his
words, whereas P. will fully discuss his own ethos in 28-32.
eldas dxpuBds 1 So&dlwv;: the idea expressed in 5 will now be fully
developed. These are the qualifications that transform Odysseus into
either dfios or dvdéros. But as will be shown (22-24), the prosecutor
is lacking the first and relying on the second; hence his

chracterisation as dvdéios from the opening lines. Sofalwv: 1S
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more emphatically opposed to an absolute knowledge than Soxelv
(Schmid cited by Untersteiner 1961 p.125).

€. pev yap eldws: this possibility will be gradually refuted; the
schema used for this refutation is based on a string of hypotheses
(18dv, peréxwv, mubduevos). The objective knowledge of a deed is
presented here as much dependent on senses. G. is clever enough to
transform the prosecutor into an eye-witness, an accomplice or a
mere witmess of the crime allegedly committed by the person he
defends (see note on 11).

Tos <peréyovros™>: Blass’s addition of the participle contributes to
the cohesion of the text, since the idea is repeated (rof peréyovros
dxovaoas).

$pdoov...Tov xpdvov:  <tdv Tpémov> is the comjecture of Blass;
Radermacher’s suggestion is ¢pdgov Tovs Tpdmous (1914 p.88 n.1)
and he does not seem particularly interested in the number of the
noun (“in irgend einer Form”). The suggestion of Blass is preferable
since the singular corresponds better to the rémov and ypdvov.
Radermacher has also pointed out that the last two categories
express the notion of «xacpds. Kennedy, who follows him (1963 p.66-
7), holds that “Any given problem involves choice or compromise
between two antitheses so that consideration of kairos, that is of
time, place, and circumstance (e.g. Pal. 22), alone can solve the
dilemma and lead to the choice of relative truth and action”. This
seems to me an irrelevant remark: literary xacpds (see fr. 13) should
be distinguished from the argument built on the examination of the
circumstances in which the crime that Palamedes is accused of was
allegedly committed. Buchheim (1989 p.180, n.29) believes that in
this expression there is something (“‘etwas’) from the threshold of
the philosophical categories of Aristotle (Caregories IV 1b25ff).
Kalligas maintains that this is the first time that a rhetor creates
probable arguments based not only on the mpdowmov as Corax and
Teisias did, but on the place, the time and the particular

circumstances of the case he deals with (1991 p.259, n.21); cp.
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Quint. /nst. Orat. 3. 15 sed quid res poscat, quid personam deceat,
quod sit tempus, qui iudicis animus intuill, humano quodam modo
ad scribendum accesserimus.

&NBérow...paprupmodTw: one more asyndeton creating a climax (cp.
10 cuvrAbopev...).

ovdérepos Updv: neither the prosecutor, nor the defendant have
called a wimess. P. has said in 15 that the most credible witness he

can produce is his own life.

23

as od dnjs: the phrase refers to yevopévwi; P. has already stated that
he has never performed the deeds of which he is accused (5). So the
meaning is ‘according to your account’, namely that P. betrayed the
Greeks to the Trojans. P. uses material from the opponent’s speech,
which was delivered before the speech of defence. But as this is a
model speech, it is G. who creates the opponent’s statementens only
to be answered in the defence of the hero.

Td pev yap...paprvpndivar: ‘It is impossible to bring evidence for
something that has never happened’; the Ms reads dyévnprd mws
ddvvara paprupmffvar which makes perfect sense, and no
emendation is required (wds <ovx> dddvara Aldus, 7ds dv Svvacro
Radermacher, followed by Kalligas, mdvrws d8vvara Keil). The
impossibility of having knowledge on the truth of something that
has never occurred (cp. 5), now turns into impossibility to
communicate something that has never happened. This shift reminds
us of the argument of the incommunicability of truth in ONB. mas
adds ironical tone to argument

mepl. 8& T@v yevopévwv...ebpelv: The passage presents textual
difficulties. The suggestions can be divided into two groups: 2)
Diels and Reiske, followed by Kalligas (who prints Diels’ addition)
suppose that there is a lacuna between dAAa and ooi; the former
prints <kal dvaykatov® dAAd>...<té 7> povov, and the latter <«al

Sikaiov kal mwdvu dvaykalov™>...oov 7Tv ouv updvov, b) Sykutris -
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followed by Untersteiner and Buchheim - has shown that it is not
necessary to assume the existence of any lacuna, for it leads to a
misinterpretation of the phrase, and thus he prints mepl §é rav
vevouévav ou pdvov ouk ddYvatov, dAAa kal pddiov, oudé pdvov
pddiov, dAAG gol pév obk v oldv <re> pdvov pdprtupas, dAAG kal
Jevdoudprvpas evpetv (Untersteiner and Buchheim do not print a
comma after the pdprupas). I follow (b) because the necessity of a
‘ua,o'rvp[a. in a context discussing the possibility of such a paprvpia
seems urrelevant (see Buchheim 1989 p.180, n.30). The equitability
({oov) does not imply responsibilities, but the possibility (or the
impossibility) for each litigant to bring witnesses. Odysseus could
make his accusation more credible (mororépav) if he called
witnesses (22), and this implies that the use of false witnesses
(which explains the sdd.ov) cannot not be overlooked. And to put it
n a more cynical way the one who is facing the dvdy«n (defined in
ch.4 as a dangerous teacher) is P. who defends his life, not Odysseus
who wishes to put him to death (see also Untersteiner 1961 p.126).
ovdérepov: picks up ovdérepov of 22, where P. states a fact, whereas
here it is explained why /e is not able to bring witnesses of any
kind.

24
dmn pev...pavepdv: the subjective knowledge of 5 expressed in the
first person (cagds oida) became through the argumentation an
objective and obvious (¢avepdv) truth.
76 81 Aoumov...ofdlewv: given that Odysseus does not know the
truth, he relies on doxa, et tertium non datur. 76 31 Aovwov: Cp.
19.
eira: expresses surprise and sarcasm (LSJ); cp. Ar. Wealth 79 eir’
eoiyas, [ToGros av;
ToApmpérare: with a negative sense (cp. Antiphon 2.3.1 dvawdns «al

roAumpds). This is the only adjective used in the characterisation of

Odysseus.



36&q moTebous...ovk eldas: §§a plays an important role m G.’s
rhetoric. The word has both an active and a passive sense, as it can
be used by the rhetor in order to impose his own opinion on his
audience through the power of Jogos and at the same time it is the
thing that men chiefly trust although it is dmorérarov. In other
words a rhetor must be aware of the fact that men, unable to have a
thorough knowledge of things, are condemned to rely on their 86&a,
which in Hel 13 is opposed to réyv7, not to truth as in Pal. (see
Segal 1962, 145, n.59, and note on Hel. 11) and this knowledge in
combination with the effectiveness of speech (Adyos réxvy ypageis
Hel. 13 ) - defined as Suvdorns péyas in Hel. 8§ — is what offers the
rhetor the possibility to mislead his audience (8é¢e is found again in
35).

mepl Bavdrou Sudkewv: ‘bring capital charge against someone’ (cp.
Xen. Hell. 73.6 & dvdpes moAirar, Tpels tovrtovol TOUS
amokeilvavras Efgpava Sudkoper mwepl Bavdrov); 1t is interesting that
the outcome of Odysseus’ conspiracy in the myth is used by G. as
the penalty with which P. is threatened. But betrayal was not always
punished with death penalty (see MacDowell, 1978, p.177).

ToApds: picks up rodumpdrare; his acts correspond to his character
(ethos).

T6 ye Sofdoai...coddrepos: 866a 1s something that all men are
sharing (but in Hel. 11, one finds a more elaborate discussion of it).
This phrase creates a logical gap: how would Odysseus be able to
approach and state the truth, since he, as everyone, is a victim of
86¢a? The only way was to trust his senses (22) and then bring
evidence of what he has seen or heard. But his intentions were
obviously other than to produce an accusation on the basis of
knowledge of truth. xowdv dmaor wept wdwvrwv: doxa 1S here
presented as the state of mind of all men, whereas in Hel. 11 some
men, namely those who possess the Adyawv rtéxvy, have freed
themselves from the bonds of doxa. It is evident that doxa,

conceived of as a universal state of the human mind, detracts much
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from the prosecutor’s credibility. soddrrepos: the comparative is here
ironical.
dAA ovTe...836&ms: Goebel (1989 p.48-3) compares this passage with

[ 5

Antiphon 2.2.10 and says: “What is subjectively a comjecture is
objectively a probability, and it is clear that G. is here exploiting the
antithesis of truth and probability in the same way as Antiphon [...]

the ‘kmowledge’ he claims is merely his own ‘certain knowledge’.

25

codlav xai paviav: G. is using these antithetical notions, so as to
prove that the prosecution is inconsistent (the so-called dillema or
dillematon). It is impossible to give one definition of what G. means
by the word cogia, since it is his common practice to describe the
same notion in different ways (cp. Hel «dopos yuxf...cogpia (1),
cogias émxrirov (4), drdogédwy Adywv (13); In Pal. i’ vpdv émi
oogia (16), r@v dAAwv ocogdrepos (24); £.23 & ° dmarfjoas
Sukaidrepos o0 7 dmarioavrtos kal 6 dmarmfels cogdTepos ToD iy
dwarnmfévros). The discussion of the various meanings of the word is
a very difficult issue (for a detailed analysis see Gladigow 1965; see
also Kerferd 1981 pp.24-25). Buchheim has accurately stated that
pavia and gogla are also traced in the Symposium, where Plato is
trying to bring them together under the prism of Love (203€5; pavia
and épws combined, in Phaidros 242a and 244aff. See also Prodikos
DK B 7: émbupiav pév dumAaoiacfeicav épwra elvai, épwra §é
SurAaciactévra paviav yiyveofad).

Teyviievtd Te...mopyov: Buchhemm (1989 p.180, n. 32) observes that
these adjectives are “sophistic” and can be found in the description
of Love in the Symposium (203d5ff.);"Epas...Onpevtns Bewvds, del
Twvas mAékwv pmyxavds, kai @povicews emibupmnris kal wdpupos,
PLhocopdv Sua mavros Tod PBlou, Beivos yoms xal papuaxevs xal
goduarrs (see also note on Hel. 14). Servov: see Voit 1934 p. 10
( cited by Untersteiner 1961 p.126). mépipos: 1n the Svmposium

203b3 Ilépos is presented as the father of “Epws and can be
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considered as the representative of practical wisdom (cp. Alkman
fr.5 Page with Most 1987). The idea of evmopia is deliberately
omumpresent in the Pal (4, 10, 11, 30; see Introduction), associated
with the wisdom (cogia) of P. G. deliberately repeats this word in
all the possible forms, since he intends to underiine the main and
more important virtue of P. as known from the myth ( 30 rov
dvfpdmivor Blov wdpwov €€ dmdpov) and to present him as the
represéntative of practical wisdom. At the same time he draws
attention to the difficult position into which he has been brought by
Odysseus: if a mépipos man like P. is i a situation of dmopia, then
what would have happened if one among us (or of the audience) was
brought into the same situation? Could G. puff more effectively the
crucial necessity of his art?

pavia ydp...caracrmoer: the definition of pavia is given in three
levels: a) madness is to perform impossible, disadvantageous and
disgraceful deeds, which b) harm your friends and help your
enemies and which ¢) will make your life ignominious and insecure.
The d8dvara Epya is similar with the paraiows mévois in Hel. 17. The
second level picks up 18, where helping friends and harming
enemies is presented as a good reason for someone to act unjustly.
The (b) joined with (c) in their positive perspective are presented in
Plato’s Meno 71e (=fr.19; see notes ad loc.) as G.’s definition of
dvdpos dperd. Madness related to the helping friends and harming
enemies topos appears in Aiskh. Pr. 975ff. (see Padel 1995, pp.206-
7). obadepov: cp. Hel. 11 odalepals evruyxiacs.

doms Tov adTov...Aéyer; Mazzara (1982, p.125ff) noticed that the
argument follows a logical schema discussed by Anstotle in his
Metaphysica (IV 3-4); (see also Buchheim 1989 p.180, n.34 and

Introduction).

26

mérepov Tovs godols...bpovipouvs: With mérepov G. introduces an

argument from antimomy (see Introduction); for this reason he treats
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¢povipovs as a synonym Of cogods, which are distinguished by
Aristotle iIn EN 6,7 1140a25-28: Soxet 87 épovipov eivar 70
Stvacfar kadds BovAevoacfar mwepl rd aldT@d dyadd kal cupgpépovra,
00 katd pépos, olov wola wpds Uyieav 7 mpds loxuv, dAAd mpds 06
ev [fjv SAws; note that the characteristics that Aristotle attributes to
$pévipos are similar to those brought in by G. a few lines later.
xawvos 6 Adyos: The Ms has xevds which does not create the schema
xar’ dpow xal Béouv that G. means to employ; from the antithetical
structure (xawvos...dAAd) we may infer that G. probably merited
kawodoyia (cp. Hel. 5 16 yap tols elddouv...péper, and PlLPhdr. 267
kawd Te dpyalws Td T évavria kaivds). ’fhe same sylistic device is
attributed by Aristotle to Theodorus Rher. 1412226 16 kawvd Aéyew,
that means novelties in the style). But it seems that the criterion for
an effective xawvodoyia was its truth or its verisimilitude (dAA’ ouk
dA7f7s). In Hel. xdopos for Adyos is dAzifeta (1).

pdAdov alpelofar...dyabdv: ‘prefer bad things to the goods that
already exist’; Calogero (1976 p.414-5) has discerned here, as
eslewhere, similarities between Pal. and the Platonic Apology.
mapévrwv: mpdrepov T@v, Ms; my reading (based on Diels’s mpo
mapévrwy) requires less drastic alteration.

3 dpddrepa...bevdhs: cp. PlApol25e diore ov ye kar’ dugdrepa
peuvdy. This is the ‘logical’ inferrence resulting from the use of the

argument from antinomy.

27
avTkaTyopfioaL...rabral dvrikaryopia (What Aristotle would term
as 8caBoAr) is just implied; G. with a rhetorical dmootdmmats (ov
BovAopar) avoids going into detail, and prefers to pass to the
description of Palamedes’ ethos (rols éuois dyafots; see Siss 1910

p.56, Untersteiner 1961 p.112, p.128). <BotAopar>: Aldus’addition
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of the verb is necessary before ydp, and it is possible that G. himself

meant to stress the dmootdmois With an dvacrpod).

In ch. 28 — 36 P. addresses the judges. His apostrophe is rwofold:
Jirst (28-32) the defendant will try to draw their attenrion to his
ethos, and then (33-36) he will proceed by explaining the criteria

upon which they must rely, in order to dispense real justice.

28

mpos 7 Opds...elwelv: G. juxtaposes the jurors and the defendant
(mpos 8’ Yuds...mepl éuob; Cp. mepl Vpudv mwpos Vpds 33). In this way
he passes from the interrogation of the prosecutor to the apostrophe
of the jurors. It is possible that this use of the pronouns is also
suggestive of the vméxpiots. xpurai: rarely used for the jurors; it
usually refers to the judges of poetic contests (cp. Lys.16.21). But
G. is not bound by the situational context of a real courtroom and
above all his intention is to provide rhetorical instruction which
demands a more general and flexibly applicable wording (but in his
conclusion he uses the word dckaords).

émipfovov pev...mpoorikovra: G. has in mind a general rule dictated
by the context of a trial; the idea is that the speech must be in
conformity with o 8éov. In other words he must say the appropriate
things in the appropriate time (xatpés), as P. will claim in ch.32. P.,
lacking witnesses, is compelled to offer an account of his previous
life and to describe his émieixés ethos. But he also knows that
speaking in praise of himseif can be considered a sign of vanity.
This is why he has to explain the reason why he indulges (F8iorév
pou) in a self-referential discourse. Notice that the period is
dominated by antithetical clauses. émdBovov: ‘invidious’; it is
interesting that $8vos and 8cafoAsj are also the motives attributed by
Socrates to his prosecutors (Pl. Apol. 18d, 28a). The defendant of

Lys. 24 claims that he, a poor and disabled man is unjustly
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prosecuted, as his life deserves more émaiwvos than $B4vos, which
implies that men are prone to envy men of consequence (the same
common idea is expressed adverbially in Soph.4;.157: mpds ydp Tov
Exovl’ 6 plévos épmes; cp. the Epitaphios). P. himself (3; see note on
#Bévos) suggested that one of the possible motives of his own
prosecutor is ¢févos and in his self pormrait he will state that he
himself is not ¢fovepds tO prosperous men. ovx dvexta: Diels
emends the reading of the Ms to dv elxéra; but the word of the Ms
1s quite frequent in prose (cp.Pl. Lg.861d, Thr. 154¢,181b), and at
any rate [ cannot see why G. should refer to probabilities in this
context. Provided that we accept the minor addition <u® dvexrd>,
the reading of the Ms gives a perfect meaning: ‘what for someone
who is not prosecuted is not tolerable, this very thing becomes
appropriate for someone who is prosecuted’.

viv yap...0méxw: P. briefly summarises what he is going to discuss
next; G. deliberately integrates in his text an outline of this very
text, as he intends to provide his students with general instructions
concerning the structure of a persuasive speech. The wording here
belongs to the legal terminology of Athenian public life; evfdva
combined with Adyouvs (notice that G. employs an &v 8ud Suvoiv)
refers to the process of the examination of a public official’s
conduct as a whole (MacDowell 1978 pp.170 — 172; cp. Lys. 9.11,
24.26, 30.3, 5; information on the process of the examination of
public officials is given by Aristotle in his AP 48.3, 54). Here, P, a
mythical hero, is going to give an account of his public life
voluntarily. G.’s stratagem is one of high intelligence, as P. will not
undergo this investigation, but he will create it himself (this is why
it is #8corov for him to do so), m order to prove that he is a
benefactor of the community. The overall result of this anachronism
is to add verisimilitude to the text; a more important reason 1s
perhaps that G. implicitly draws the attention of his students to the
way in which such an account should be composed, so as to be

effective.
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$Boviicar: picks up émigpbovov.

avayxatov: P. i1s In a condition of dvdyxn (4); it is the mapodoa
dvdyxn (namely that he is accused of termble crimes that he has
never commuitted, xaryyopmpévor Sewva kal Yevds) that make him
refer to his own merits (cp. Dem. 18. 4). P. defends himself by
referring to acts (34), but he is also aware that the way (that is the
tme, the form of his speech etc) in which he is going to present
them is more important than mere facts, hence the apologetic tone of
this passage.

&v eldbowv...fAduarév pou: what for others, namely the process of a
public examination, is an ordeal for P. is a pleasant process. The
phrase év eiddow ovpiv ‘to you who are aware of these things’
reminds us of 76 ydp Tols €iddoiv...ol Péper in Hel. 5 (see note on
ch.26). The phrase is not in contradiction with what is said there,
since the kairos has changed. Here the repetition of the defendant’s
benefactions (who has already explained why he is about to do

something émigfovov) corroborate his statement of innocence.

29
aAn6f: Odysseus’ charges have of course proved to be nothing but
lies.
mpos Upds mept &uwod: picks up the first line of ch.28; but here he
refers to the speech of the prosecutor.
elpmkev dv elpmrev: Kalligas, contra mundum, deletes dv eipmkev;
but the repetition is in accordance with the Gorglanic style (cp.
émpabev & Empalev Hel. 5, 20).
ovTws...80varar: ‘thus his speech has the power of an unproved
abuse’; &éleyyos means ‘proving wrong through an investigation’,
and Aowdopia is by its nature a groundless abuse (cp. Pl. Phdr.

267al).

259



30

otk dv Yevoaipmv...&Aeyxbeimv: the wording deliberately picks up
the words used by P. in his criticism of the account of Odysseus. His
Aowdopia does not have &éXeyyos and the charges brought against him
are dewvd and gevds), whereas he relies on real facts.

ebepyémns: ‘benefactor’; P. calls his inventions evepyeoiac. This
word expresses an important Greek value. The term in this context
could be associated with the function of ebepyeoia 1n the relations of
states. Probably G. intends to place emphasis on the contribution of
P. to the umity of the Greeks (as is shown by the word ‘EAAfvwy;
vpav refers to the judges who are the ﬂdwer of the Greek army:
cp.33 and ch.13). Karavites (1980, pp.67 — 79) discusses the term in
the light of intercity relations and brings evidence from Herodotos
and Thucydides; he concludes that ‘“there were traditional
assumptions which were expected to affect the conduct of the Greek
city-states in their mutual relations [...] the attitude of the Greeks in
the Fifth century toward the principle of euergesia is indicative of
the importance the Greeks attached to their traditional values.
Furthermore, whenever infractions of euergesia were observed, the
Greeks criticised the violators, regardless of the cause of the
infractions” (p.79). Probably P. appeals to these common values
shared by the jurors and this is why he refers to the Greeks
separately. However, one may possibly see in this context another
manifestation of G.’s Panhellenism, which was fully developed in
his Olympic Oration (cp. Soph. Trach.1045-1111, where Herakles
presents the edepyeoiac which he offered to Greece).

0¥ pévov... <kai>: Reiske, followed by Diels and Kalligas; Sykums
(1927 p.862) suggests ovkouv TGV viv OSvtwy, dAda  <kal>;
Radermacher (1941 p.175-6) follows him and prints, — xai T@v
amdvTwy..., obk o0V T@v viv dvtwv dANd kal T@v peAAdvTwv elvai;
méourov &£ amdpou: the Leirmotif of the speech; G. has repeatedly

used the mop- words (see note on ch.25). Buchheim compares this
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phrase with Pl. Grg. 448c: éumerpia pév ydp morel Tov aldva fpav
mopeveotar kard TEXVTY, dweipia 8& kara TUXTV.

kexogpumpévov &£ axdopou: xdopos is the first word of Hel; it is
extremely difficult to interpret this word. The main meanings of
koopos are a) order and b) ornament. The second meaning is
irrelevant to this context (as in the context of Hel.), because I do not
understand how the invention of laws, letters etc can adormn human
life. In this context the word ‘order’ seems more likely, meaning the
order In a human community produced by the knowledge of
practical wisdom (this interpretation is in accordance with fifth
century theories of progrees, see Guthrie 1971, pp.60-3, and
Introduction). But I am inclined to believe that the term remains
umnterpreted and untranslatable and that all the interpretative
approaches involve a great dose of divination.

Tafers Te moAepikds...dAvmov SarpuBrv; For a discussion of P.’s

inventions see Introduction.

31

10 yap éxelvois...ddVvarov: these are two contrasted and mutually
exclusive things. The logical schema is similar to the one used by
P., in order to show that the prosecutor’s charges are contradictory
and that the prosecution is inconmsistent in 25 — 26. It is not
reasonable to assume that an inquisitive man, whose mission is to
help men, can also be prone to badness.

abrd Be...adwkmbAvar: the idea that one should treat others exactly as
one is treated by them can be found in several Gorgianic passages:
Hel. 7 déos obv...[mulas Tuyeiv; 1.6 UBpioral els...év Tols Selvols.
Buchheim (1989, 181) has discerned that this attitude is censured in
Pl Rep. 359a-b.
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ok dvadedrs: a litotes; cp. yprjorpov in 36, and ovre...dxproros 1n
32.

Tols eUrtuyolouwv...olktippwv: CP. 1.6 fepdmovres pév rdv ddixws
Suoruyolvrwy, kodagTal 8é TGY dAdikws elTuyOUVTWY.

olTe mevias...mpoTipdv: see note on 13.

6 mapwv kaipds Tvdykace: it 1S worth attention that the word
dvayxaiov is found in the opeming chapter of this part of Pal., and
the meaning of the whole phrase 1s very close to s mapovons
dvdyxms at 4. The rhetor claims that he was compelled to proceed
with a self-portrait because of the difficulties of his case. In other
words it does not merely matter what one says, but it is equally (or
more) important when (where, how etc) he is saying it.

Tabra karnyopmpévov: Picks up karnyopmuévov Sewd kal YPevds in
28.

33

mepl Op@v mpos vUpds...Tis amodoylas: from the wepl éuol wpos
vuds the defendant passes to the ra mpds Tovs Sckacrds which is the
last part of his argumentation. Once again G. gives to his audience
(and to his students) the opportunity to notice what he is doing and
with a proleptic phrase he announces what he is going to do
(radgopar s dmodoyias), that 1s to end the defence.

olkTos Wev ovv...mapatTnars: Siiss (1910 p.56) has maintained that
the rhetorical common practice expressed here is taken from
Thrasymachus’ *Eleoc; but since our knowledge of the content of
this treatise (evidence is given in 85B5,6) is wanting, we can take
the argument employed here as a rhetorical ropos. Antiphon (fr.1c in
Gagarin’s edition, 1997) follows the same trunk line, wept 105 p7
éleelv Guds éue éderdn deloas p7 éyw ddxpuor kal ixetiais
retpdpar vpds dvameiferv and Socrates, as depicted in the Platonic
Apology, presents éAeow as a common practice in the courts of law
(38€), and states that although he faces the heaviest penalty, he will

not be tempted to employ them so as to be pitied (ibid 34c), éde7fn



Te Kkal LkéTeuge ToUs dikagTds pETE WoAAGY Saxplwv, madia Te
avrol dvafifacdpevos, va § T pdliora élenfeln...éyw 8¢ ovdév
dpa TouTwy moutiow. Aristotle (Rher. 1354a16-18) holds that ScaBoAy
yap xal éAeos kal dpym xai ta towabra wdbn Ths Yuxfs ov mepl
ToU TpdyuaTos €oTy, dAAd wpds TOv SukaoTriv. oikTos: here,
‘lamentation’; cp. And. 1.48 v 8¢ Bon xai olkTos kAadvrwv kal
0dupopévav Td wapdvTa xaxd. wapalTmols: ‘entreaty’, 1s a rare word
(cp. Dem. Phil. 3, 37 kai mipwple peyiory TobTov éxdialov kal
mapaitnols obdenl’ v oudé cuyyvdum).

&v SxAw p&v...ypnowa: the word Sydos in this context has a
negative sense as it is opposed to the leaders of the Greek army,
who will remained uninfluenced by emotionla appeals. In Hel. 13,
moAls dxAos is opposed to the power of one single speech and in that
context it has a neutral sense, as in the Gorgias 455a3 of Plato 048’
dpa SiSaockalikds 6 priTwp éoTiv SikaoTmpiwv Te kal TEv dAwy
dxAwv. Untersteiner (1961 p.132) holds that this is an anachronism
and that the word refers to the Eliaia that consisted of more judges
than the mythical court of G.’s text. But we should not go that far
since we do not have evidence that G. undervalued the Eliasts. We
can preferably read this phrase as an example of how a rhetor can
effectively dispose the judges in favour of the defendant and as an
indirect praise to the ethos of P. who prefers truth to silly
supplications (for a comparative approach of the word SyAos and the
semantic similarities in G. and Thucydides see Hunter 1986 pp.412-
429 esp. n. 6 and 38).

Tols mpwtoLs ool Tav ‘EAMjvwv kal Sokodou: the phrase is an echo
of the 8ua 0 elvar &ofev in Hel 3 and probably, though not
necessarily, of sophistic relativism. The idea expressed here is in
striking accordance both in form and in content with fr.26. Notice
that the importance of the coexistence of eivar and Sokeiv is
reinforced by the homoeoteleuton.

o0 ¢lAwv...oikTois: the repetition of words or phrases in reverse

order is characteristically Gorgianic (cp. Hel. 20, where he repeats
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the possible reasons for which Helen followed Paris to Troy). In this
way he creates a long chiasm which brings together the two opposed
elements, that is the leaders of the Gresks and a mob: oixtos «xai
Acral kai pldwv mapaimois — év SxAw — wapd & Yplv Tols mpwToLs
ovot Tav ‘EXvwv... —ob pldav Bomfeiats...olkTous.

0 ogudeordtw dwalw...mmyv alriav Tadmyv: the wording of the
phrase picks up the beginning of Pal., where 8ixy (2) has been
opposed to Bia and dArfera (4) described as dangerous teachers. P.
has now shown the truth and it is not necessary to try to deceive the
judges. For ro 8ixaiov meaning ‘criterion’, ‘test’, cp. Antiphon

6.24, Dem.54.27.

34

bpds 3¢ ypm...vopllerv: P. demonstrates — in the form of antithetical
pairs — four different principles upon which the judges will have to
rely in order to reach a conclusion that will be in accordance with
truth But at the same time these suggestions bring out the
problematic of justice and pose the question whether a court of law
can dispense real justice. Hence the anxiety of P. and the density of
the text. Tols Adyois...Tols épyois: it is strange that G. (through
P.’s mouth) does not feel very confident and he asks the judges to
pay more attention to deeds than to the (prosecutor’s) words. How
could this be justifiable for the man who claimed that Adyos
duvdorns péyas éoriv, and who is presented as the first one to
develop rhetoric? Untersteiner (1954 pp.137-138) interprets it (as
always) under the light of the ‘epistemological’ treatise ONB. Long,
(1982 p.237) who, | am inclined to believe, has more accurately
than anyone else understood and interpreted Pal., is not on the right
track when he says that “Undercutting his own rhetoric G.’s
comments on the gap between eloquence and the perspicacity of
truth are an ironical admission that he is only an advocate. His job is

not the revelation of truth, but the provision of the best possible
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arguments on his client’s behalf.” The case here is not the same as
that m Hel.; Odysseus seeks to put P. to death, so a maiyviov or an
ironical tonality would have been extremely dangerous. I suggest
that the answer to this question can be found in 35 (el pév odv...ovy
oUTws éxet; seenote ad loc.). pmde Tds aitlas TOV  EAéyywv
mpokpiveLv: it picks up 29 (ofrws Aowdopiav ovk éxovoav EXeyyov);
the prosecutor’s airia 1s nothing but mere Aocdopia, Whereas the
defendant’s argumentation 1s an &Xeyyos (29), based on probabilities
and reasonable arguments. pmfe Tov OAlyov ypévov...kpumiv: G. is
perhaps referring to the time limitation imposed by the clepsydra;
what 1s questioned with this antithesis is the possibility that the
defendant can defend the whole of his life (rof moAdod) and the
judges reach the truth in a limited period of time (3Alyov xpdvov). In
Plato’s Gorgias 455a5-6 Socrates says: o0 ydap 87mov dyrov 3’ av
Suvarto TogolTov év dAlyw xpévw duddfar olrtw peydda mpdypara
(cp. PL. Ap.37a dAlyov xpévov dAA7iAors SraAéypefa and 19a; Tht.
201a). This practice is characteristically depicted in fr.30; Antiphon
(fr.79) in a more serious way claims that réws pév ydp 6 moAvs
xpdvos ToG dAiyov mioTdTepos 7w (cp. also Aristophanes Aves 1694
1701= fr.5a). pnde ™yv daBoAnv...vopilewv: although the idea is
expressed Im a general way it refers to specific parts of the
argumentation: dcafoA7 is an airia on the level of Adyor (unde ras
atrias...), whereas wefpa 1s knowledge resulting from the scrutiny
(éXéyxwv) of épya (cp. Soph. Trach. 590-4: olrws éxer v’ 7 mwiors,
ws 10 pév Joxeiv / éveort, melpa & ov wpocwwiAnod ww. / dAA’
elévar xp7i Spdoav, ds oud’ el Soxeis / &xeiv, éxois dv yvdpa, pm
TELOWUEVT).

tots ayafols avdpaouv: the phrase is deliberately repeated in 35.
evAaBelas: the word, as Schmid (1940 p.583, n.5) has first
discerned, is a sophistic notion and it is related to xacpds; P.
challenges the judges to think of their own gupdépov by allowing a
sufficient period of time (see n. on xpdvos; Cp. Tov 8¢ mAelw xpévov

émueivare) and by using mpévoca until they reach a faultless
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conclusion. evAdBeia can be defined then as the precaution taken by
someone, in order to avoid being exposed to dangers or reaching
neffective decisions (for a similar forensic use of the word cp.
Antiphon 2.3.11: moAAy edAdBeia Sutv TouTwy mounréa éori, and Pl.
Apol. 17a-b: pdhwora 8é avrdv &v éfavpaca Tdv TOAGY ov
eevoavro, ToiTo, €v @ éXeyov ws xpT Uuds evAaBelofar, w7 O’
épol efamarmfire, ds Sewvol Svros Aéyewv). This rationalistic, and
probably opportunistic way of thinking is opposed to a
straightforward heroism and it can be (under the oppression of
authoritarianism it certainly is) perceived as cowardice (cp. TrGrFr
3, 1052.7 oi yap mévoe tikrovor Tiv evavdplav, / 7 8 ebAdBeia
oxérov éxer kar’ ‘EAAdda, / 710 Scafidvar pévov del Ompwpévm). A
striking example of the way i which the word can be interpreted as
prudence, when the purposes of the argumentation alter is
Demosthenes 19. 206 riva §° ovror pév drodpov xal SeiAov mpos
ToUs dyAous daciv elvat, éyw &’ evAaf.

Ta 3¢ dvrkeoTa...p.dMov: The words dvrikesros and dxeords mean
‘Irrecoverable’ and  ‘recoverable’  respectively.  Stephanus’
emendation dxeorav (for Ms dvmréorawr) is certainly correct, since it
preserves the antithesis (cp. Antiphon 5. 91). G. is using three
medical terms (dvrikeora, dxeoTdv, dviara) linked to the idea
expressed In 35: 7 8¢ 1@ PBlw vdoos. In other words, the
irrecoverable effects of their ill-decision will turn out to be their
chronic ailment. Blass (1887, p.77) has compared 34, 35 and 36
with Antiphon’s 5.86, 91, 89, where the similarities both in form
and in content are striking (cp. also Lys. 4.20 ixeredw dpds xal
dvriBoAd, éAetioarté pe...umd€ avmréaTw oupgopd mepLSdimTe).

T@v 3& ToloUTwv...kplvwawv: the general ideas of the preceding lines
are now brought to the very case of this speech. dvdpes dvdpa: one
more example of the originally Gorgianic usage of repetition, where
the subject and the object are juxtaposed. mept BavdTou: picks
up the 7epi favdrov Sidkerv 24, where P. discusses the criteria upon

which the prosecutor has based his xarnyopia (namely his §ééa),
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whereas here he is discussing the criteria upon which the judges

must (or must not) rely.

35
€l pév ovv...dmd TV elpmpévev: this hypothesis has raised
numerous interpretations; Untersteiner interprets the text under the
prism of what has been termed as Gorgianic drdry and of the “terza
proposizione del trattato gnoseologico-ontologico” (1961 p.133).
Kerferd (1981 p.81) links it to the truth / opinion antithesis and
maintains that “What is needed is to attend not to logoi but to real
facts. Earlier in the speech Knowledge of what is true is opposed to
Opinion (par. 24) and we are told that logos by itself is inconclusive
unless we learn also from actual Truth itself (par. 4)”. Long, who
takes a different view, criticises Kerferd’s assumption and says that
“on his client’s behalf Gorgias, the orator, plays a part which his
audience will recognize as quite self-conscious, stylized advocacy.
The supreme irony and instance of this role-playing appears in
section 35 [...] I find no deep conceptual or epistemological
significance in these remarks, nor am I tempted to see them as a part
of a consistent Gorgian philosophy on the obscurity of reality”. I
consider that, as Long puts it, the meaning of this passage is
perfectly clear and I doubt whether its interpretation is less
sophisticated if we confine it to the particular context. But I do not
follow Long in the respect that this is a ‘role-playing’ as the latter -
certainly traceable in Hel., where combined with the ‘self —
conscious stylized advocacy’ appear in a more appropriate context-
would not be in conformity with the intentions of Pal., that is the
acquittal of P. G. is simply dealing with a fabricated charge which
was solely based on words; he thus recogmizes that the most
effective (and tragically the only) weapon of his client is the logical

argumentation that preceded. What is questioned then, is not
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generally the possibility of the words to express the truth, but the
impossibility of bringing the judges by means of argumentation to
the same level of knowledge, the knowledge of something that has
never happened (cp. 23). This is why dAfera (and dvdyxr) are
described (4) as dangerous teachers. Since his words cannot make
the decision of the judges easier, mere statement of his innocence
would have been equally persuasive. But this is what dvdyxy
means: the tragic dmopie in endeavouring to prove your innocence
by usiﬁg words in a process which by nature is based solely on
words (cp. Pl Thr. 201b-c drav Sikaiws mweigfdoly Sikagral mwepl wv
(86évri pévov éomv eldévar, dMAws 8& 7, Tabra ToTe &£ dxofis
xpivovres, dAnff 8éfav AaBévres, dvev émoriums Expuvav, opbd
meiofévres, elmep €U édikacav,). edmopos: G. deliberately picks up
dmopia of 4. His dmopia of words is now an dmopia of the judges
who must not rely on words. His judges and himself have been
brought to the same situation: he has to defend himself and they
have to reach a decision for a crime that has not been committed.
oopa: here it means ‘life’; it is a frequent word in G.’s preserved
texts (Hel. 1, 4, 8, 14); P. asks the judges to use his ‘life’ as a
pledge, until they reach their verdict (the word has recently been
examined by Musti 1993, pp.853 — 864, but he does not discuss the
meaning of the word in Pal. 35).

duAdEare...émpelvare...movfoare: G. places the rhyming verbs at
the end of the clauses adding emphasis to the stages that will secure
real justice.  &mpeivare: cp. Pl. Ap.38c el yolv mepiepeivare
3Alyvov xpdvov.

alpeTwregos...aloypds: with a masterstroke G. - on behalf of his
client - tells the judges that they are facing the possibility of a
penalty worse than death. The phrase echoes the beginning of the
speech (1), where P. had claimed that the very object of the trial is
not merely death, but the manner of this death (seen note ad loc.). If
they now impose on him a death penalty (rfs 8¢ Slas vupels [sc.
xpareire] ), then they themselves should prefer death. 36&ms
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atoypds: a rhetorical topos; cp. Is. 4. 95 see Dover 1974 p.227 and

my note on ch.1. [ll-reputation is here presented as an illness.

36

eav Be...pavepév: Socrates claims the same thing at Pl. 4p. 38c:
dvopa éfere xkal alriav xkal Umo Tav PBovdopévwv TTV WA
Aowdopely ws Zwxpdrn dmextévare. The argument that a death
penalty unjustly imposed by a court of law is as wrong as homicide
1s found in Antiphbn 5.92 kal pmv v lomv yve duvauiy éxel, SoTis
Te dv 17 xeipl dmokTeiver ddixws kal SoTis T Ydw.

kal v altiav...0 kamyopos: cp. Antiphon 3. 89 xai ok loov éori
Tov Te dudkovra p1y Spbds airidoabar kal Ypds Tous SukaoTds wi
opfds yvdvar. 1 pév ydp TouTwy altiaois ouk Exer TéAos, dAA’ év
vply éort kal v dixy.

dBeov, ddwkov, dvopov: a striking asyndetic privative tricolon which
G. probably borrows from poetry (cp. Hom. I 9. 63: dgprrwp
dbéuioros dvéorids éoriv éxelvos, Soph. fr. 4 Radt: ws dv dmrais re
kdyvvaé kdvéorios; for a polysyndetic privative tetracolon, cp.
Antiphon 1.22: dféuira xal dvdoia kal drélecra xal dviikouvara;
cp. also 1.21: dfeds xai dxAeds).

‘EXAd3os,” EXAnves,” EXAnva: one more striking repetition, combined
with an anadiplosis, which brings together the Greek defendant with

the Greek judges.

37

In a very short epilogue G. uses a statement that regularly occurs in
oratory; before good judges it is Inappropriate to summarise what
has been discussed in detail.

kal wavopar: P. fulfils his promise (6v elwwv wavoopar Tis
amoldoyias 33).

Sd pakpdv elpmpéva: P.’s jury are not ordinary jurymen (SxAe 33,
pavrovs Sukaords), and therefore the usual dvaxegadaiwors is

neither appropriate nor necessary.
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Tous 3¢ mpwrous TV wpdrrwv: for a similar construction cp. Hel. 3:
87Tl pév olv ¢ucet...Td TPGTA TV TpdTwy.

"EX\nvas ‘EXMjvev: another anadiplosis with these words (cp.36),
which amounts to a funheriattempt on the part of the defendant to

appeal to the patriotic feelings of the judges.
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6 Epitaphios

Several hypotheses have been put forward about the date of G.’s
Epiraphios. Blass (1887, p.62), who agrees with Wilamowitz,
placed it in the second half of 420, almost immediately after the
peace of Nicias (so Untersteiner 1954, p. 95; see also p.98 for a
summary of suggestions). Schmid (1940, 111, p.75) proposed 412,
whereas Aly (1929) thought that it was delivered by G. himself
some time between 421 and 416. Mathieu (1925, p.24) entertains
the view that it was composed after 382 and similarly Loraux 1986,
p-431 n.32 claims that “the epitaphios dates from the early fourth
century” and she explains (p.382 n.72) that the datings of those who
place it in “the aftermath of the peace of Nicias...rest on the
interpretation of the text of Philostratos (the Athenians’ eros for
empire) as an allusion to Athenian ambitions before the Sicilian
expedition”. She then concludes that “it may also refer to the
climate of the years following 395, when the Athenians were
thinking of rebuilding their empire and were allied with the Persians
against the Spartans. Indeed the Olympicus is incontrovertibly dated
to 392. The similarity of inspiration in these two orations might be
an argument in favor of a closer dating”.

It seems thus that scholars mainly tend to date the Epitaphios on
account of historical events, which seem to them more or less fit the
overt generalizations propounded in the preserved fragment. Before
even asking ourselves if the present text ‘reflects’ the political
environment in Athens of any given period (Untersteiner 1954, p.95
takes it for granted that it does), we should first assess our feeble
knowledge about G.’s life. Untersteiner for instance contends (1954,
pp-93-4) that after G. had visited numerous Greek cities, “he must

have returned to Athens at the time of his Funeral Oration”, thus
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providing us with a perfectly smooth sequence of events, which,
however, relies heavily on a circular argument.

To these views we should add Buchheim’s hypothesis (1989,
p.190) that the Epitaphios was actually delivered by G. himself; this
scholar bases his speculation on Thuc. 2.34: dvmp fpnuévos o s
morews, 8 av yvdun Te OSokf pm dévveros elvar xal déidoer
TpoTiky, Aéyer ém’ adrols Emawvov Tov mwpémovra, which, according
to him, shows that the speakers of the Epitzaphioi were not
necessarily Athenian citizens. I find his contention inconclusive;
firstly, because the passage he quotes does not explicitly mention
foreigners, although it is well-known that Periklean rhetoric
frequently stresses Athenian tolerance and- openness, as opposed to
the Spartan ‘xenophobia’ (cp. Thuc. 2.39). Secondly, G.’s
Epitaphios, or the extant portion of it, has all the characteristics of a
model-speech, and it serves thus more as an exemplification of the
elements and the qualities that a speech that belongs to this genre
should possess.

My view is that the Epitaphios cannot be dated; it is a model-
speech with no specific references to historical events. In fact, there
is no good reason to suggest that G. was actually in Athens when he
composed the Epitaphios, and its affinities with later representatives
of this genre ought not to be explained on this basis. This speech
could have been composed anywhere, although it was, of course,
designed to meet Athenian expectations. In fact, G. was a relentless
traveller (Isok. 15.155-6 = Test.18) and it is hard to decide whether
he wrote the speech in Athens or elsewhere (Philostratos, Test.1,
who says 6 8¢ émrddios, Ov Scfilev 'Abrvmowy probably did not
have more firm knowledge than modem scholars who entertain this
hypothesis do). G.’s Epitaphios combines, I am inclined to believe,
both the qualities of a model-speech and the formulaic elements of

the genre it purports to belong to.
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NOTES

T yip amfv..mpoceivar; the construction is picked up in Plato’s
Menexenos 234¢: ol ofrw kadds ématvofoly, wore kal Td mpoodvTa
kal Td p1y mepl €ExdoTou Aéyovtes kdAAOTA wws TOLS Ovduadt
moLkiAAovTes yomrevouawy Tpdv Tds Juxds. It has been shown (see
Vollgraff 1952, p.5-7, Loraux 1986, p.313) that Plato intends his
readers to construe this passage as an allusion to G.’s own
Epitaphios, and it is worth pointing out that this is attained both by
the citation of the Sophist’s own words and mainly by the reference
to the form of his speech; the charming of the audience (yonreia is
itself used in Hel to describe the effects of Adyos; see Vollgraff
1952, p.5 n.2 and my comments on Hel. 10) is the result of dvduaat
ToukiAdovTes, as it is certainly true that the style of this sentence is
even more Gorgian than that of the other texts of G.. Plato’s point is
that through Epitaphioi each and every citizen has his own share in
a polished, if untrue, praise. But Plato is no less competent in using
Gorgian style, for as Loraux puts it “parody is the only effective
weapon against the mirage of the epitaphioi” (1986, p.312; cp. for
instance Pl. Menex.247a dv évexa xal mparov kal GoTartov kal Sid
mavros wdoav wdvrws mpofupiav mwewpdofe éyewv Smws pdAwora pév

vrrepPBadelofe kal Tuds kal Tovs mwpdodev evkAeia).

elmelv dvvaipmv...8ei: another antithetical chiasm; it is a common
Gorgian feature to oppose ability to willingness, and it may well
have been that in view of its general applicability he had developed
1t to a topos of argumentation. Having said that, we should bear in
mind (as Loraux invites us to do) that this polarity is in the present
context integrated in a text with its generic restrictions and
peculiarities; in this light it should be seen in relation to the
normative distinction of the Epitaphioi between what can be

expressed through words and the excellence achieved by the acts of
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the dead. Loraux (1986, p.228, n.25) offers a good number of
parallels from other exponents of the genre and concedes that
“whereas the epitaphioi oppose logos to erga, Gorgias seems to
have no other aim but that of making a speech (eimeiv Suvvaiuny)
according to the ‘rules’ (& Jet); there is no reference to
‘reality’”(1986, p.432, n.52), and she explains this deviation on the
basis of the autonomous nature given to Jogos by the Sophists. This
explanation draws upon a systematisation of what ‘Sophistic logos’
1s and it seems to me unnecessary; when Palamedes gives an
account of his achievements (30), no such distinction is discernible
and he is there presented as being conscious that his beneficial
activity may cause the envy (#6évos) of his audience. Similarly, the
‘human envy’ that G. wishes to avoid will certainly be provoked by
the excellent deeds of the dead, and at any rate & dei, apart from
referring to a speech in compliance with the ‘rules’ may also
plausibly be taken to refer to ‘words that are needed to do justice to
the acts of the dead’ (. At any rate a few lines later speech and acts
are clearly presented as separate (xal Aéyew kal orydv kal moielv).

AaBav pev...pBévov: G. wishes to avoid the divine punishment and
the resentment or the envy of the living; Vollgraff 1952 (note ad
loc.) explains the phrase as the concomitant of G.’s awareness of the
“audace des theses qu’ il va présenter”. However, what G. intends to
say 1s what he ought to say, which is dictated by the excellence of
the dead and their acts. What lies behind his confession that he
wants to avoid divine and human resentment directed at him is the
implication that, if he is to praise the dead with words consonant
with their qualities, this avoidance is almost impossible (envy Is
Very common in encomiastic poetry; cp. for ecample Pi. 0. 6. 7-8,
P.1.84-5,7.18-9, 11. 26-9, I 1. 43-4, and Ba. 3. 67-8, 5. 187-90).
It comes as no surprise that this element can be traced in other
preserved Epitaphioi; In Thucydides’ 2.35 Perikles is presented as
saying that § re dmeipos &orv & xkai mAeovdieofar, Sia @fdvov, el

Tt Umép TV auTol ¢uowy dxkolel..t@ O€ UmepBdAdovri auT@v
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$lovodvres 48y kal dmorolowr (see Race 1990, pp.73-4). When
Demosthenes is about to praise the dead for being ‘the soul of
Greece’, he also expresses his hope that xai $févos pév dmein tod
Adyou (Dem. 60. 23; cp. Pl. Menex. 242a4)

évfeov pev..tds bvmrév: ‘the virtue they possessed was divinely-
inspired’, not ‘they received virtue as a divine gift’, because in that
case eéxéxtmvro would have been an inappropriate oxymoron (cp.
goplas »émx-njfou Hel. 4, with notes); what they shall then be
remembered for is a divine characteristic, though their mortal physis
1s a human one. Vollgraff’s (1952, p.10) view that the virtue here
has affinities with the definitions of it in Meno, namely the ability of
a citizen to govern others, relies much on his presumption that the
qualities ascribed by G. to the dead in the rest of the Epitaphios are
peculiar to the teaching of the Sophists.

moAAG pev 3. dywv dpB86mTa: the two clauses are complementary
and by and large they express a very similar pattern (this is
highlighted by the chiastic arrangement); the invariable stability of
(written) law represented by the two central phrases Tod ad8ddous
Sukatov...vépov dipifeias is opposed to the variable, personal feeling
of justice, inherent in every man, which takes shape after
consideration of the existing individual situations of every different
case In its own right (notice that this is almost explained by the
robTov voullovres..., where a different, divine ‘law’ shared by all
humans is said to have been the law that they established and
respected). t0 mapov émeiwxés: Spengel’s correction mpdov distorts
the emphasis that G. lays on xatpéds; mapdv, the MSS reading, here
takes on the meaning ‘that which on each different occasion is
émeikés’ as opposed to the rigid, and thus adfades Sixaiov. The
émexés (‘fairness’) / Sixawov polarity is hardly restricted to G.;
Herodotos 3. 53 already contends that moAdol Tdév OSuwkaiwv Td
émieikéorepa mporifnor and it also appears in a context where the
notion is meant to be understood as Sophistic in Aristophanes

Clouds 1399-1400 (see Pucci 1960, pp.13f); Anstotle defines it
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both in EN. 1137a31f, 1143a21-22 (see Gauthier—Jolif (1970),
Pp.432-3 and in the Rhetoric (1374a26-8) where he maintains that
70 ydp émeixes Soxel Slxaiov elvar, Eoriv 8& Emeixds TO Twapd TOV
yeypapuévov véuov Sixacov, and he then (1374bfl) goes on to discuss
émeixés in more detail in connection with different types of human
action by distinguishing between dpdprnua and ddixmua, dudpriua
and driynua. and by explaining for whom it is to judge on the basis
of émexés and upon what criteria one does so by employing it (cp.
also Isok. 7.33; note that at Soph. O0.C. 1127, Oedipus in praising
Athens before Theseus, includes émieixés among other properties —
namely 76 edoefes, 70 p7 gevSoaropeiv — peculiar to this city). An
exhaustive discussion of passages related to émieixés is provided by
Vollgraff 1952, pp.10-20). A far-fetched, over-systematised
treatment of ‘faimess’ in G. is developed by Untersteiner (1954,
pp-176-8), who sees it as a solution to the problem posed by tragic
dilemmas. Vollgraff (1952, pp.11-12) observes that the emphasis on
émewés and Adywv Jpbéryra betrays G.’s intention to praise the
characteristics of those who have received the Sophistic education,
and therefore, that what is said here refers neither to the civic nor
the military potential of the dead as it normally happens in
Epitaphioi. It is possible, especially in view of the connection of the
whole saying to kairos, that G. praises the opportunism of the dead
and their rampant political ambition, characteristics which are
readily ascribed to the Sophists (this is discernible both in
Untersteiner’s and Vollgraff’s analysis; Loraux, 1986, p.228-9 is
also ready to discern Sophistic relativism in the formula, her crucial
opposition to Vollgraff’s thesis being that G. “has turned to the
advantage of his own thought themes proper to the funeral oration™).
However, there is nothing to suggest that, when G. praises the dead
for their preference for émieixés, he does so because ‘faimess’ (as
opposed to rigid law) avails men with greater freedom in justifying
acts that serve their own supgépov. As Loraux herself claims, it may

mean that ‘“the Athenians are on the side of the oppressed” (a
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recurring theme in the Epitaphioi) or that “before being ‘violent
toward the violent’, they are good at seeking agreement” (an
element which she traces in Lysias’ Epitaphios 20). In addition, they
are fepdmrovres T@v ddixws SuoruyoUvrwy and xodacral Tdv ddikws
evTvyouvTwy, characteristics that necessarily go far beyond what is
required for a person to be simply law-abiding. émeixés then is
peculiar to active citizens, who are ready to act complementarily to
the demands of the laws, when their conscience dictates otherwise.
vépov vdxpLBeia.sZ the rigid ‘accuracy of written law’, as opposed to
the flexible and creative attempt to achieve rightness in speech. In
Aristotle (Rher. 1374b11-12 émieixés as p7 mpos Tov Adyov, dAdd
mpos TV Sudvorav Tob vopoBérou Spdv) Adyos represents the exact
words of the laws, in modern Greek ro ypdupa ToG vépou (‘the
letter of the law’). Aristotle, unlike G., uses Adyov to denote ‘obey
the laws to the letter without demur’.

Aéyewv...ovydv: ‘saying and avoid saying and doing’; Sauppe and DK
after wocelv print xal édv, which is a plausible addition as far as the
antithetical structure of the sentence is concerned, but which is not
necessary for the sense, and since it does not appear in the Mss I do
not see fit to include it in the text. Vollgraff (1952, p.22-23)
provides evidence showing that §éov and xatpds can be treated as
synonyms. However, his association of xaipds with opportunism is
less happy (for a discussion of xawpds see fr.13 with comments).
Knowing when to speak and when to remain silent is rather a
common criterion for the evaluation of someone’s respect for
decorum (cp.Aiskh. Cho.582, Isok. 2.41; for Aéyewv 15 Séov see Hel.
2).

yvopmyv <kal papmv>: the phrase extends the distinction between
speech and deeds; the addition has been proposed by Foss. moAunv
could be an alternative, and one which admittedly disentangles us
from the implications involved in the body / mind opposition.
Nevertheless, combined intellectual and physical potential 1s a

recurring theme in Epitaphior; in Lysias 2 it appears in 41, 42 and 1t
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undoubtedly dominates Perikles’ one in Thucydides 2, especially in
connection with the ability of the Athenians to enjoy an intellectual
civic environment, while always being on a military footing (cp. for
Instance xal pmv kal T@v wévwv wAeloras dvamaidas TH yvduy
emopoduela 38; Sagepdvrws ydp 87 xal T6de Exopev woTe ToAudv
Te oL avTol pdAwoTa kal Tept wv émiyerprioopev éxAoyilecfar 40).
Similar views about the Athenians are expressed in the famous
comparison of the Athenians with the Spartans, which Thucydides
puts in the mouth of the Corinthians (1.70). Vollgraff (1952, p.28-
30) cites again a number of parallels, but most significantly one
from the tragic poet Agathon: yvdun 8¢ xpeloodv éomv 7 puum
xepav (fr.27); Agathon was one of G.’snidents, and he is presented
in Plato’s Symposium delivering a Gorgian speech on &ws, so that
the line quoted probably supports the reading xal pdumv, because of
Agathon’s familiarity with his master’s works.

fepdmovres...edTuyotvrwv:  ‘compassionate to those suffering
undeservedly, committed to punish those who enjoy undeserved
prosperity’; the theme of compassion is too common in Epitaphioi
for Vollgraff’s (1952, p.31) contention that G. means that “I’advocat
ou ’homme politique qui désire faire carriere ne doit pas se charger
d’affaires de peu d’intérét, genus causarum humile, mais aspirer a se
faire en grand style le champion des pauvres et des opprimés et se
poser comme dénonciateur du vice et des actions injustes, pour que
I’opinion publique le porte aux nues” to be true. His argument that
what Aristotle names dperai «afl’ érepov are dealt with after oepvol
pév wpos Tovs Oeovs, 1s an attempt to have what G. says here
construed independently of what seems to be a locus in other
Epitaphioi, presumably because G. was a Sophist. Nevertheless, if
we turn to Pal. 32 we find that the hero contends that he is rots
evTUY0boLY ov Ppbovepds, Tav SuaTvyoivTwy olxTippwv, Which shows
that neither text is a basis for generalisations concerning “la pensée
de Gorgias™; for it is appropriate for a defendant to claim that he

does not resent the prosperity of others, whereas Epiraphios
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provides a suitable context for the rhetor to counterbalance
compassion for sufferers with the punishment of those causing the
sufferings. In the former context, if the speaker had been presented
as xodaor7s, he would have been in danger of being thought of as
moAumpdypwy; in the latter, the dead being collectively characterised
as xoAaoral, they are elevated to public benefactors. This is not the
only place where the Athenian dead are praised for this virtue:
Lysias employs it repeatedly in his Epitaphios (rovs pév
adikovpévous éAeolvres 14 and mwpofipws ydp Tois ddixoupévors
Aéovat Bonfrgovres 22; tovs pév dAdous ddixolvras éxdiacev 16,
ToUs kaxovs xoAdlovres 19), Thucydides 2. 40 xai pdvor oY Tol
Evudépovros udov Aoyiopd 7 Tis é/\eveepias TG MOTH dAdeds
Twva dperoduev, and Menexenos 244e3 ds del Alav $irokrippawy
éori kal Tob Trrovos Oeparmis (referring to Athens; cp. also
Isok.4.53 8w &7 «al karmqyopobol Tives 7pdv ds otk dpfds
BovAevopévwy, 1 Tovs dafeveorépous eifiouefa Oepamevey).

avBdders mpos TO ocupdépov: it is far from clear what the exact
‘meaning of the phrase is and how it should be explained in the
context of an Epitaphios; Vollgraff’s view that G. does not refer to
the interests of the city as a whole is again based on his presumption
that G. praises the virtues of the pupils of the Sophists, and thus
their aptness to serve their own interests. This he thinks is also
evinced by the absence of any reference to 8ixatov; more
particularly he claims that “Il ne dit pas a [’éloge...qu’ ils
pratiquaient la justice dans 1’exercice de leurs fonctions publiques et
dans le commerce avec leurs concitoyens” (p.36), and this absence
1s taken to confirm Plato’s presentation of G. in Gorgias. But
Vollgraff fails to observe that later G. says Sixaioc 8& mpos Tovs
dorovs 7@ low (although in his comments ad loc., pp.73ff, he
strives to show that §ixacoc has nothing to do with ‘justice’). [ would
prefer to take mpos 10 oupgépov modally; this function is also
acceptable for 7o mpémov, and I would consequently translate the

phrase as follows: ‘bold without going against the interest [of the
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city]’. That G. does not imply the personal interest of each one of
the soldiers should be taken for granted if we consider the
restrictions imposed upon him by the generic characteristics of
Epiraphios (avfddera is a very negative characteristic); at any rate,
such a vigorous polarity as the one between personal and civic
interests canmot be appropriate in public epideictic or deliberative
oratory. Was not it Perikies who reminded the Athenians that xaids
pév ydip Qepduevos dvip To «af’ éavrév Sagferponévms  THs
marpidos oudév Tfooov cuvamdAiuTaL, kakoTux@v Oé év elTuyouoy
moAAG pdMov Scacwlerar? (Thuc. 2.60.3).

evépymrou: Aristotle defines it as follows: 79 ydp evdpymrov xai 7o
mpdov év pecdrmri éorv Gpyfis kal a’.vva/\'yqo'ia; TS Tpos SpyHv
(MM 1, 1186a23). It is a relatively rare word, but it occurs (in other
forms) in Thuc. 1. 122: év & & pév edopyritws avT@ mpoooptAroas
BeBaibrepos, 6 8’ dpyrofeis mepl abrov otk éAdoow wraier and in
Eur. Ba. 641 and Hipp. 1039.

T® Ppovipw THs yvopms...<tis TéApns>: after dgpov Sauppe printed
<rfjs pduns>, whereas Vollgraff prefers <rfis 8éé7s>, as he traces
affinities with relevant passages in Hel., and he concludes that
“Gorgias exalte ici la puissance bienfaisante de la rhétorique”. But
he probably overlooks the importance of the opposition between
deeds and thinking in Epitaphioi, as well as the effect resulting from
such an opposition here. G., by referring to the dead as avfdders and
ev6pymroL, Increases the pathos of his speech, and now he wishes to
revert to their prudence, before passing on once more to a fully
emotional and somewhat aggressive tone. The meaning of the
phrase is that those praised were brave enough to act boldly, but at
the same time they were prudent enough to check violence for
violence’s sake. The recurrent distinction between réAun and yvdun
in Epitaphioi has already been discussed; we may now cite a
sentence from Demosthenes’ Epiraphios which parallels G.’s

formula: éor. yap Eorwv amdons dpetis dpxT pév ovveots, wépas 8é
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dvdpeia- kal f pév doxipdlerar i mpaxréov éori, TG 8é ouwlerar
an.

UBptoral els Tobs UPprords: this is the first in a string of four
anadiploseis, all of which are designed to express cases where
reciprocity in behaviour becomes a praiseworthy element. Indeed,
the phrase ‘hybristic towards the hybristic’, especially In an
Epitaphios, which purports to elevate the dead to the heights of
immortality, is prima facie appalling. It is not so much that it may
irritate the (somewhat superficial) modemn reader because of its
bringing out a ‘tooth-for-a-tooth and an eye-for-an-eye’ pattern of
thought and reaction, for this is not uncommon in the Greek code of
moral values (for instance, paying youi' enemy(or your friend’s
enemy) with the same coin was for G. a perfectly acceptable
reaction as fr.21 shows). Given that in no Epitaphios do the dead
come second, this is not the place for G. to develop the passive-
sufferer / active-violator polarity, which he admirably expands in
Hel. 7 (notice the dBpéofly / OBpicas repetition there). G. would
preferably avoid saying that those praised suffered 4ybris, and it is
reasonable to speculate that the Aybris of the dead was directed
agamnst third parties (i.e. enemies) or against those in need who
appealed to the Athenians (but see Fisher 1992, p.96 with his valid
crticism of Vollgraff 1952, p.26 n.80). The meaning of the phrase
may be very close to Lysias’ formulation: rovs pév d8uxouvpévouvs
€Aeolvres, Tovs 8 UPpilovras pioodvres (2.14). To these people the
Athenian dead are $Bpiorai, in a sense which cannot be very far
from the xoXacrail of the ddixws edruyovvTwy.

Sewvots: it is hard to decide if this is a neuter, but judging from the
context it must be masculine.

paptipia d& TolTwv...8&é dvabrpara: this sentence (and the one
following it) have received an extensive discussion by Vollgraff
(1952, p.58-71), who once more saw fit to propose textual
alterations, so as to bring the sense closer to what he thought

appropriate for a Sophist, both in form and in content. He thus
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claims that Awds pév dydAuara, rodrwv &€& dvabiuara is an
“antithése fausse, indigne d’un écrivain de talent”; dyaiua certainly
means ‘something evoking pleasure’, but even if the text requires
emendation, I do not see how the éauragv 8¢ dydipara ([psorum
decus p.60 n.1; the parallel he alludes to, Aiskh. Eum.920, seems to
me irrelevant) is any clearer than Auds dydApara, meaning statues of
Zeus (he himself admuits that “le trophée élevé sur le champ de
bataille...est consacré a Zeus”), and éavrav 8¢ dvadnpara (DK,
instead of rovrwv of the Mss), meaning ‘their own dedications’
(none of the parallels he offers refers to dydApara). Moreover, Awss
dvaffpara is void of sense, since it means ‘dedications of Zeus’; the
phrase requires a dative. At any rate, the trophies of victory are a
recurring theme in Lysias’ Epitaphios, as they appear four times
(20, 25, 53 and 63), of which the last one is strikingly similar to G.’s
phrase (rpématov pév tdv molepiwv éoTmoav, pdptupas 8¢ Ths
avT@v dpetils €yyds Svras Tobde ToU pviuaros Tovs Aaxedaipoviwv
Tdgous Tapéxovrar).

obk dmeipot...elpfvms: Vollgraff prints odre éugirov épidos...odTe
évomAlov dpeos, a correction which is characterised by Loraux as “ill
founded to say the least” (1986, p.432 n.45). éuduros "Apms (Ares
meaning ‘war’ is a common metonymy in Greek) Vollgraff found
too bellicose, and thus out of place in a public speech. But éuduros
denotes something ‘inborn’, and as such unavoidable, as opposed to
the specific quality of the épwres that the dead turned to, that is a
form of love which is conventionally accepted. By thus defining war
and love G. makes sure that the praised will not run the danger of
being charged with excessive activity or that they possessed an
overdeveloped aspect in their character. They are prone to war to the
extent that physis privileged them with such a predilection, and
similarly their love-activity does not overcome the established limits
dictated by nomos. G. simply employs a common characteristic of
the Epitaphioi, namely the distinction between peace and war, so as

to claim that the praised warriors were competent in both situations.
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One-sidedness is imputed by Thucydides to the Lacaedemonians
(see 2.39), whereas the Athenians are dveipévws Scarrdpevor, and at
the same time ready for adventurous expeditons. But Athenian
$ilokadia, G. implies, does not amount to feminization, and it
would have been strange if he had not referred to the military
aptitude. voplpwv épdrwv: it is hard to ses what G. has in mind by
referring to ‘legitimate love’; it certainly alludes to the activity of
the dead in peace, as it is opposed to éuguvrov “Apeos, and Vollgraff
(1952, p.65) renders it ‘aspirations légitimes’, which is wide enough
to include more than sexual relationships. Vollgraff also cites
Wilamowitz’s explanation “Wiinsche und Aspirationen, die, so hoch
sie gehen, doch nicht mapavonotol” (this extended meaning of the
normal use of épws is very common in Pindar; a good example is
traced in P. 10. 60 xai yap érépows érépav Epws Uméxkvice ¢pévas.
See also Carey 1981, p.87). A very similar expression is traced in a
different context (Aiskhines 1.136 épwra &ixaiov), which is
discussed by Dover 1978, p.42, 45f. drdokddov elpmvms: cp. the
well-known phrase in Perikles’ Epitaphios in Thucydides (2.40)
Pulokadobuéy Te ydp per’ evTelelas kal Purooogoipey dvev
padakias.

oepvol: Vollgraff is correct in translating ‘respectueux’ (1952, p.69
with more translations cited; this active sense of the adj. is relatively
uncommon, but cp. Isok. Evag. 44: ceuvds dov o0 Tals Tol
Tpoowmov guvaywyats, dAAd Tals Tod Blov xarackevals). However,
the opportunism that he locates in G. when he maintains that “ils
[G.’s students] envisagent peut-étre que cela pourra leur étre
profitable dans une autre vie, si toutefois les dieux existent” does
nothing but betray his ill-founded views on the Sophistic movement.
darot...Bepamelq: the responsibility of children to look after their
parents is a formulaic element in the Epitaphioi (cp. Thuc. 2.46.1,
Lysias Epir. 75, Pl. Menex. 248e4-249¢3).

eboefeis...Tq more: Cp. notes on fr.21.
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Tovyapodtv...[dvrwv: ‘When they died the longing for them did not die
with them, but it still lives a deathless life in bodies that are not
deathless’; it is hard to say whether G. had in mind dwofavdvrwy
when he decided to create a paronomasia (and a parechesis) with
méfos or the other way round. Vollgraff (who cites an interesting
parallel from Ploutarkhos OthA. 17) concludes that wdfos expresses
here “I’enthusiasme, 1’élan irrésistible qui peut animer un homme
émotif; (1952, p.86) and that it does not have a specific object (83).
It 1s true that the construction is complicated, but I think that the
correct meaning is brought out if we take wdéfos (usually meaning
longing for someone who is not there) with o0 {dvrwv (a genitive of
the object which comes too late by thus creating a Ayperbatron): ‘the
longing...for those who are not still alive’. This would bring the
formula closer to something repeatedly traced in the Epitaphioi (cp.
Lysias 2. 23, 24 and more markedly in 81, émwe.d7 fvrav cwpdrwy
éruxov, dfdvarov pvijumyv Siud Ty dperiv TV adTdv kaTéAimov).
ovk & dfavdTols cwpaat [fj: probably a consolatory reminding that
the tantalising méfos will not last long, since the relatives (and the
other members of the community) of the dead are mortal, and thkus
their own death will soon bring an end to it. Perikles in Thucydides
2.44 (Boor 8’ ab mapmPrikare, Tév Te wWAéova képdos Sv mUTUXELTE
Blov myeiofe xai Tévde Bpaxiv &oecfial) is more explicit, to an
extent that, when I was being taught his Epitaphios as a school-boy,
I found it almost macabre and rude; but it can simply be a verbal
expression of the emotions of those (parents or partners) who,
during funeral ceremonies, sometimes utter in despair their
intention to be buried with their loved person. The modemn Greek
phrase that people address to the dead is also telling: xaAn avrduwon

(‘may we meet soon’).

284



3 On not Being

I. Gorgias’ ITepl 700 pn “Ovros

The interpretation of Gorgias’ On not Being or On Nature (ONB) is
an extremely difficult task. This is clearly brought out when one
attempts to approach it through modern scholarly work. Robinson
clamms (1973, p.60): “I am quite willing to entertain the hypothesis
that Gorgias took the work on nature seriously. What I am not
willing to do is to take it seriously myself’; Kerferd is explicit as
well: “Its general thesis might conceivably amuse those to whom all
attempts at philosophy are inherently absurd, but such persons could
hardly be expected to work through the difficult arguments which
make up the contents of the work™ (1955, p.3). Gomperz (1912,
followed by others) thought that it is a piece of rhetoric, and others
assumed that the theory about Jogos developed by Gorgias in this
treatise, namely that Jogos does not represent reality, liberates him
from the chains of truth: “Gorgias, pensewr de la rhétorique,
débarasse ainsi le langage de sa fonction d’information pour mieux
dégager sa fonction d’ influence” (Brunschwig 1971, p.83; this view
is very close to the conclusions that Rosenmayer 1955, p.225-60
draws in his discussion of the role of awdry in Gorgias). For Guthrie
(1971, p.193-4) it is a parody of Eleatic pllosophy; this scholar
reminds us that “it is a mistake to think that parody is incompatible
with serious intention. Gorgias’s purpose was negative, but none the

less serious™ .

' Assessments of ONRB are summarized in Untersteiner 1954, p. 163 n.2, Newiger

1973, p. 1-8, Mazzara 1982, p. 13-18.
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Far from intending to question the authority of scholars who
have previously undertaken the task to shed light on ONB, I
consider that this plethora of divergent views probably confirms
Gorgias’ argument that due to subjectivism, it is impossible to say
what is really true. Every text is open to interpretations, but in the
case of ONB no agreement has been reached even on its ‘nature’:
farce, parody, rhetoric, quasi-philosophical, pure philosophy. I take
it that some of the disagreement is attributable to the fact that we do
not possess Gorgias’ original text. But even so, nothing guarantees
that, if we possessed it, a consensus would have been attainable.
That this is the case can be asserted by the unsolved problems of
interpretation of the poem of Parmenides, of which an important
part is preserved. It should be added, of course, that very little
(probably nothing more than mere titles) of the argumentation and
the problematic developed by the Sophists themselves is preserved,
and it is thus impossible to examine ONB in its context'; as Kerferd
has pointed out ONB is “probably the nearest we have or will ever
have to a complete technical presentation of an articulated sophistic
argument from the fifth century B.C.” (1982, p.93). The absence of
any substantial comparative grounds admittedly obscures our view
of this text. It should also be stressed that prejudiced assumptions
about the sophistic movement and its leading figures have not
helped much. The view that Gorgias was primarily interested in
practical means of persuasion, in other words that he was a ‘pure’
rhetorician presupposes a clear-cut distinction between philosophy

and rhetoric, inaugurated by Plato and uncritically adopted by

' We know that Protagoras wrote a text under the title [Tepi 05" Ovros, the
contents of which are unknown to us. It seems likely thart this work included anu-
Eleatc arguments, and it is thus possible that aspects of the reasoning developed
there were similar to G.’s own text. Mansfeld (1990) lays much emphasis on
Protagoras’ now lost treatise, and he thinks that it influenced G.’s own polemic,

as it is represented in ONB.
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modern scholars'. It is more than certain that Sophistic education
involved wider philosophical and ‘scientific’ activity, and this is
well attested in Aristophanes’ Clouds (Dover 1968, p.xxxiv-xxxv);
Helen 13 can also serve as evidence that G. was at least sceptical
about the ‘theories’ held by natural philosophers (1erewpoAdyor) and
about the role that the speech plays in their explanations of various
phenomena.

Havihg outlined the main lines of interpretation of ONB, we may
now pass to the main questions: What does this text intend? In what
manner does it fulfil its intention? And lastly, does the strategy
followed in it secure its acceptability by its recipients?

Paradoxically, I wish to start from the last question, because I
consider that its answer may shed some rays of light on the other
two as well. From the compendium of modern approaches presented
above, it emerges that some modern students of this text are not
ready to accept it as a serious piece of philosophy. Nevertheless, its
meanung to us is one thing, and the way in whih it was perceived by
later philosophers in antiquity quite another. For instance, those
scholars interested in applying formal logic so as to demonstrate the
flaws of argumentation in ONB are perfectly legitimate, as long as
they realise that this is not a safe criterion for the assessment of its
value and its position in the history of ideas. Should this have been
the case, we would have to concede that some syllogisms that occur
In Plato’s texts are worthless. Any serious attempt to assess the
perception of ONB should, I think, be based on a synchronic
approach. The term ‘synchronic’ should not though be taken strictly,
because there is only slight contemporary evidence. However, if our

scope is to investigate the intentions and the perception of ONB we

' Kennedy (1994, p.20) holds that “there was. however, no sharp division berween
philosophy and rhetoric in the fifth cenmury and all sophists explored the themes of
wuth and opipion, namre and conventon. and language and reality”. The
artificiality of this disunction has been shown very recently by Schiappa 1999,
p.7ff.
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should necessarily turn to readings chronologically closer to it, those
of Plato and Isokrates'.

We may start with Isokrates; in his Antidosis 268 (=fr.1) he
classifies the views of ‘old intellectmals’ (radat@v godeorav) about
the number of vra. Some (unidentified) say that they are infinite,
Empedocles four (only two of them, veixos and ¢edia, are
mentioned), lon no more than three, Alkmeon two, Parmenides and
Melissus one, and Gorgias none at all. It is interesting to observe
that the string begins with an infinite number and is gradually
reduced to nothingness represented by Gorgias. This passage is
significant because Gorgias is listed along with a number of
philosophers whose theories he himself criticises. In the second part
supporting his first thesis (namely, ‘nothing is’) he examines the
possibility that ‘being’ is either one or many, and he concludes that
1t is neither one nor many, so that ‘being’ is not.

Isokrates classifies Gorglas among a number of philosophers in
his Helen as well. In the opening lines he claims that some people
grew old by denying the possibility of falsehood and by maintaining
that it is impossible to utter two (contradictory) Adyo. about the
same things. Isokrates then goes on to say that these people do not
realise that their activity is not radical, since earlier generations of
intellectuals have produced more thorough treatises on the same
subjects. Gorgias (among Protagoras, Zeno and Melissus) is one of
them. This list is printed in part as 82B1DK, but the opening lines
are omitted, and generally they have not attracted the attention they

deserve.

' Dodds (1959, p.7-8) claims that “Plato certainly knows nothing of the
“philosophical nihilism” with which Gorgias has been credited on the soength of
his notorious “proof” that (a) nothing exists...”, and this is used as a proof that
“equally dubious, in my view, is the now fashionable contenton that Gorgias was
an original philosophical thinker”. But as we shall see, it is very likely that Plato
was aware of Gorgias’ “philosophical nihilism”, whatever this means, and that he
probably saw it as a threat to his own theory of forms.
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The view that it is impossible to say anything false forms the
central argument in the second division of ONB seeking to establish
that ‘if anything is it is unknowable’, although MXG does not make
it clear if Gorgias committed himself to this idea. Sextus certainly
seems to understand that Gorgias claimed that false statements are
impossible, as long as one conceives of a thing with one’s mind.
Argumentation from antinomy is the chief pattern of reasoning in
the second part supporting the first major thesis (‘nothing is’) as it is
clearly brought out by Anonymous’ preamble, where we are told
that Gorgias collected contradictory properties attributed by earlier
philosophers to onta (979al3ff). There is no doubt that Gorgias’
case 1s not unique. Protagoras’ subjectivism undoubtedly entails the
Impossibility of falsehcod, and antinomical argumentation had
already been exploited by Zeno'. But still, how are we to interpret
Isokrates’ reception of ONB?

It is true that in all the relevant contexts Isokrates’ tone is the
tone of contempt. Isokrates, far from intending to be descriptive,
prescribes what young men should avoid. This disclaimer is useful,
if we bear in mind that Gorgias’ own classification of earlier
philosophical activity is not neutral. Both of them object to abstract
philosophical speculation. Guthrie (1971, p.195 n.1) has noticed this
identity of feelings and maintained: “I confess to a slight feeling of
uneasiness, because, if Isocrates knmew Gorgias’s treatise as an
ironical exposure of Eleatic reasoning, he would surely have
claimed him as an ally rather than attacked him along with the rest.
He was, however, above all things an advocate, ready to press
anything into the service of his immediate case. His criticism of
Gorglas would be that by bothering at all about the philosophers and
refuting them with their weapons he put himself in the same class™.

Gutrhrie’ criticism reveals, I think, the kind of conclusions reached

' For the affinities of ONB with Protagorean and Zenonean processes see
Mansfeld 1990, p. 243-271. For the impossibility of falsehood see Palmer 1999,
p.124-134,

289



when we apply ready-made categones. If we accept that Isokrates
assumes that Gorgias ridiculed himself by refuting early philosophy,
then why did Isokrates himself bother about Gorgias by writing
Helen? Guthrie simply endeavours here to make Isokrates’ evidence
fit his own reading of ONB as a parody. An easier assumption
should be made: Isokrates saw in Gorgias’ ONB a continuum in the
history of what we may now call ‘philosophical speculation’, and
this is further evidence against those who tend to support the view
that ONB is a work motivated by mere practical needs. Isokrates
objects to the value of this speculation, but he is honest enough to
say so. In his own mind ONB belongs to what we arbitrarily label as
pre-Socratic philosophy.

We may now move to Plato; Jaap Mansfeld has recently shown
that some of the deductions in the second part of Plato’s Parmenides
are extremely similar to arguments put forward in ONB. It is not
necessary to discuss them here (see comments), but we may simply
quote Mansfeld’s (1990, p.119) conclusion': “If one does not want
to assume that the ‘special argument’ is a historical fake, the only
valid inference is that at Parm.162a Plato used Gorgias”. What is
perhaps more telling, is another passage from Parmenides135a,
which corresponds to the three major theses developed in ONB. In
Parmenides 135a, Parmenides warns Socrates that someone who
has heard his reasoning about &vra, might probably object and
reason that a) they do not exist, b) if they exist they are unknown
(dyvwara), and c) that only a prodigy, after having investigated
them, will be able to make them kmown to others. Gorgias is not
mentioned here, but Hayes (1590, p.335) is right in concluding that:
“Plato was indeed aware of the ONB as were most of his educated
contemporaries. Moreover, he knew that its arguments had posed

formidable challenges to Eleatic philosophy, and that his own quest

! See also Palmer 1999, p.108-117.
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for forms was particularly vulnerable to the same arguments because
its ontological assumptions were similar to those of the Eleatics™".

This evidence suggests, I think, that ONB was a well-known text;
it must have been influential, and this view is corroborated by the
fact that its tripartite division with the well structured argument
made 1t memorable. There is no evidence that it was perceived as a
piece of hilarious philosophising activity.

Given that ancient criticism seems to take ONB rather seriously,
how are we to interpret it? What does this text invite us to
understand? Wardy (1996, p.24) poses some important questions:
“Was Gorgias a part time or erstwhile honest, and honestly deluded,
Parmenidean philosopher? Or was he the sophisticated ‘sophist’
constructing an intellectual pitfall? If so, with what motivation?
Without answers, in a quite serious sense we simply do not know
what On Whar Is Not is saying. My suggestion is that this
vertiginous uncertainty is itself the primary message (better, non-
message?) of the text...Gorgias is deliberately transmitting a
message which consists largely of noise; in so doing he gets us to
think about what any act of communication must be like, and about
what philosophers claim their messages are like 7. Wardy’s
approach is promising because it does not seek to unveil a ‘hidden
meaning’. Most of the scholars have tried to identify the target of
Gorglas’ criticism by tracking down apparent similarities. So that
Loenen (1959) reached the conclusion that Gorgias’ target is solely
Melissus.

Gorgias does not put forward any theories; ONB 1is a text that

examines the limits of philosophical speculation and of its methods®.

' Similarly Palmer (1999, p.117) holds that “The Parmenides’s First Deduction
suggests that Plato saw reflections of Gorgias’ ann-Parmenidean stance in more
parts of his weatise than the personal demonstraton . It is very interesung to ses
Plato giving Parmenides the chance to respond to Gorgias’ attack”.

? This does not enail that I adopt Blass’s (1887, p49) point that it shows the
uselessness of philosophical speculaton. This view implies again that Gorgias’
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Under this prism it is pointless to make any assertions about
Gorgias’ philosophical views on the basis of this text, and what is
more, it is methodologically unsafe to use it as evidence, so as to
confirm ‘theories’ or ideas that emerge in his Encomium of Helen or
The Defence of Palamedes.

ONB however is not as crvptic as it appears at first sight; the
methods of argument that G. uses in this text are certainly not
peculiar to it. He constantly argues by using antinomies, as he does
in Palamedes. He certainly polarises ‘being’ and ‘not-being’ in the
‘original proof’; similarly, he manifestly employs argument from
antinomy in the section where he seeks to prove that ‘being’ is not,
by showing that each member of the pairs one / many, generated /
ungenerated, in motion / [at rest] when attributed to Svra is
impossible; the same polarisation is employed, according to my line
of inquiry in the second division of ONB, where he distinguishes
between sense perception and thought as vehicles through which
one approaches truth (the same polarisation appears also in the third
division of ONB, but it does not constitute there the foundation
stone of G.’s reasoning). In this respect thus, we should not allow
G. or his summarisers to perplex us.

This being the case with the method by which G. argues, one
should address the problem of the theses that G. targets so
subversively. Being, concepts and language form a triad that has
unceasingly been investigated by philosophers throughout the
centuries. That G. seeks to address all these three elements
collectively, and that in many cases he does this with reference to
aspects of the reasoning utilised in the other two, is undoubtedly
amazing. His discussion of language, for instance, neglected until
very recently, involves surprisingly ‘modern’ approaches to it. As
far as [ know, G. is the very first intellectual in the Western world to

express the view that language and things are two distinct entities, a

adopted the superiority of rhetoric to philosophy, but it has been suggested that

this distincton is the product of later ‘epistemological’ dichotomies.
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view that brings us very close to the theory of the ‘linguistic sign’
put forward by F. de Saussure at the beginning of the 20" century.
And 1t is at least inappropriate to get rid of these approaches by
pomnting out that they are simply employed in the course of an
argumentation that seeks to establish the impossibility of
communication or that they emanated in a social context in which
the needs for ‘practical’ manipulation of speech were increased. Yet,
howevér interestiﬁg the independent views developed in the ONB
may be, the triad comprising the major theses that G. seeks to deny
is clearly Parmenidean.

Parmenides, in fr.6 says: xp7 70 }\éyeu}’ Te voelv T éov éupevar;
this formulation, in the reverse order, is identical with the three
theses of G.’s ONB as they are encapsulated at the beginning of both
Anonymous’s and Sextus’s versions. It is hard to believe that G. had
anything else in mind when he decided to compose his text, but this
does not mean that the ONB is simply anti-Parmenidean, because, as
we have already seen and it will perhaps be made clearer when we
will be concerned with the separate arguments, G. attempts an attack
on philosophical speculation in general. This Parmenidean formula
probably served as the pretext for the composition of G.’s heretical
text, which in all likelihood was meant to be perceived by men of
high intellectual standards.

ONB cannot and should not be evaluated on the basis of
simplistic dichotomies; rhetorical or philosophical, this matters very
little. What matters is that G. attempts to question philosophical
speculation, for which he openly expresses his reservations in Helen
13. In paraphrasing the three major theses of ONB we may say:
philosophical entities do not exist; the conception of them either
through the senses or through our mind is impossible; even if the
conception of them were possible no one would be able to
communicate them. One more point should be made; I take it that by
the term $vra in the first division of ONB, G. refers to philosophical
speculation, but in the two following ones the word is used to

denote the objects of external reality as well. If this is the case, 1s 1t
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possible that in the second and the third theses G. has philosophical
speculation in mind? I take it that the answer to this question should
be positive. G. very frequently argues by using analogies (see
Introduction), and it is safe, I believe, to assume that when he
refutes the possibility of acquiring knowledge or communicating it,
this refutation can be applied to philosophical speculation as well.
This is. at least how Plato conceived ONB, as is shown in

Parm.135a.

II. The versions: Anonymous’MXG 5-6, 979a12-
980b21 and Sextus’ Adv. Math. 7, 65-87

Unfortunately, Gorgias’ original text under the title On not Being
(ONB) does not exist; all the information we possess on its content
is due to the accounts of the Anonymous author of the treatise De
Melisso Xenophane Gorgia (MXG), and that of Sextus Empiricus’
Against Mathematicians (VL. 65-87). The identification of the
author of MXG goes far beyond the scope of this study, and it will
suffice to mention that MXG has relatively recently been studied by
Barbara Cassin in a massive volume under the title Si Parmenide:
Le traité anonyme De Melisso Xenophane Gorgia (1980), and that
Jaap Mansfeld has also attempted to investigate the text “in its own
right” (1990, p.200).

Another question, which seems more relevant to the scope of
this study, is related to the reliability of these two accounts. Older
generations of scholars have thought that priority should be given to
Sextus’ account (an idea strongly supported by Loenen 1959, “The
task before us is to reconstruct the meaming of Gorgias from the
wording of Sextus” p.180; see also p.178 n. 7). The superiority of
MXG has been defended by a number of scholars (for further
literature see Untersteiner 1961, p.38), and Migliori went as far as to
hold that Sextus is dependent on MXG (1973, p.54, a possibility
hinted at by Kerferd 1955, p.4: “It has never I think been seriously
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suggested that Sextus took his mmformation from the author of
MXG).

It is now true that MXG presents serious textual problems, which
in some cases are insoluble. However, this does not entail that it
should be rejected as a source of information (as Loenen, 1959,
thought). MXG is by far more economical in its demonstration of
Gorglas’ arguments and this might be taken as a first sign that it is
unembellished (or at least that it is less embellished than Sextus’
version) . It is also true that when Anonymous offers his own
assessment of Gorgias’ theses, he clearly states that he does so
(e.g.979a35, where Anonymous clearly iﬁdiéates that he provides as
with his own criticism of Gorgias’ ‘orginal proof’). Moreover, there
are some cases In which the two versions are so similar, that there is
no point in trying to establish the superiority of the one to the other.

Kerferd has clearly shown that the arguments supporting the first
thesis “are in fact identical” (1955, p.9) in both summaries. From a
- methodological point of view this implies that a sober consideration
of ONB should take into account both versions. The same, I am
inclined to believe, holds for cases where the two versions are
remarkably divergent.

Thus, the line of inquiry followed here presupposes that —
especially in the absence of Gorgias’ original text — we do not have
the privilege of ignoring either of the versions. Any serious
investigation of what G.”’s ONB looked like should be based on a
close reading of both summaries in comparison. Due to the
economical description of MXG, our comparative approach will
normally proceed by presenting first the separate arguments as they
appear in this text. That this is methodologically preferable is
corroborated by the fact that MXG (especially in the first division)
makes use of a terminology which is more appropniate for a Fifth
century intellectual, like Gorgias (see Calogero 1932, p. 138 n.4,
Kerferd 1953, p.14; contra Loenen 1959, p.178-79 n. 7), and by the
fact that Anonymous provides us with a number of arguments

unparalleled in Sextus. Because of the lack of direct evidence, the
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degree to which both versions represent Gorgias’ original arguments
is for most of the time a matter of conjecture, and I consider it
legitimate not to bring In any objections to the arguments as they
stand in the accounts available (objections to particular arguments
proposed by some scholars are discussed within the frame of my
comments on these arguments).

Both Sextus and Anonymous seem to agree on the tripartite
character of ONB; nbthing is, if it is it is unknowable, and if it is and
it is knowable it is impossible to communicate it [or: our
knowledge] to others (the passages recapitulating these major theses
have been compared by Gaines 1997, p.1-12). The main difference
1s that Anonymous preserves the argument in indirect speech,
whereas Sextus uses direct speech.

Anonymous then continues with the announcement of the second
set of arguments supporting the first major thesis. He informs us that
Gorgias based his argumentation on a collection of contradictory
properties attributed by earlier philosophers to dvra, and that in
some cases he argued against them by using their own arguments
(the names of Zeno and Melissus are brought in). However,
Anonymous clearly states that this set of arguments came after the
‘original proof’, the demonstration of which follows immediately.
This preamble is unparalleled in Sextus, who instead presents the
structure of the arguments for the first major thesis: if anything is it
1s either a) being, or b) not being or ¢) both being and not being. He
then commences the detailed demonstration of the arguments
starting from (b).

This discrepancy concerming the argumentation supporting the
first thesis is proved to be puzzling, for prima facie Anonymous
seems to provide us with two sets of arguments (the ‘original proof’
coming first, and afterwards the argument based on contradictory
properties), whereas Sextus prefers to offer a clear-cut distinction
between three separate arguments. The location of this discrepancy
between the sources led Gigon (1936, p.192-93) to hold the view
that they differ to an extent that disallows us from saymg which one
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is consistent with Gorgias’ original arguments. Kerferd (1955)
convincingly argued that the two sources are identical, and in fact,
close reading of this first part of ONB points to that direction.

The similarities emerge when one undertakes the task of
examining the separate arguments: in the ‘original proof’ (in MXG)
the first argument seeks to establish the possibility that ‘not-being’
is, by using the verb ‘to be’ equivocally. Sextus’ text is more clear:
‘not-beixig’ is and 1s not; in the respect that it is conceived as ‘not-
being’ it is not. But since we may say that ‘not-being’ is ‘not being’,
then it is. But this is absurd, because it is impossible for something
to be and not to be at the same time. It is obvious then, that the
important point of this first argument is exactly the possibility of
holding that ‘not-being’ is, and this is confirmed by the fact that the
second argument both in MXG and Sextus has as its starting point
the hypothesis ‘if not being is’ (the only difference is that MXG uses
the term p9 elvac, and Sextus w7 Sv). Both sources then state that
these two elements are contradictory, so that if we concede that
‘not-being’ is, then it follows that ‘being’ is not. Which is the
inference of this argument? Sextus says: ‘in no way being is not, so
that not-being is not’ (or to make it more clear, it is not ‘not-being’
that it is not!).

So far so good. But why then, if ‘in no way being is not’, does he
immediately proceed (68) with the demonstration supporting the
thesis that ‘being is not’? The answer has been given by Kerferd:
“the argument which Gorglas is using proceeds by a reductio ad
absurdum” (1955, p.16). It is the elliptical wording in MXG that
actually obscures the point (e yap 70 pn elvac éori. T elvar u7
elvar wpooriker). Sextus, with the phrase ouvxi 8¢ ye 76 dv ouk
éorw, sheds a ray of light on what must simply be understood in
MXG.

The last argument of the ‘original proof puts forward the
possibility that both ‘being’ and ‘not-being’ are. But in this case,

‘not-being’ is not, as well as ‘being’ since it is the same with ‘not-
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bemg’. This argument in Sextus comes after the arguments from
antinomy (75-76), and it was exactly its place there that puzzled
Gigon. Why does Sextus present it at this place? First of all it should
be noted that Sextus’ own account presents an internal
Inconsistency: in his outline he follows the order a) if ‘being’ is, b)
if ‘not-being’ is, c) if both ‘being’ and ‘not-being’ are. In the
detailed discussion of the arguments, (b) comes first, and (a) second,
an arrangement which is in accordance with Anonymous, who
clearly states that the arguments for (b) came after the ‘original
proof’. This discrepancy between the outline of the arguments and
their actual discussion may be explained on the assumption that this
was the arrangement in the summary he had before him (Palmer
1999, p.255). That (c) comes after (a) and (b), whereas in MXG it is
included in the ‘original proof’ is explained by the fact that Sextus
sunply reformulated the arrangement. All the chances are that he
considered it more appropnate to present the arguments concerning
‘not-being’ and ‘being’ first, and then to pass to their synthesis. The
effort on behalf of Sextus to present a smoother and more ‘logical’
arrangement may be taken as a sign that MXG is closer to the
original, Gorgianic arrangement.

In MXG, the arguments from antinomy follow Anonymous’
criticism of the ‘original proof. Both versions tum to the
mnvestigation of the implications of the assumption ‘if anything is’;
although the separate arguments are not identical, it is not possible
to maintain that the two versions differ to such a degree which
prevents us from recognising Gorgias’ arguments. The first obvious
difference is that MXG includes an argument unparalleled in Sextus,
namely the one about motion, although the latter, because of the
irrecoverable textual difficulties in MXG, i1s our only source of
information on the antinomical pair one / many.

Both versions begin with the pair generated / ungenerated; the
terms used in MXG are yevrdv / dyévmrov, whereas Sextus instead

of dyévmrov uses the word dideov. It is also worth stressing that
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Sextus thought that an argument combining both properties (diScov
dua kal yevmrév) had its place at this point. The demonstration in
MXG takes as its starting point that if it is ungenerated it is
unlimited, a thesis based on an (undefined) axiom of Melissus. This
axiom, never stated explicitly in this version — which however has
already dealt with Melissus in its first chapter, is voiced in Sextus: if
it is eternal, it does not have a beginning (dpxyv), which entails that
it is unlimited. The implications of this difference have been
explained by Mansfeld (1990, p.114): “this proves that MXG 5-6
cannot have been Sextus’ source, because dpx7v is not found there
and because it is unlikely that Sextus would have ‘tramslated’
Anonymous’ reference about Melissus into an argument which only
dealt with dgx7”.

From the assumption that being is unlimited both versions infer
that it is nowhere. Once again, Sextus’ account is more detailed; for
in MXG it is merely assumed that it cannot be either in itself or in
anything else, because in that case there would be two things, the
container and the contained. Sextus on the contrary, examines the
inferences of these two possibilities: a) if it is amywhere, it is
different from that in which it is, so that the contained is not
unlimited. In that case, the container will be bigger than the
contained, which is absurd because nothing is bigger than the
unlimited. Conclusion: the unlimited cannot be anywhere. b) it is
not seif-contained; if it were self-contained the contained and the
container would have been the same thing, so that being will
become two things, a location and a body. But this is absurd. It
seems that in Anonymous’ version the argument ‘one would
become two’ covers both possibilities: ‘being’ is in itself or ‘being’
1s in something else. This corresponds only to the second argument
in Sextus, namely the one examining the possibility that ‘bemng’ is in
itself. This discrepancy illustrates once again that Sextus did not use

MXG (Mansfeld 1990, p.116).
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Both versions then conclude that if it is nowhere it is not at
all. In MXG this is the third step of the arguments supporting the
thesis that ‘what is’ is ungenerated, and it is based on what
Anonymous calls ‘the argument of Zeno conceming space’ (see
comments ad loc). In Sextus this conclusion is the final element of a
string recapitulating the steps of the argumentation concerning the
‘ungenerated’: ‘if being is eternal, it is unlimited, and if it is

unlimited, it is nowhere, and if it is nowhere it is not at all’.

Both versions proceed with the discussion of the alternative
hypothesis: if the assumption that ‘being’ is generated is to be
confirmed, then ‘being’ has generated either from ‘being’ or from
‘not-being’. Anonymous introduces his arguments more
straightforwardly, whereas Sextus begins with a hypothesis: ‘if
being has generated, it must be either from being or from not-being’.
The arguments against these two possibilities are not the same in the
two accounts. Anonymous contends that ‘if ‘being’ changes into
something else, then it is not ‘being’ anymore’, and this seems to be
elevated to a rule, for he is too ready to assert that the same applies
for ‘not-being’ as well, before he actually passes to the refutation of
this second possibility. Sextus on the other hand, prefers to say that
‘if being is, it has not been generated — it already existed’.
Anonymous then goes on to give the reasons why it cannot be
generated from ‘not-being’. This is due to that a) ‘if not-being is not,
nothing is generated from nothing, and b) ‘if not-being is, for the
reasons that it cannot be generated from being, from the same
reasons it cannot be generated from not-being’ (that is in that case
‘not-being’ would have to change). Sextus’ argument against
generation from ‘not-being’ is conspicuously out of key with what
might be considered as Presocratic terminology. ‘Nothing can
generate from ‘not-being’, for that from which anything generates
should itself partake of existence’. The discrepancy has been
explained by Kerferd (1955, p.21): “Both these arguments are
attributed by Aristotle to early philosophers in general terms (Phys.
191a 23-31). This suggests a possible answer to the discrepancy
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between the two versions — it may be that Gorgias gave a series of
arguments to establish each point, and as the theme was a well worn
one, only one argument is reported in each case”.

Sextus now in a passage which is unparalleled in MXG, goes on
to investigate the possibility of attributing both properties to v at
the same time. He says that ‘being’ cannot be both eternal and
generated, because these two elements are mutually exclusive.
Calogero (1932, p.182) thought that this argument is spurious (for
further literature see Untersteiner 1954, p.169 n.43; see also Loenen
(1959), p.189, Migliori 1973, p.58). The view that it is merely an
encapsulation of the structure of the antinomical argument, which
corresponds to 979b34, where Anonymous summarises this first
argument, is attractive, especially in the absence of an analogous
argument in MXG. Moreover, Sextus is prone to dialectical
synthesis, as the demonstration of the third argument of the ‘original
proof’ shows, and it is hard to explain why he omitted such a
dialectical synthesis in the context of the following argument
concerning the pair ‘one’ and ‘many’. However, it is worth noting
that this “synthetic” argument is announced from the very beginning
(# didcov dpa kal yevyrév 68), and this programmatic
announcement probably entails that what we have here is not an
enlarged version of a phrase simply summarising the argument in
Sextus’ source. The easiest assumption is that a mere recapitulation
in Gorgias’ original text was elevated in some versions which, of
course, we do not possess now, to a separate argument, and Sextus,
who had before him one of them, proceeded analogously. A
comparison with Palamedes 26 can perhaps serve as demonstration
of what this summarising formulation looked like. In that context
Palamedes concludes, that if he is wise he had not committed the

crime, and if he had committed the crime he is not wise:

Palamedes 26 Sexrus 72
> \ > 3 o . . ’ . v v > ’
€L €y OUV eluL gogos, ouy’ TjpapTov kai el didudv égri TO OV, oU yéyovev,
b [ k] 4 1 Y ’ 4 ? v A4
€l § fipaprov, oU cogos eijL. kal el yéyovev, ok E€gTLy dLdiov.
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Any comparison of the passages demonstrating the arguments
about one / many, and in motion / at rest, is impossible. The first
argument is practically preserved only in Sextus, due to the bad
condition of the text in MXG, and the second is totally absent in
Sextus.

We may tum to the second major division (‘if it is it is
unknowable’); again the condition of the text in MXG is bad, and to
some extent its interpretation should necessarily be dependent on the
readings ome is ready to adopt, and for the same reason the
comparison with Sextus’ account should necessarily be tentative.

MXG is again shorter, but probably more accurate, than Sextus;
at the beginning of MXG (980al0) there is a lacuna, which I think
has been satisfactorily reconstructed by Palmer (1999, p. 257-58). In
Sextus there are two main headings: a) ‘if objects of thought are not
[or: are not the case]’, and b) ‘if objects of thought are [or: are the
case]’. Palmer must be on the right track when in his reconstruction
of the lacuna in MXG he brings them in. His reconstruction runs as
follows: a) if it is, says Gorgias, 1t is unknowable. b) if objects of
thought are not [or: are not the case], what is the case is not thought
of. ¢) If this is the case, being [or: what is the case] is unknowable.
d) if objects of thought are [or: are the case], what is the case is not
thought of.

There are two main points that afford comparison; the first one
concerns the (im)possibility of falsehood. Anonymous (980al2)
claims that ‘all things that are objects of thought should be, and
what is not the case, if in fact it is not, should not be an object of
thought’; he then suggests that if this is true then no one would utter
a false statement even if one held that there are charnots racing on
the sea. Sextus on the other hand, argues that ‘if objects of thought
are the case, then all objects of thought are true’; he then brings in
the example of chariots so as to show that the preceding syllogism is
absurd, and he concludes that ‘objects of thought are not true’ (79).

The arrangement of argument in the two versions differs
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significantly; where Anonymous with the suggestion that ‘no one
would utter a false statement even if one held that there are chariots
racing on the sea’ allows us to think that this might well be a valid
statement, Sextus clearly uses it as a proof that the suggestion ‘all
objects of thought are true’ is absurd.

The possibility of thinking of things that are not true is covered
by Sextus in a context investigating the consequences of the
statement ‘if objects of thought are the case, what is not the case
will not be an object of thought’ (80). This argument is supported by
the fact that these two elements (what is and what is not the case)
are antithetical. But again this results to an absurdity, because some
things which are not true (he adduces the example of Skylla and
Khimaira, unparalleled in MXG) are thought and conceived of by
human mind. From that, Sextus infers that what is the case is not
thought of — presumably because things that are not the case are
thought of, so that their opposites, namely things that are the case,
are not thought of. The argument has been reformulated by Sextus;
one should notice the ds mapaorriooper at 78, which is then
followed by the conclusion odx dpa 6 dv ¢poveirar (picked up at
80, that is in the conclusion of the demonstration simply announced
at 78).

The second argument in MX(G980al4-19 is related to the
acquisition of knowledge through senses. The view I tend to take is
that this second argument (corresponding to Sextus 31-82) deals
with this alternative means of attaining knowledge (see Levi, quoted
by Untersteiner 1954, p.155), an argument which gains ground, if
we consider that the distinction between the senses and the mental
Or noetic processes is a recurrent theme in earlier philosophy, and
consequently it is likely that Gorgias, a thinker prone to arguments
from antitheses, would not have failed to argue on the basis of this
intellectual conflict, so as to prove that bork senses and noetic
processes are unreliable.

I believe that Sextus’ representation of this argument is far from

what Gorgias might have said. That he has misunderstood the
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argument can be brought out by comparison with what we have in
Anonymous’ account. At MXGal4 we are told that things seen and
things heard are true, because each one of them is conceived of by
our mind. Intellectual activity is now considered as a means of
testing the truth of things perceived through senses. It is held that, in
the way that what we see (vision represents here sense-perception)
is not {true], in the same way what we see is not more true than what
we concetve through our mind (noetic processes). This is reinforced
by the observation that (and here the synthesis of the two opposed
elements is brought about) many people might see other things and
some others conceive of different things,band it is impossible to say
which of them are true and which are not. Both the first step
(knowledge through noetic activity), and the second (knowledge
through senses) are shown to be invalid on the basis of subjectivity.

Sextus construes the argument differently; he seeks to establish
the ontological independence of each one of the senses, as well as
the independence of mental perception in relation to senses as a
whole. This independence is said to be due to that each object of
sense is perceived through a different organ, appropriate to it. As a
matter of fact, objects perceived through the mind, such as chariots
racing on the sea, should exist, even if one does not see them. What
must have been an argument from antithesis, now takes the form of
a reductio ad absurdum.

The third division of ONB puts forward the idea that if anything
is knowable, it cannot be communicated to others. In this context,
the differences between the two accounts are considerable, mn
Kerferd’s words (1982, p.215), “in the third section, at least for the
greater part, we have two quite distinct sets of arguments...the two
sets must be treated as complimentary if we are to recover Gorgias’
original argument”.

In MX(G980a20-b2 it is maintained that it is impossible to convey
through words things perceived through our senses, because
different objects are perceived through different senses. Sextus 83-

85 makes exactly the same point (his account is more detailed), and
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it is safe to assume that a similar argument must have been put
forward by Gorgias himself, of which a shorter version has been
preserved to us. Both versions thus make it clear that in the first
instance Gorglas proceeded by establishing a gap between Adyos
and senses. Both versions conclude that Adyes is different from
things (MXG980b2 kal Aéyer 6 Aéyav, dAN’ o ypdua oUdé mpdypa;
Sextus 85 p7 wv 8¢ Adyos obk dv dnaalein érépw).

MXG980b3-9 offers an argument unparalleled in Sextus (see
Kerferd 1982, p.219); this argument turns to the relation of senses to
thought (that Gorgias argues both from senses and thought in this
third division of ONB is a further a.rgumenf in favour of our view
that in the second division he proceeded in an analogous manner as
well). The first point is that a thing that does not exist in one’s own
mind cannot be conveyed to him by another. If the first is to
conceive of it, then he should perceive it through his senses. The
second point, complementing the first, is that a colour (that is an
object of a sense) cannot be conceived of through mind, but seen.
This second point, is an objection to what can be labelled as
conceptual theory of meaning (see comments ad /oc.). From this
standpoint, it can be claimed that Gorgias refutes the idea that if
someone utters the word ‘red’, then the hearer will necessarily
concetve of this colour.

The following steps in the two versions are entirely different.
MXG980b3ff. examines the problems of communication (discussed
in my commentary). Sextus 83-851.1 on the other hand *feels the
need to deal with two possible objections” (Kerferd 1982, p.218) to
the main argument 83-85 1.1. The first one (85), which is attributed
to Gorgias (¢moiv), maintains that it is the objects of the world that
invoke logos and not vice versa. The second one puts forward the
view that logos has an ontological substance, as objects of
perceptions do. But logos differs from them, in the way that each

one of them differs from the others (see comments ad /oc.).
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NOTES

MXG: Anonymous’ Introduction (979a12-24)
979212-13
These are the three divisions of the ONB; the ei 3¢...el 8¢ «al...dAAa
construction makes it clear that the argumentation is based on a
concessio, and we thus have a chain of three consecutive arguments.
(1) G. first shows that nothing is; (2) he then concedes that it is and
shows that it cannot be known, and finally, .(3) after conceding both
that it is and is knowable, he says that it cannot be commmunicated to
others. Apart from (1), which at any rate is the starting point of the
argumentation, the second and the third steps (2,3) presuppose the
denial of accuracy of their preceding arguments (1, if not 1, then 2,
but if not 1 and 2 then 3). This argumentative process in its general
features is adopted in The Defence of Palamedes, although there are
| some differences in the details (see Introduction).

The full arguments supporting the first thesis are given in
979a23-980a10: first we have the iSios dmdderbrs of Gorgias
(979a24-33), followed by its criticism by the author of MXG
(979a34-b19), and then the second argument of the first division
(979a20-98029). The second thesis, concerning the unknowability,
is dealt with in 980a10-980al9 and the third thesis concerning the
impossibility to transmit our knowledge to others is developed in
980a20-980b19. A general statement of the author of MXG is
closing his own version of the arguments of Gorgias.

A strikingly similar parallel for the three stages of argumentation
in the ONB can be traced (see Hays 1990, p.335-337, Palmer 1999,
p. 108-110) in Plat. Parmenides135a3-b2, which runs as follows:
“As a result, whoever hears about them (sc. the €idn and the (8éa.

of ¢ dvra] is doubtful and objects (1) that thev do not exist [sc. ws

otre gri rabral, and that, gven 1f thev do [sc. el te §rt pdAwora

ein], (2) they must by stict necessity be unknowsble to human

306



nature [sc. dyvwora]; and in saying this he seems to have a point;
and, as we said, he is extraordinarily hard to win over. Only a very
gifted man can come to know that for each thing there is some kind,

a being itself by itself; but only a prodigy more remarkable still will

discover that and (3) be able to teach [sc. 8.8afa.] someone else who
has sifted all these difficulties thoroughly and critically for himself’
(trans. M. L. Gill ~ P. Ryan, Plato, Parmenides (1996), p.138; the
underlining is mine). What is at issue here are the possibie
objections that Socrates may have to face in his attempt to define the
forms and the ideas of the dvra. These objections would be that (1)
that it does not exist (ds ovre &ori rabra = ovk elval $mowv oudév
MXG, 31 pév obv oudeév Eorwv Sext.66), (2) that even if they do (el
te 81t pdAwora el =el § Eorw MXG, el kai &orwv Sext.66), they
must necessarily be unknowable (dyvawora ™ dvfpwmivy fucer =
dyvworov MXG, dxarddmmrov  dvlpdme Sext.66; cp. also the
impossibility of having noetic access to ra dvra in Parm.133b4 )
and that “even if a very gifted man can come to know...” (avdpos
vy peév elguods ToO Suvmoopévou pabelv = el 8¢ kal éoTw kal
vaafdv MXG, el «kal «karadgmerév  Sext.66), (3) “only a
prodigy...will be able to teach someone else” (érv &¢
Bavpacrorépov...kal dAav Suvmoopévou Suddfar = dAX’ ob S7nAwrov
dMows MXG, ddAAd ol ye dvéfoworov kal dvepurvevrov T@ méAas).
Stage (1) is conceded in both Plato and the two versions of Gorgias’
treatise, so as to give way to the second stage (2); though this is not
conceded with a clear hypothesis in Plato, it is nevertheless
presupposed that only a very competent man will be able to reach
knowledge (a point which is not found in Gorgias) and what is
more, (3) only a really extraordinary man will be able to teach it to
someone else.

The use of the vertebral arguments of Gorgias in the text of Plato
show that the latter was at least aware of the ONB (Hays 1990). That
they are presented as the possible knocking over of Socrates’ theory

about the dvra is perhaps more interesting, especially under the light
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of what 1s said at 128¢6-d1; in that context Zenon tells Socrates that
he wrote his treatise (which is read before the dialogue starts,
though it is not quoted by Plato) with the intention of defending
Parmenides against those who made fun of his arguments
concerning the One. Is Gorgias one of them? And if so, did Plato
read the ONB as a mainly anti-Parmenidean text?

Nestle 1922, p.551-62 has argued that Gorgias antedates Zenon
and on tﬁe grounds of this chronological manoeuvre he reached the
conclusion that Zenonn’s treatise was pointing at Gorgias’ text.
Although the transference of the date cannot be accepted, it should
be noted that the connection of Gorgias with Zenon’s arguments —
in Plato’s book — acquires an interesting implication. As Palmer
(1999, p.109; for a general discussion of what he calls the
“sophistical appropriation of Parmenides™ in 110-117) has pointed
out, “the Gorgianic scepticism...should be compared both with the
antagonism of Parmenides’ detractors in the earlier portion of the
dialogue and with Gorgias’ own personal demonstration against
Parmenidean Being in ‘On What—Is-Not”;. It is possible that Plato
saw Gorgias’ arguments in the ONB as a threat against him (see
Hays 1990, p.335) and this is why he gave Parmenides the
opportunity to answer Gorgias (or even Gorglas as the
programmatic opponent of the anti-Parmenidean or the anti-Eleatic
conclusions). In Hays’ (1990, p.336) own words “he knew ([sc.
Plato] that his own quest for forms was particularly vuinerable to
the same arguments because its ontological assumptions were

stmilar to those of the Eleatics” (the italics are mine).

ovk elval dmowv ovdév: the first thesis of Gorglas is given in indirect
speech, hence the infinitive eival (instead of the ovdév éoriv, Sextus
66). It should be noted, that Isokrates Hel.3, Ant.268 depends the
word dvra from ovdev (Hel3 ovdev rov Svrwv éoriv, Ant.268
mavreAds oudév); ouvdév should be taken in a general way and 1t “can

include Being, Not-Being and particular existences in its negation”
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as Levi (1941, p.13, cited by Untersteiner 1954, p.166 n.20) has
pointed out (also Migliori 1973, p.26 n.4). Gorgias does not
undertake the task of attacking solely the Being of Parmenides — he
has a wider scope. The ‘nothing’ of this first phrase implies a total
denial of the theoretical constructions of the philosophers and it
must be related to the subject of the {Scos dmdSeiéis: ok Eoriv ovrTe
eivar ovre w7 eivac. Both ‘being’ and ‘not-being’, together with
what rﬁay be atiributed to them as their characteristics by
philosophers, are described by this perileptic oudev of the opening
lines of MXG. That the word includes both being and not-being is
also brought out by the contexts of 979230 038ev dv i (the result
of the second argument of the [Swos dmddecéis) and 979a32 ok dv
ein ovdév (the result of the third argument of the {Scos dmdderéis),
where oudév expresses the mmpossibility of the existence of either
being or not-being, if those were identical (radrdév; see Palmer 1999,
p.70). It may be added that ovdév, meaming the impossibility of
attributing a specific characteristic to dvra without contradictions

resulting is brought out in 979a20.

979a14-18
This short passage (unparalleled in Sextus) is an example of what

may be called early, or sophistical doxography (see Mansfeld 1990,
p.22-28, 59-64) and it is not paralleled in Sextus’ version. It would
probably be more accurate to say that we have a classification of
doctrines of earlier philosophers, an outline of their fundamental
credo, which — it should be noted — in the case of Gorgias is not
intended as a neutral accumulation of their ideas. It is clear that
those doctrines quoted here, will be the very target and the very
weapon of Gorgias’ attack. The refutation of the premises of earlier
philosophers is based on their contradictory character (Aéyovres
rdvavria).

In addition we know that Protagoras had wntten a book under the

title (?) ITept 706 “Ovros, where he argued against the monists (mpos



ToUS &v 16 dv elgdyovras, cp. Porphyry (B2 DK)). It must then be
safe to conclude that in this treatise Protagoras had also collected the
ideas of the monists with the purpose of attacking them (see
Mansfeld 1990, p.62, who holds that Gorglas was inspired by
Protagoras and — with less certainty — that he combined the
arguments of Protagoras against the monists with those of Zenonn
against the pluralists).

It seems that Hippias had also composed a coilection of earlier
ldeas, which according to Athenaios had the title Zuvaywys
(86B4DK); in 86 B6 DK we read- rovrwv lows elpmrar vd pév
"Opdel, Ta 8¢ Movoalw xata Bpaxy dAw dAdaxod, rd 8¢ ‘Houddw,
Td 8¢ ‘Oufpw, Td 8¢ tols dMlois T@v wouqrdv, Td 8¢ év
ovyypagals Ta pév "EAAnor ta 8& PBapBdpoist éyw Se éx mdvrwv
ToUTwy T4 péyora kal Oudduia ouvlels TobTov kawov kal
moAvelds] Tov Adyov moufjoopar (for Hippias as a common source of
Plato and Aristotle see Snell (1944), reprinted in Classen 1976,
- p.478-490, Classen 1965, p. 175-181, Pfeiffer 1968, p. 52, Patzer
(1986), Mansfeld 1990, p. 84-96, with more references on p.71 n.9;
contra Stokes 1971, p.282 n.106; see also Guthrie 1971, p.282-283
and Kerferd 1981, p.43-49).

The summary of the arguments given in the form of antithetical
pairs are not presented here in the same order as that in the second
part of the first division (that they were presented in the second part,
that is after the {8cos dmddeiéis, is made clear from three passages: a)
979224 perd v mpdrry [Siov avTol dmaderbiy, b) 979a33 ovros
pév obv 6 mpdros Adyos éxelvouv — if Diels reading is adopted — and
) 979b20 pera 8¢ ToGrov Tov Adyov ¢moiv). The counter-arguments
about the (1) one and many dichotomy (év / woAAd), which comes
first in the summary, are discussed after the arguments concerning
the pair (2) generated-ungenerated (dyévra / yevépevra); both
arguments are followed by an argument concerning [3] motion,
which is not included in the summary (unparalleled in Sextus).

Schematically, in the summary we have (1)->(2), whereas in the
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second part of the first division we have the converse order with the
addition of the argument about motion (2)-=>(1)=>(3).

On the basis of obvious similarities with a passage from Xen.
Mem.1.1.14, we could safely draw the conclusion that Gorgias’
classification as it is given in the version of MXG had an impact on
Xenophon (see Mansfeld 1990, p.59-61, 99-101, with references to
others p. 80 n.193, and p. 81 n.197), when — for the needs of his text
— he summarises the ideas of some of the Presocratic philosophers.
This summary follows the statement that Socrates neglected the
philosophers, because of the fact that they had different views. The
summary of their premises, as it is given by Xenophon is the

following:

TGV Te Wepl THS TAV TWAVTWY PUCEWS LEPLUVAVTWY TOLS eV OOKETV
o z A M T -~ 1w \ ~
() &v pdvov 10 dv elvar, Tols & dmepa 70 mwATbos,

b -~ M hd S Id ~ -~ bl Y \ b d
(b) kai Tots pév dei mwdvra xivelofar, Tols 8 oudév dv more

KkLvninvac

(¢) xal Tois pév mdvra yiyveobai Te kal dméAdwobar

Tols 3¢ oT dv yevéofal mote 0Udév olite dmodéaflar.

Some remarks: (1) the order in which the premises are listed in
Mem. 1.1.14, is not the identical with that of the summary MXG.
The order of the arguments in both summaries is the following: 1:a,
@b, 2:c. (2) It is safe to conclude that Gorglas’ original summary
also contained the pair motion/rest. (2a) The pair motion / rest,
which comes second in Xenophon (and is missing from the
summary of MXGQ) shows that it may also be safe to deduce that
Gorgias, in his argumentation, had also included an argument
concerning rest. (3) Both Gorgias and Xenophon do not name the
philosophers to whom they attribute these premises.

Inder this light the passages from Isokr.Ant.268 (=86B1DK,
where only the last portion of the passage is printed), Pl. Soph.242¢c-
2433 and Arist.Ph.184b15-25 and Mer.1028b2 seem to have a

common denominator; they are all related to the first element of the
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Gorgianic summary (the one/many dichotomy) in the respect that
they all classify the several views of the early philosophers
concerning the number of the o[nta. In Isokrates’ classification
Gorgias himself is included (he is the last one in the list: some
(who?) say that the o[nta are infinite, Empedocles four — the two of
them mentioned, i.e. veixos and ¢uAia — Ion no more than three,
Alcmeon only two, Parmenides and Melissos only one) for —
according to the orator — he held that the number of o[nta is oujdevn
(Gorgias is also mentioned in Isokr.Hel.3; see Mansfeld 1990,
p.100-101; for others who have discerned those similarities,

Mansfeld 1990, p.71 n.9)

cuvlels Ta érépows elpmpéva: The participle ouvfeis (Which is also
used by Porphyry to describe the collection of earlier views by
Hippias) shows that the summary that we have in MXG existed in
Gorgias’ original text. The ‘others’ of the text are not the Eleatics
exclusively. Gorgias is interested in a total attack upon the abstract
philosophical speculation as a process. That he does not have only
the Eleatics in mind is shown by the fact that pluralism is also at
stake as opposed to monism. It is the philosophical argumentation as
a process — which compensates philosophers with contradictions —
that Gorgias wants to bring to the surface.

mepl. Tdv Svrwv: the abstract and fundamental being(s) of the
philosophers; it is the first occurrence of the term v év in the text.
In Helen 13, we are told that physical philosophers, by substituting
the one view for another make unbelievable and hidden things
visible to the eyes of their minds. This passage (cited by Mansfeld
1990, p.99; see Introduction) is, if nothing else, an indication that
Gorgias had remarked — and what is more, he was able to integrate
these remarks in his argumentation- that philosophers have a great
flexibility in their argumentation and that he was aware that in

philosophical conflicts, there are always disagreements and a great
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stock of (flexible) ideas. These very unbelievabie constructions and
those disagreements are now his target.

The first occuwrrence of ra dvra in a context where the
predominant theme is the ascertainment that philosophers have
expressed totally controversial ideas about it is a sign that Gorgias’
polemic has as its object all the theoretical conceptons of being
(Levi 1941, p.32-34, Lloyd 1966, p.119 n.2). That dvra signifies the
philosophical constructions is also shown by Isokr. Ant.268, where
Gorglas is mentioned along with other philosophers (the way that
Fagzn 1926 puts it is remarkable “& questo 1’ Essere solitario,
schematico, astratto, geometrico, inerte € vsenza vita, che Gorgia
nega”, p.227; see laso Rensi 1938, p. 99 n.1; Guthrie 1971, p.199;
more recently Mansfeld 1990, p.102-103 and Palmer 1999, p. 67).
The plural should not be considered as an exclusive allusion to the
pluralists. The dvra is the intersection where the different
philosophical speculations about the being arrive from opposite
directions.

This passage shows clearly that Gorgias does not intend to
discuss the phenomenal world, the phenomena (as Calogero, 1932
first thought, followed by Kerferd 1955 and Newiger 1973).
Tdvavria: in a way it foreshadows the method that Gorgias will use
in the second portion supporting the first thesis; this method can be
labelled argument from antinomy. Cassin (1980, p.436) rightly
concludes that the antithetical views of the philosophers “forment
ainsi, face a2 Gorgias, un bloc contradictoire qui anéantit son propre
dire”. This strategy is used again in The Defence of Palamedes (25-
26), where Palamedes addresses his opponent, Odysseus and he says
that his accusations are contradictory. In that context we have a man
(Palamedes) who is accused of two opposite things (8do a
évavrigrara): wisdom and madness. In this context we have a
fundamental philosophical notion (being) predicated with opposite
(rdvavria) characteristics: one/many, generated / ungenerated,

motion / rest. In addition, in both texts, it is postulated that only one

313



characteristic (979a21 rodrwv Gv fdrepa ein) can be attributed to
one given thing without contwadictions resulting; but the
examination of each altermative (cvAdoyilerar kar’ dudorépav
979al8, cp. 8. duddrepa av elns evdss The Defence of Palamedes
26) leads to the conclusion that none of those characteristics can be
attributed to it. In the same manner the two major arguments of
Palamedes already mentioned have the same character. Facing the
question “Has Palamedes performed the actions accused of 77, two
alternatives are given and both of them are proved to be groundless.
The same holds for the exhaustive argumentation showing that he
was not able to perform the acts accused of (did I commit the
treason alone or with accomplices, was it night or under the
daylight); two alternatives are given and then it is shown that both
were impossible (for this pattern of argumentation see Introduction).
Schematically: suppose that something exists x (ef v &ore); if it
exists it must either be y (&v) or —y (moAAd), q (yevduevov) or —q
(dyévmrov)... But neither y, nor —y, neither q nor —q...exist, so —x
(980a9 elvar odv ovdev).
kat’ dudortépwv: xata + gen. here ‘against’, not ‘concerning’; G.
argues against both members of all those pairs of characteristics

attributed to Svra.

979a 19-24
dmotv: After the summary of the premises of philosophers, we have

now an outline of Gorgias’ own refutation.

el T &om...yevépeva: Bonitz; ef 7 éori <7 &v 7 moAAd elvar kal 7
dyévnra 7 yevdueva. el obv um &om> prre.. 1s Diels’ reading
(followed by Levi 1941, p.10), but it cannot be accepted, because
Gorgias, in the second portion of his first thesis (379b20ff)), does
not discuss the possibility of u# éoru (see Untersteiner 1954, p.166
n.24, Cassin p.437-8, 443-4); on the conwary, by tracing the
antinomies of the arguments of philosophers about being he

concludes that there is oudev (cp.979b20, 979b33).
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pMTe ayévnra pfre yevépeva: Note that in the discussion of this
pair (979b21) we read dyévrov / yevépevov in singular (see
Mansfeld 1990, p.113 and my comments ad loc.).

8drepa: It is clear that if something exists, then a choice should be
made; for these pairs include two antithetical notions which cannot
be atributed to one single thing. Consequently, the following step
will be the proof of the impossibility of either entity of each pair.

sr <87> odk &omiv...yevépeva: <§ > Untersteiner 1961, p.58 (citing
Hel 13 6rv 8" 7 mefd); all the characteristics attributed to being
(with the exception of motion) are repeated here paratactically, since
the idea is that none of them can even separétely describe it.

Ta pev as Mélooos...Sekwierv: ‘4 la maniére de’; the author of
MXG means that Gorgias in the argumentation following the {Scos
améderérs picks up and combines arguments and argumentative
processes used by those philosophers. Hence the {8cos dmddeiéis is a
contradistinction to this method. t& pév...ra 3e: they should not be
taken strictly as an anaphoric reference. They should be taken with
the more general meaning ‘some...and other’, because otherwise
what is said here would be inconsistent with the contents of the full
discussion of each one of these premises (Calogero, cited by
Untersteiner 1961, p.59-60).

pera TV mpdTmv...amdderfiv: ‘after his first origmal proof’
(equivalent with the Adyos of 979a33); the ‘original proof’ of
Gorgias comes first, though the summary of the arguments of the
second part in favour of the first thesis has already been given by the
author of MXG. Several translations have been proposed for the
{dtos dmdderéis (‘special’ demonstration: Kerferd 1955, ‘onginale
dimonstrazione’:  Untersteiner 1961 and Mazzara 1982,
‘spezialbeweis’: Newiger 1973, ‘démonstration bien a lui: Cassin
1980, ‘special proof’, ‘particular proof: Mansfeld 1985, 1988,
‘eigenen  Beweis’: Buchheim 1989, ‘personal demonstration’:
Palmer 1999). Wesoly (1983-1984, p.23), has rather recently argued
(Palmer, 1999, p.69, also adopts her view) that the ‘argomento
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proprio’ of Gorgias owes its name to the fact that it is an original
(‘originale’) refutation of Parmenides, whereas the other arguments
are based on the contradictory character of the arguments of his
successors. Her disclaimer is clearly feasible and it is reinforced by
the argumentative process of Gorgias, who — to an extent and in a
specific way — is using Parmenides as an intertextual presupposition

for his own proof that nothing is (see following notes).

3T odk &omv...pm elvar: both ‘to be’ and ‘not to be’ are the target
of Gorglas original demonstration. Kérferd (1955, p.19 -who
endeavours to reconcile the version of MXG with that of Sextus)
took this phrase as a quotation of Gorgias own words by the author
of MXG. In other words he (mistakenly) thought that Gorgias was
repeating at this place his ‘whole thesis’, so as to make feasible his
interpretation of the IScos dwdderbis as an exclusive refutation of
‘not to be’ (ro pn eivac). But that the text is clear and in his own
words sound (p.6) is shown by the repetition of the whole phrase
later (979b1). What is more the author of MXG emphatically states
(év § Aéye.) that in his ‘original proof’ Gorgias maintained that both
‘to be’ and ‘not to be’ are not (contra Kerferd see Mansfeld 1990,
p.215-6 n.58). Despite this point, the interpretation of Kerferd is not
without interest. For the starting point throughout the ‘original
proof” is not ‘to be’ or ‘being’, but its opposite ‘not to be’ or ‘not-
being’. But evidently saying that Gorgias is refuting solely ‘not to
be’ or ‘not being’ is one thing and saying that he is starting from
‘not to be’ or ‘not-being’ with the intention of objecting to both ‘to

be’ (and ‘being’) and ‘not to be’ (and not-being) is quite another.

The First Thesis (979a25-980a9)

The ‘original proof” (979a25-33)

The ‘original proof” is perhaps the most demanding part of the ONB,
as it is given in MXG. This is not due to textual difficulties (with
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only one exception; there are other parts of this version whose
content is practically based on conjecture), but to the extremely
economical manner in which the author of MXG decided to preserve
it. If one wishes to appreciate the argumentation of this part one
should not be oblivious of the fact that what we have here is a short
summary of an original Gorglanic argumentation. This entails of
course that we do not possess the form in which Gorgias expressed
his coihplicated ideas. The very intricate content of this part — with
the antithetical notions of ‘being’ and ‘not-being’, the necessary
repetitions, and the logical transitions from the one argument to the
other — is enough to make even the mogf naive reader of Gorgias
realize that the original text, especially here, would have been full of
stylistic devices (“we do not have this proof in its original and
majestic Gorgian form” Mansfeld 1990, p.218).

The ‘original proof’ is developed in three stages or rather we have
three arguments closely related. The whole argument runs as

follows:

(1) a. el pev ydp 10 u7 etval éori u7y elvae,

(2)

For, if not being is not being,
b. 0638év dv Arrov TO p1 6v Tol Svros ein.
not being would be no less than being,
C.T6 Te yap p1 6v éaTi um Ov kal TO OV dv,
because not being is not being, and being [sc. is] being
d. [dore oudev pdddov elvar 7 olk elvar Ta mwpdyparal

[so that things no more are than they are not.]

a el 8’ dpws T w1 etvar éoTe,

But if not being is,
b ro eivar, ¢moil, ovk éort 1O dvTikeipevov.
being — its opposite —, he says, is not
C el ydp To w7 elvac éoTL,
Because if not being is

d 70 elvar pm elvar mpooikeL
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Then it follows that being is not.

(L)+(2) dore ovk dv obTws, ¢molv, oudév dv ein,

So that in this way, he says, nothing would be,

(=3) €l p7 TavTov elval Te kal w1 eivac.
unless being and not being are the same.
a el 8¢ ravTd,
But if they are the same,
b kal ofrws obk dv eln ovdév:
even in this way nothing would be;
C 76 Te ydp p7y dv ovk €oTi, Kkal TO Jv, émelmep ye TalbTO TG P
SvTe.
because not being is not, and the same holds for being, because it
1s the the same with not-being.

Some remarks: it is clear from the words signifying transition
(the underlined words) that both the first two arguments are
structured in the same way. There is an hypothesis (1a, 2a) followed
by a logical follow on (1b, 2b); then there is an argument (1c, 2¢)
and finally a conclusion. The discussion of the first and second
arguments (1,2) is followed by a general disclaimer or conclusion,
which I take it to be deduced from both of them, and not merely
from the second one. The third argument is announced by a phrase
combining both elements (being and not bemng), which is picked up,
so as to form the assumption of it (3a). It is then asserted that even
In this case nothing would be (3b), because, as it is argued, not-
being is not and being, being the same with not being is not as well.

An objection to the translation of the passage as it is cited above
would probably be that it renders almost everywhere eivac, p7 elva
with the terms ‘being’ and ‘not-being’, which would normally
correspond to the alternative terms o dv, ro p7 6v also traced in the
text. But I take it that the syntax of an infinitive with an article (a
very important property of the Greek language in terms of

description of abstract notions) does justify this choice, which ~ and
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this is perhaps more important — clarifies the opposition of ‘being’
with the negative ‘not-being’, as two contrasted terms.

Putting these details aside, we can now pass to the interpretation
of the ‘original proof’ as a whole. Gorgias seems to make
experiments with the double semantic value of the verb eivac (‘to
be’); ONB is the first extant work where the route designated by
Parmenides, the great father of onmtology, is seriously questioned.
Gorgias’ strategy has, it appears, as its starting point the observation
that the verb ‘to be’ has a double function: it can be used either
existentially or as a copula. In the latter case it can also be used so
as to vassert the identity of two terms, as happens in the case ‘X is
X', or Y is Y’, where Y is —X’. In modern terms he presupposes
the mnplication of existence in a rather functional linguistic element
(the ‘copula’ of the traditional grammars). According to Gorgias
thus, ‘X is X’ implies that ‘X exists’.

One may object here that this interpretation, by using the
distinction between ‘existence’ and ‘copula’ does not take mto
account the modern surveys on the Greek verb to be, and more
particularly the influential conclusions of Charles Kahn. In many
articles this scholar has shown that the ‘copulative’/ ‘existential’
dichotomy — as far as the Greek verb ‘to be’ is concemned’ — is an
artificial one, and that it originally does not exist in the Greek
language. He mainly argued against the concept of ‘existence’, as a
separate category of the Greek language, and he thus proposed —
among others —~ the ‘veridical’ use of the verb ‘to be’ (though he
concedes that “when we are talking about truth and reality, the
existential and copulative uses of be are never far away” Kahn 1979,
p. 330). The point cannot be fully discussed here; what may be said
is that without denying the predominance of the veridical usage of
‘to be’, we may feel free to use the term ‘existence’. We are not here
beginning our interpretation with the presupposition of a separate
‘existential’ meaning of the verb ‘to be’. We are simply realizing
that Gorgias does presuppose that such a distinction exists (and it is

recognizable by the recipients of his argumentation), just in order to
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make use of it. Under this light, we can compare the words of Kahn
(ibid, p.329) with the use of the verb ‘to be’ made by G.:

“Of course, we can easily see how the existential and copula uses of be
will also turn up, if we think of the reality in question as expressed by a
subject-predicate sentence —for instance by the sentence “The sun is
shining’. For if this sentence is true, then its subject (the sun) must exist.
And the sentence uses the copula verb is to predicate something of this

subject, namely that it is shining , or that its light reaches us.”

(the underiining is mine). G. presupposes that the sentence ‘not-
being is not being’ is true and he thus “shows” that ‘not-being’,
namely the subject of the sentence, exists. Whether this kind of
argumentation is logical and productive (Plato would certainly have
his objections) is a debatable point.

It has been almost unanimously accepted that the ‘original proof’
1s — in one way or another — related to Parmenides’ concept of
being. Nestle 1922, pp.551-62, Calogero 1932 and Broecker 1958,
425-438) all thought that Parmenides is the exclusive target of G.’s
criticism; Cassin (1980) saw it as a “catastrophic repetition” of the
Parmenidean argument and Kerferd — in the phrase announcing the
scope of the ‘original proof (979a24) — saw an obvious parallel
with £r.2.3 and 6.23 of Parmenides (“it is likely that Gorgias had
these phrases of Parmenides in mind”; more recently Palmer 1999,
p.71, argues that G. chose Parmenides, because, by attacking him,
his argument would acquire a more general application to all the
philosophers putting forward different fundamental entities).

Whether G. had in mind Parmenides cannot be certified directly;
we can only rely upon suggestions. We have already said that
probably the [Swos dmddecfis in a contradistinction to the second
portion of the argumentation supportng the first thesis (where other
philosophers were at least used, as the summary of MXG witnesses)

owes its name to the fact that in this part G. offers an original attack
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on Parmenides. But still Parmenides is not mentioned by name
either in the MXG, or in Sextus.

That Parmenides is probably the target of G. gains credence by
the swiking similanty between the arguments used in the ‘original
proof’ and those used in Plato’s Parmenides 162a. Guthrie (Hist.
Gr.Phil. vol.V, p.55 n.4) saw a ‘close parallel” and Cornford (1939,
p.226) thought that ‘Gorgias might be directly answering the
argument of G.’s (see also Brumbaughl961, pp.21-22 and n.4; a
detailed discussion in Mansfeld 1990, pp.264-5). The passage from
Plat. Parm.162a is the following:

the one is a not-being...So if it is not to be, it must have being a

not-being as a bond (Seopds) in regard to its not-being,

just as, in like manner, what is must have not-being what is not,

1n order that it, in its turn, may completely be.

(transl. M. L. Gill - P. Ryan)

Mansfeld (1990, p.265) concluded that “at Parm.162a Plato used
Gorglas...[sc. who] anticipated one of Plato’s major contributions to
philosophical discussion”.! So, if it is the case that we have here an
adaptation of the Gorgianic argumentation concerning not-being,
then the suggestion that G. is attacking Parmenides is strengthened;
in other words it is likely that Plato in this context has Parmenides
using the very arguments employed by G., so as to show that it
cannot be claimed that not-being is not ar all (notice that
Brumbaugh, ibid., pp.21-22 n.4 uses the term ‘double irony’
concemning the relation of Plato to G.).

The conclusion that the specific target of G. in the ‘original
proof” is Parmenides may be tantalising; for it is well known that
despite the progress in the interpretation of Parmenides’ ontology, a

point of common consensus has not yet been reached. His poem,

' He rightly, of course, points out that G. did not go so far as to show that not-
being is relatively not - as Plato did — but he was content to adopt the idea that it
does not exist at all. though we should not accept that while G. merely plaved
with a consciously ambiguous use of the words, and saw not being as “a sort of
toy”, by conmast Plato was much more profound in rving to define why “words
have different meanings” simply because G. is an earlier philosopher, or what Is
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partly because of its poetical form, is too open to various
Interpretations. One would now think that the interpretative
difficulties become more intricate if one realises that our task is not
merely to unlock Parmenides’ text, but also to scrutinize the relation
betwesn this text and a secondhand account of the criticism of a
later sophist. I wish to take a more optimistic view by suggesting
that apart from the variety of modern readings of Parmenides we
possess. the reading of a person who was (chronologically at least)
closer to him, that is the reading of G. himself. In saying this, I do
not, of course, mean that G.’s approach is the key to our
understanding of Parmenides, for G., or what we have from G.’s
original text, is an attack on Parmenides. What I mean is that the
obscurity of Parmenides’ passages which are related to the
interpretation of ONB should not prevent us from reading it as its
intertext (as Kerferd thought, 1955, p.7), because G.’s criticism
unavoidably integrates and incorporates a discernible manner of
perception of his target.

It has already been said that G.’s programmatic phrase
announcing the agenda of his criticism in the ‘original proof (od«
éorwv oUre elvar, obre p1 elvar 279a24) can be related to

Parmenides’ two routes of inquiry fr.2.3,5:

3.7 pév Smws EoTwv Te kal ds ovk €oTL w1 elva,

5. 1 8 ds obk éoTv Te Kkal ws Ypewv €oTL U €lvac.

G.’s experiment in its process clings to the second route and objects
to both the alternatives ‘it is either for being (9 pév)...or for not-
being (n §’). This serves perhaps as a further argument that the
‘original proof® can be read as antu-Parmenidean: had G. intended to
deny merely the controversial entities of the philosophers, a
declaration that ‘it is not for being’ in the programmatic phrase

would have sufficed (see Palmer 1999, p.70). But since he wants to

more, because Gorgias is Gorgias and Plato is Plato; it might be more rewarding
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address Parmenides, he includes both ‘being’ and ‘not-being’, that is
both the routes of Parmenides.

If this analysis is so far correct we may now see how G. is
organising his argument against Parmenides. G. is making a choice:
he is taking p7 eivac (the second route) as his starting point. In other
words, facing two alternatives, the positive ‘being’ and its negation
‘not-being’, he chooses the second.

I consider that the argumentation of the ‘original proof’ can be
elucidated if we use two terms of modern linguistic theory, that is
the terms ‘marked’ and ‘unmarked’. It is of course impossible to
discuss fully those terms here, but for the purposes of our discussion
some examples will suffice. A characteristic of an unmarked
category is that it can be traced in contexts where the unmarked
category would not be normally expected. For the words ‘long’ and
‘short’, both denoting ‘length’ we can say that ‘long’ is the
unmarked category, for in our possible question concerning the
length of a given object we normally ask “How long is it”, rather
than “How short is it?” The same generaily holds in matters
concerning gender: we may say “What a nice dog!” (and normaily
not “What a nice bitch”), without knowing whether the dog we are
referring to is male or female (a discussion of gender in relation to
marked/unmarked categories can be found in Lyons 1977,
pp.305ff.). So generally (the subject is of course more complicated)
the category male is the unmarked, whereas the female is the
marked one. In those terms negation — which interests us here — is
the marked category, as contrasted to nomn-negative statements.
When we want to take information concerning the content of a box,
we normally ask “What is in the box?”, instead of asking “What s
not in the box?”, though the latter is of course grammatically
acceptable.

It is clear then that G. proceeds by using as his starting point the

marked ‘not-being’. This allows him in the first argument to

to take into account that their intentions are different.
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predicate not being with itself and thus to conclude that “it is no less
than being”. If he had chosen the unmarked category ‘being’, then
the predication (“if being is being”) would have been useless (in fact
he predicates ‘being’ of ‘being’ in 979a27: xal 7o ov dv; but no
argument can be deduced from this phrase, which at any rate offers
an analogy to the 76 re ydp p7 v éore pm ov. One may also
observe that the latter sentence is stressed by the use of the verb
éor., while the former is given elliptically). For the affirmation
‘being is’ does not serve as the necessary presupposition for the
desired consequence on, that is ‘if not-being is’, then ‘being’ being
its opposite is not. G. then, by using the marked ‘not-being’ both as
subject and predicate, infers that ‘it is’ and he thus passes to the
second argument (2), by taking f01; granted the conclusion of
argument (1). In the third argument (3), he presupposes that the
alternatives are identical. Having done away with the difficulty of
the non-existence of ‘being’ he can easily and without any
compunction assert that ‘not being is not’ (979a34) — this has not of
course been proved, but it is axiomatically asserted — and also that
‘bemg’ is not — this has been proved on the basis of the assertion
that ‘not-being’ is.

Has G. succeeded in his attack? Is his argumentation coherent?
Very recently, on the basis of logical analysis of the arguments of
G., Palmer (1999, p.73, whose analysis — in my view — is otherwise
the most economical and the most accurate one) has concluded that
“Gorgias’ personal demonstration ends up confirming Parmenides’
injunction against the second path...thus confirming the value of
Parmenides’ original injunction to stay on the first path”. This may
be true. It is also clear that G.’s ‘original proof’ is partly
inconsistent, and we have already pointed out that in the first
argument he establishes the existence of ‘not-being’ and in the third
one he takes it for granted that ‘not-being’ is not (oux éori). Without
having any intention to vindicate the sophist, I should like to insist

on the point that if the ‘original proof’ has any value, we will not
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trace it in its coherence or in the cohesion and the accuracy of the
arguments. Even if G. did not succeed in knocking over
Parmenides’ point, however flagrantly inconsistent his
argumentation may be, the value of his proof lies elsewhere. It can
be traced, I am inclined to believe, in the contribution of G. to the
history of ideas. What is important is that he did not hesitate to take
the Eleatic bull by the homs, and he thus gave scope for an
elaborated discussion of not-being by Plato. Mansfeld (1990, p.119)
conclﬁdes: “What Plato did with it is what really matters to the
history of philosophy...this ancestor really was begotten by his
offspring”. But what might have happenéd if this ancestor had not

existed?

9792a25-29

el pév vyap...um elvar: Kerferd (1955, pp.8-9), el pév yap 70 u7p
elvar <éomw>, § &omi p7 etvar, reading 7 for 7, R; the reason is
that the final sentence of this argument dore...ra wpdyuara (see
notes ad loc.) creates a non sequitur. He thus translates “For if it is
possible that it should not be, inasmuch as it is (possible for it) not
to be...”. Though his remark that the last sentence is a non sequitur
is correct, I prefer to bracket it because I am inclined to agree with
Mansfeld (1990, p.219) who entertains the hypothesis that dore...Tda
mpdyuara is an interpolation. In this first sentence G. predicates
‘not-being’ of itself, so as by using the verb ‘is’ as a copula to infer
that ‘not being’ or ‘what is not’ is.

o0d&v &v Arrov...eim: ‘not-being would be no less than being’
means that ‘not-being’ is; G. has shifted from the identity of ‘not
being’ with ‘not being’ (‘Y is Y’) to the attribution of eivac to ‘not-
being’. Hence the criticism of the author of MXG that there must be
a distinction between a dmAds and a Suoiws eivar. This distinction is
made by Aristotle, who claims that the ‘dialectical paralogism’ of
the obfuscation of the elvac dmAds with the eival =t is peculiar to the
eristic (Rh.1402a3-6 éri domep év tois épioTikols Tapd TO ATAdS

kal u7 dmwAds, dAAa i, yiyverar pawvduevos cuAloyiopds, olov év
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pév Tois Stadextixols Gri Eore 1o iy ov [6v], éoTi ydp TO p7y v g
dv; see Wesoly 1983-4, p.28. Kahn (1966, 263-264) maintains that
elvar amAds In Aristotle does not generally mean ‘exist’; it is
“ultimately synonymous with the old Homeric (and post-Homeric)
use of éor¢ for ‘is alive’, though he concedes that at Aristotle’s
Soph. E1.167al-4 “an existential nuance is possible”; see Mansfeld
1990, p.218 n.66). In this light the avoidance of the use of éori by
Lykophron, as it is attested by Aristotle (=83 B 2 DK) so as to avoid
confusion (Aelevxwras, instead of Aevwds éoriv) IS very interesting
(see Kerferd 1955, p.25).

dore obdév..mpdypaTa: Mansfeld’s (1990, pp.108, 219) suggestion
that the final phrase is an interpolation of the author of MXG -
equivalent to odev T@v Svrwv elvar — seems correct. This sentence
1s unparalleled in Sextus and it creates a non sequitur. From the
preceding sentence G. adduced that ‘not-being’, like ‘being’, is. By
inferring now that ‘things are no more than they are not’ is a
contradiction which, I think, is not committed by G. (De Lacy in his
survey on ov pdddov, 1958, pp. 59-71 casts doubt on whether G.
used this phrase). Palmer (1999, p.72) thinks that from this
conclusion we must infer “that they are not, which is tantamount to
the conclusion in the two subsequent arguments that nothing is”.
But this conclusion does not result from the dubious usage of the
verb ‘to be’ so far. The case may have been then that G. is taking
from the first argument the necessary conclusion of the possibility
of the ‘existence’ of ‘not-being’ (without at this stage confirming its
‘non-existence’, as he does for ‘being’ at 979a31), which at any rate
is the most difficult task. Having set out this ground, it is easy for
him in the third argument to postulate that ‘not being’ is not (the
arbitrariness of this syllogism is depicted by the phrase ouvx dv
voelrar in Sextus). Mansfeld’s correction thus admittedly has the
advantage of creating a logical passage to the second argument
(979a30ff). But his suggestion to transpose the sentence after

979a24, that is after the programmatic announcement of the scope of
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the original proof, is not necessary (though he himself admits that
such a transposition would be made if we wanted to preserve it “at
all cost™).  mpdypara: has been interpreted in various ways;
Calogero (1932, p.197), takes it to mean the “molteplicita empirica
del reale”; he is followed by Kerferd (1955, p.5, 1981, p.96), who
thinks that in the first part of the ONB G. is also concerned with the
phenomenal world (“...is also concermned with the status of objects
of perception” and he claims that r¢ wpdypara “makes it clear
that...if is not the existence of Being or Not-Being which is in
question, but something wider”; the same view is taken by Newiger
1973, pp.21-22). Both Kerferd’s and Ne\zﬁger’s arguments are based
on the passages from Isok. Anz.268 and Hel.3, for which we have
already adopted a different interpretation (see notes on 979a14-18).
Levi (1941, p.15 cited by Untersteiner 1954, p.167 n.27) goes too
far in saying that ra wpdypara refers to “the particular things that
arise either from a single first principle or also from the peras and
apeiron of the Pythagoreans, or from the many first causes of
pluralism, things which by this very derivation mvolve change and
Becoming, and therefore aspects of Not-being” and Untersteiner’s
(1961, p.60) connection of the word with ypduara of Protagoras is
not likely. Migliori (1973, p.30), attributing to it a more general
meaning by suggesting that “si pud, quindi, considerare la frase
nella sua genericita, ritenendola una conferma dell’ acquisita
identita tra essere e non essere”, is more accurate. However, [
consider that the view taken by Mansfeld, that rd mpdypara is a
general term — which in this first major thesis of ONB represents ra
Svra (1990, p.102 and Palmer 1999, p.72 and n. 32) — is the most
convincing. It is not necessary to repeat our argumentation
concerning ra dvra (see notes on 979al4-18, and Introduction). We
can simply add here that the word mpdypara is used by the author of
MXG at least once to denote the fundamental entities of
philosophers. This passage can be found in the account concerning

Melissos in MXG 975a2: kai p7 moMAd elvar 7d wpdypara,
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meaning that “zhings that are cannot be many...” (as it is rendered
by Mansfeld 1990, p.207; the italics are mine). This does not of
course imply that all the occurrences of mpdypare mn the MXG
replace rd dvra.

el ¥ Spws...gvrmkelpevov: the argument is charactenistically
Gorgianic; facing the question of ‘existence’ of both ‘not-being’ and
‘being’, and having (for the time being) answered positively to the
first, he adduces that ‘being’ is nor. Why is it not? Because it is the
opposvite of ‘not-being’, the touchstone of ‘existence’ and because
(as G. knows very well: cp.The Defence of Palamedes 25) two
opposite qualities cannot be attributed to one single thing. G. in the
first argument singled out ‘not-being’ and in the second he excludes
‘being’. Everything is ready to deny both of them in the third
argument. dpws: Mansfeld (1990, p.219 n.73) suggests éu<oi>ws,
because of the distinguo made by Anonymous in the criticism
(979436, b5), and because the transmission from the previous
argument is in this manner smoother. I do not find it necessary to
contaminate the demonstration of G. with a term which was later to
become technical, especially when the tradition of the text does not
demand it. The transition with the § ’ duws on the other hand is rather
satisfying, as it does not obscure the fact that the assumption of the
second argument is based on the argument of the first one.
avrikeipevov: “the Stoic term for a member of an exclusive
conjunction...it fits the context ad sententiam” (Mansfeld 1990,
p.219).

mpoomker: ‘it follows’ from what has been shown in the first
argument.

ovdev v eim: the conclusion of the second argument.

el w1 TadTév...um eivai: Reinhardt (1916, p.36-39) thought that this
third argument makes a triple analogy with the three arguments of
Parmenides (B 6, 8-9). This is not accepted by Palmer (1999, p.72

n.36; see also Untersteiner 1954, p.167 n.30).
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obk dv eim ovdév: the conclusion of the third argument. Notice that
this is an alternative form of the conclusion of the second argument.
6 Te yap p7 ov..t® pm Svm: the argument proceeds again by
starting from ‘not-being’; the present statement that ‘not-being’ is
not, and which in fact contradicts what has been said in the first
argument, is in formal conformity with Parmenides’ second route.
But instead of predicating ‘not-being’ of 1tself G. absolutely claims
that ‘not-being’ is not and then — by following the opposite method
of the one used in the second argument — he says that ‘being’ is not
either, because it is the same as ‘not-being’. Schematically:
Argument 2: {+} ‘not being’=’being—>{-} ‘being’ (where {+} for
‘is’, {-} ‘is not’); Argument 3:{-} ‘not-being’= ‘bemng’->{-}
‘being’, (‘not-being’).

mp@ros: instead of agrds of the Mss; the suggestion of Diels has
been followed by Kerferd (1955), Untersteiner (1961), Newiger
(1973, p. 33 n.64), Buchheim (1989). adros ¢ Foss, 6 avTod
Mullach. Cassin’s reading, who accepts the Mss’ 6 adrds, is
consistent with her view that the anonymous author of MXG is
actually giving the exact words of G. (“’identité du sens n’est
garantie que par 1’identité littérale” p.447); this is wishful thinking,

not a realistic approach.

Anonymous’ criticism (979a34-b19)

The following paragraphs are devoted by the author of MXG to his
criticism of the ‘original demonstration’ of Gorgias. The arguments
of this criticism will not be discussed in detail here; this is the task
of those who are concerned with the assessment of MXG as such
and for the identification of its author. In any case, the texr of MXG
as a comtribution to the history of ideas has thoroughly been
examined by Mansfeld (1990, pp.200-237) and Cassin (1980), to
whom the reader is referred (Kerferd 1955 has also commented on
the criticism). Notes on textual problems are unavoidable due to the

obscurity of the text (in some cases at least).
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& yap...0wadéyerar: R dmodeixvvow, L d..modeikviovorv; «al
d<Adot> dmodeixvbouory Diels (followed by Untersteiner 1962,
p.60), xal d<vra>modeixvvor Kassel, kal a<vros d>mrodelxvuaiy
Kerferd. The reading of R must clearly be accepted. G.’s ‘original
proof” has already been distinguished by the author of MXG from
the second part (97%9al4 ra érépocs eipmuéva). Moreover roiro at
979a37 1s referring to the corrupted 7 é&omwv..un 6v, which is an
economical modiﬁcaﬁon of something clearly attributable to G. (see
Cook-Wilson 1892, pp.441-2, and Kerfcrd 1955, p.9). Kerferd’s
addition of adros is unnecessdry, since the reference of the verb
amodeixkvvawy to the ‘original proof® is clear.  Suadéyerar:
‘examines’, 1s also sound (SceAéyyera. Wandland, adopted by
Untersteiner, a concomitant of the d<AAot> dmoderxcviovary).

el T0 pm v &omuv: Anonymous’ starting point is the same as that of
G.; he has remarked that G. singled out ‘not being’ and that he
argued that it is. So at this point he merely repeats the hypothesis of
the first argument of the ‘original proof” (cp. 979a25).

| amAds emelv <dv> elm <f > kal éomwv Spotov pm v
Unterstemer’s reading is preferable, as it is economical and closer to
the reading of the Mss. (7} éorwv dmwAds elmelv ein kal éoriv el kal
éarwv Gpowov um Gv R, 1) dmAws elmelv eln kal éoriv dpotov wry ov
L); éorwv dmAds elmelv kai éoriv dpolws pmy v Foss, 7 éoriv amdds
elmelv 7 kal éorwv opolws pm dv Diels, 7§ &orwv dawdds elmelv 7 7
xal oty T pmy ov pm Sv Apelt (see Cassin 1980); Mansfeld reads
7 dmAds elmelv <dv> elm <> kal éomv Spolws pm Sv. The whole
period is a perileptic repetition of G.’s own distinction: if we say
that ‘not-being’ is, then this ‘is’ can either denote ‘existence’
(aAds) or a ‘similarity’, such as “Y 1s Y~ (8pocov).

tobto  Je...dvdykm: TolTo refers to the preceding sentences;
Anonymous is stating that G.’s double function of ‘is’ as either

existential or ‘similar’ (as ‘being is being’ in the ‘original proof’) is
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not feasible (for ¢aiverar and dvdyxny see Mansfeld 1990, p.220 n.
80,81).

oomepel.  duotv Svrowv: ‘as if there were two things’; Kerferd
suggested that dvrocr shows that it is not ‘being’ and ‘not-being’
that are considered, but ‘things in general’ (1955, p.11), for ‘not-
being’ “would not be included under vrowr”. However, Anonymous
is here assuming that we have a pair of two opposite things in a
generai manner. It is not necessary then to think that he is strictly
referring either to ‘things’ (according to Kerferd meaning the
‘phenomenal world’) or to ‘beings’ (namely, the fundamental
philosophical entities). The meaning ié made clear from the
following sentences.

ToD pev...p&v p dv: L, Soxolvros R (Apelt, Newiger (1973) p.42,
Cassin (1980), p. 455, 461-3, Mansfeld (1990), p.220); Anonymous
establishes a distinction which is distorted by the Soxotvros (though
the latter is a lectio difficilior). He says: ‘as if there were two things,
the one being, the other not-being’, then the only thing we can say is
that the first is true (70 pév &ore, ‘veridical’ meaning of the verb ‘to
be’, note the opposed o« dAnfés) and the second is not true (it is
false), that is ‘not-being’ is not in an absolute way (cp. that the
statement 76 p7 dv éorw is Bavpdorov and merely conceded at the
context of 979b7). So, the first argument of the criticism is that the
existential use of the verb to be does not equally pertain to both
‘being’ and ‘not-being’. ‘Not-being’ then is not, unless one feels
free to use the verb ‘to be’” equivocally.

8ua th...pm elvar; Anonymous is picking up the announcement of
the ‘original proof” and is making it a question.

70 3¢ dpdo T T0 érepov odk éomv; 16 8& L, 7o R; 7 8¢ dpgw <7>
ovBérepov ovk éarw Diels, 1t 8¢ dudw ovdeé fdrepov ovk éEoTiv
Kassel, 10 §° dpdw o008’ érepov obk éorv Cook-Wilson, 7o e
dugw, o008’ Eérepov, ovk é&orwv; Calogero 1932, p.174 n. 2 (and
Untersteiner 1962 p.63), 70 8¢ dpdw 7 716 érepov ouk éoTuy;

Kerferd (1955 p.12 n.1, cp. Pl. Hipp.Min376a3), 70 8¢ dugw
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o0dérepov ovk éorwv Cassin (1980, pp.455, 463-4) rdde dudw
ovférepov ovk éoriv, Mansfeld (1990, p.221 n.82). I follow Kerferd
(r0 érepov could also be fdrepov as we have Odrepa at 979a21)
because the second member of the disjunction — corresponding to u7
elvar — is answered by the argument of Anonymous (introduced by
yap) which is identical with the first argument of the ‘original
proof’.

ovde&v | vap <ﬁﬁov>...‘roﬁ elvar: Foss’s 7rrov 1s necessary;
Anonymous by repeating the basis of the first argument of the
‘original proof’ is reaching the opposite conclusion. Having posed
the rhetorical question ‘...why is it not either the one or the other’
[sc. elvar /u7y elvac] he is saying that according to G. (¢noiv) ‘what
is_not (or ‘not-being’) is no less than what is (‘being’)’.
Consequently, the second alternative (érepov) is — as of course and
by definition ‘what is’ is (979a39).

el 3¢ kal...td [pm] dvm: pr does not belong in the text because it
 makes the statement senseless.

én: where ‘not-being’ is only if predicated of itself, ‘being’ is by
definition. So as to infer that “Y is’ (Y being ‘not being’ and X
being ‘being’) we have to say ‘Y is Y’, whereas for X we can either
say ‘X 1s X’ or ‘X is’ in an absolute manner.

el 8&...adnbés: the opposite of the preceding argument; “if we
concede that not being is” in an absolute manner, that is if we
attribute to it an exclusive property of ‘being’.

(ws 8 Bavpdoaiov...): explicitly shows that the hypothesis el
8e...dAnfés is hardly accepted even as a concession.

motepov <ov>: Kerferd’s addition is accepted, because it ascertains
that the only logical answer is dravra elvac.

Toovavriov: the opposite of what G. inferred (ovdév for which
Anonymous has mdvra; see Mansfeld 1990, p.222).

oVK davdykT...uq elvar: Anonymous picks up the hypothesis of the
second argument of the ‘original proof’ and claims that ‘if not-being

is, it does not follow that being is not” which is the exact opposite of
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the conclusion of that argument (r6 elvar, ¢noi, ok éori, T0
dvrikeipevov 979a30) .

<n>: Foss; it specifies that there would be ‘something’, namely ‘not
being’.

kaTta TOV éxelvou Adyov: Anonymous is using afresh an argument of
G. which he has already rejected (see Mansfeld 1990, p.222 and
n.84).

el 8& tadrév fomv: a straightforward attack upon the third and final
argument of the ‘original proof’.

avniorpéavm: self-referentially Anonymous makes his tactic in this
argument explicit. G. said (ds ydp xdxetvos Aéyed) that ‘if not-being
is the same (radTév) as being, both being and not-being are not’ (a
slightly modified version of that at 979a33-35, in the respect that
here it is not explicitly said that ‘being’ is not, because it is the same
as ‘not-being’ which is not) and he concluded: dore o0U8év éoriv
(‘nothing 1s’; cp. 979233 odk dv eln ovdév); Anonymous from the
same argument feels free to infer the opposite position (“all things
are”). Anonymous reaches the opposite conclusion because he takes
the conclusion of the first argument of the ‘original proof” (“not-

being is”) and he asserts that ‘being’ is.

The antinomies (979b20-980a8)

The second portion of the argumentation supporting the first general
thesis of G. is developed with the process of arguments from
antinomy; in-order to show that o8év é€orwv (a recurring phrase in
this second part) G. expresses the hypothesis ‘if it 1s’ (and by this
something we still mean the fundamental theoretical constructions
of the philosophers, door mepl Tdv dvrwy Aéyovres Tdvavria
979al15) and he then attributes to this ‘something’ properties such as
generated / ungenerated, one / many, in motion / at rest. In its turn,
now, the examination of each one of those properties proves to be
fruitless so that in all the cases the hypothesis el 8¢ éorwv is

rejected. Schematically ‘Ex’ (x is) presupposes either Fx or -Fx, Yx
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or —Yx, where F / -F, Y / -Y... represent the antithetical pairs of
properties attributed to dvra. The examination of each one leads to
the conclusion that the hypothesis ‘x is’ is not feasible, so as to have
-Ex.

Two interrelated questions arise here: who is the target of G. and
why 1s this argumentation from antinomies necessary at all? G. has
already proved his first thesis (ovx eivac 008év) in the ‘original
demoﬁstration’, but now it seems that this was not enough. Should
we then draw the conclusion that this second portion is redundant?
We have already argued that the ONB is a general attack on the
theoretical constructions of the philosophers. It should be added
now — and this is perhaps more important — that the ONB (especially
its first part) can hardly be interpreted us a direct attack upon the
premises of the philosopher as such. In other words, the reading of
the ONB which aims at the identification of the philosophers
cniticised by G. — which undoubtedly is a part of our task — is, in my
view, heading for failure (see Introduction).

G. is not putting forward a new theory of his own, in preparation
for whose announcement he has first to do away with the theories of
others. On the contrary he is an intellectual who knows that every
single idea acquires substance by the means of linguistic utterance
and that from the moment that something is argued in words the
relentless activity of interpretation is about to be launched. What is
questioned thus is not primarily the feasibility of the one or the other
theory, but the possibility of establishing a firm theoretical system
which aspires to partake of the absolute truth. Under this prism the
part of the ONB under discussion is not — strictly speaking —
intended to knock over any theory of any philosopher. By using the
argumentative tools of philosophers, G. is seeking to show that once
one is using arguments to support one’s thesis, one should be aware
that there are other arguments (sometimes one’ s own) that can
potentially be used against oneself. Hence the pastiche of a vanety
of contradictory (and incompatible) attributes, whose common

denominator is that they have been used inflexibly by various
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philosophers, as the only true properties of their theories. Each one
of these (indispensable) properties contradicts another and so
infinitely.

Putting those programmatic remarks aside we may now pass
to the presentation of the arguments as a whole (see also notes on

979a14-18).

I. The first notional pair is that of ungenerated / generated. The

argumentation against those alternatives (A, B) is the following:

(A) kai €l pev dyévmrov,
if it is ungenerated

a) dmwetpov adTo Tols Tol MeAiogoov déidpact AapPdver
he takes it to be unlimited in accordance with the premises of
Melissos.

\ ¥ t " 7 Ve ” 1 2 € o~ 14 " 9
b) TO 8 QTeLPoOV QUK av elval 1rou. ouTe yap €v_avTtw, oUT A VvV €V

dAAw elvar: 8o yap av obrws 1) mAelw elvai, 7O évov
kal 170 év Q.

But the unlimited is nowhere. For it is neither in itself nor in

anything else; in this case it would have been two or more, the one

that in which it is and the other that which is in it.

pnlapot de dv ovdév elvar kard Tov TolG Zivwvos Adyov mepl THs
XWpas.
But if it is nowhere it is nothing according to the argument of Zenon

about space.

The arguments about generated follow a transitional phrase which

announces them:
Transition: dyévnrov pév obv 8id Tadrt’ olk elvar,

For those reasons it is not ungenerated,

(B) o0 pmv oude yevduevov. yevéafar yodv obdév dv oUT €&
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v v s 3 v
OVTOS OUT €K 224l oVTOoS.

as it is not generated either; for nothing can be generated

either from being or from not-being.
a) €l yap 10 ov peraméoor, ovk dv &’ elvar TO S,
because if being underwent such a radical change, it would

not be being anymore

b) domep v’ €l kal TO u7 6v yévoiro, olk dv ér eln un
u1 ov.

as, if not-being came into being, it would not be not-being

anymore.

Transition: odde pnv 008’ éx <un> dvros dv yevéolfar-
But of course nothing can be generated from not-
being
a) el pev yap p7 éort o u1) v,

for if not-being is not,

oUdév dv éx umdevos dv yevéobars

nothing can be generated from nothing;

v) el 8’ &orwv (al) 1O p1 v,

but again if not-being is.

8¢’ dmep oUd’ éx ToU GvTos,

for the reasons that hold for being

Sa Tabt’ v 000 éx Tob w7y Gvros yevéobal.

for those very reasons it cannot be generated from not-

being.

Some remarks: the argument against non-yéveows proceeds in
three steps; the first one (after the hypothetical ‘if it is ungenerated”)
is assuming (rather arbitrarily by appealing to the authority of
Melissos) that if it is ungenerated it is unlimited; from that (b) G.
deduces that it is nowhere, that is it cannot be spatially (?) located.
And he concludes, on the ground of the argument of Zenon that if it

is nowhere it is nothing or it is not at all.
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The argument about generated is developed in two pairs of
arguments (a-b, @-b"). The second step of the first pair (b) presents a
problem: if the meaning is ‘if not-being changed into being’, then it
1s a repetition of b’ — where we have the discussion of the coming-
to-be from not-being — with the additional problem that in the
context of b’ we are told that nothing can be generated from not-
being, for the same reasons (that is because it would change into
something different) as for being. The problem has been located by
Cook-Wilson 1892, p.445-6) and Kerferd (1955), who posits a
reasonabe explanation. He says that the “comparison between the
.two halves [sc. a, b] is simply formal”. So from (b), we may
generally infer that if a thing changes into something else then it
ceases to be the same as that which was before. Generally the
second members of each pair (b, b") remind us of a joke to be found
in Plato’s Euthydemus 283d: Kleinias’ friends, we are told, wish to
make him wise, and to make him not be an dpafis; that is they wish
to make him what he is not, and to make him not be what he is now.
But what kind of friends are those who want to kill their friend
(é6oAwAévar)?

II. After a general conclusion pertaining to the first argument as a
whole, the author of MXG gives the second pair, namely one / many.
The text is preserved in an extremely bad condition, full of lacunae
and our knowledge about it is practically dependent upon the
version of Sextus. The first phrases are announcing the notional
pair, and in the usual way, it is reported that ‘if it is’ it 1s either one

or many, because if it is neither of them then there is nothing.'

lApelt has ventured a constitutio of the text, which runs as follows: xai év pév
ouk elvar, 61u dadipatov dv ein 70 ds dAdds év, xabBd oudév Exov péyefos. o
dvarpeiofar 7§ to0 Zivwvos Abyw. évés 8& pr Svros oud’ dv SAws elvar ovdév.
ui ydp Svros évds umdé moMa elvar Seiv. el 8¢ udre &v, ¢moiv, prre woAdd

o y M v
Eory, oudév Eariv.
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It is impossible to make any comments on this part of the
argumentation, to which we shall turn in the discussion of the
version of Sextus (we may point out here that Sextus devotes a very

short part of his version to this pair).

IOI. Finally, the argument against motion (or / and) change — which
does not appear in the general ‘doxographical’ preamble at 97%al4-
18 (see notes ad. loc.) — is given briefly. It has plausibly been argued
that 1t followed an argument against rest (see Untersteiner 1954,
p.149 and p. 170 n. 56 with further references; more recently
Sicking 1964, pp.225-47 and in Classen 1976, 384-407, Newiger
1973, pp.87ff., Mansfeld 1990, p.263 and Palmer 1999, p.115 and
n.35; contra Gigon (1936), p.200. Loenen 1959, pp.191-2 thinks that
the argument about motion is a “personal addition on the part of the
Anonymous™). But even the argument against motion (or / and
change) that Anonymous decided to include in his text is obscure.
All we can say is that it seems that G. makes a distinction between
motion as qualitative change and locomotion. The two arguments

that we have are the following:

0ud’ dv xwwmffval dmow ovdév
Nothing, he says, would move;
a) hypothesis el yap xwnfei,

because if it moved [sc.changed]

argument  [7] odk dv ér’eln doavTws Exov,
it would not have been in the same state any more,
conclusion dAAa 1o pev <8v> olk dv ein, T0 8 ovk Ov yeyovos el7.
but, instead, on the one hand being would be not-being, and
not-being would acquire existence.

b) hypothesis  érc 8’ el xiveitar kal &v < dv> petagéperal,

Futhermore, if it moves and being one it changes place,

argument  ou ouveyes dv dufjprrar TO dv oud’ éoTi TAUTY.
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being, not being continuous any more, is divided and it is not

at the same place.
conclusion dor’ el mdvTy xiveitar, wdvry Sefpmrac.

so that if it moves everywhere it is divided everywhere.

The argument is rather difficult to follow. First of all as it stands

it does not show ~ as the other arguments do — that ‘if something is’

1t cannot be in motion, so as to conclude that it is not at all. On the
contrary it is prima facie a refutation of motion as such. For this
reason Foss suggested that at the beginning (and at the end) of the
argumentation there must be a lacuna. But suggesting a lacuna is an
easy way to pass over the problem. The problem is, I am inclined to
believe, linked to the fact that the author of MXG records only the
argument against motion and not that against rest. Discerning the
reasons why he did not include the latter in his version is based on
speculation (for possible answers see Palmer 1999, p.115 n.35), but
it is certain that in each case G. argued from both alternatives (see
Sicking 1964, p. 230). The argument from antinomy is peculiar to
G. and the systematic abolition of each argument occurs both in the
first pair (A) as it is given by Anonymous and in Sextus’ version (on
whom we rely exclusively for the argument about one / many).
Moreover, the argument against dyévmrov implies an argument
against rest, for both were attributed to the ‘being’ by the Eleatic
monism. And it is also worth our attention that the pair at rest / in
motion is found (among others) in Plato’s Parmenides (the affinities
of this part of ONB with this dialogue are discussed below).

It is thus possible (though not certain) that a general
announcement containing the hypothesis el 8’ éor. 7t... followed by
the two alternatives (at rest, in motion) was placed before the
discussion of the first alternative (see Newiger 1973, p. 80). The
phrase 008’ dv xwmbfval ¢mowv ovdév is thus introducing the second
(that is the preserved) alternative about motion, which is similar to

the transitional phrase with which Anonymous is passes from the
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discussion about ungenerated to that about generated (o0 p7v ovde
yevéuevov) — with the conspicuous difference that here we are
lacking an implicit reference to the (not preserved) preceding
argument.

A striking similarity should also be noticed; we have seen that
the argument against yéveots had as its starting point the hypothesis
that if something were generated from either being or not being then
both of them would have changed into something else — they would
have been transformed into something different from that which
they were before this change took place 979b27-9. The first
argument against motion (III a, which deals with motion in a
qualitative sense, namely change) obviously proceeds in a similar
manner (cp. I a-b; at b, stating generally that if not being came to
being then it would not be not-being anymore, occurs the verb
yévouro, and in the context of 980a3 we have the form yeyovds eir.
See Migliori 1973, pp.44-5).

This similarity has an interesting implication for it is not unique.
The second argument against change is based on the idea of the
divisibility of being, which — as is attested by Sextus 73 — has also
been used in the argument against One. Another similarity with
Parmenides 139a2-b3 is also telling; at that point, Parmenides
argues that the One (for which we have ‘bemg’ in G.) is at rest
(dxivmrov), on the basis that it is not “either in itself or in something
else” (139a6-7) From this it is inferred that what is never in the
same thing is neither in motion nor at rest, so that 6 év dpa...o07e
éotnrev olte kuelrar. But this argument (though more subtle In
Plato) has already been used as a step of the reasoning against the
possibility that being is dyévrrov.

If my suggestions are so far correct, it may be tempting to think
(though for the lack of the original argumentation of G. we cannot
prove) that the notional pair [at rest]/in motion is not traced in the
summary of Anonymous (979al4-18), because the arguments

against each individual member of it were identical with or very
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similar to those already employed in the preceding pairs. It may of
course be objected that seeking to restore the text on the basis of
what is said in Plato is methodologically unsound, but these
similarities certainly merit our attention (they have undoubtedly
drawn the attention of several scholars); that they do not reproduce
the original argumentation is more than clear.

We may now pass to a short examination of the similarities
between this part of MXG and Plato’s Parmenides. These
similarities have been shown and explained by Mansfeld (1990,
pp-112-18) and Palmer (1990, pp.111-7). The latter claims that “the
Parmenides’s First Deduction suggests that Plato saw reflections of
G.’s anti-Parmenidean stance in more parts of his treatise than the
personal demonstration” (p.117). Apart from the verbal similarities
or the discernible relation between separate arguments, both G., and
Plato, in his first deduction, are proceeding with arguments from
antinomy. Plato’s argumentation is more exhaustive and a
considerable amount of the pairs used in Parmenides do not appear
m G.. However, it is interesting that the structure of the
argumentation is methodologically identical.

We may better turn to Parmenides and try to investigate these
similarities, by examining the arguments in the order that they
appear in MXG:

The argument against dyévyrov begins with the assumption that if
being is ungenerated, then according to the axiom of Melissos it is
unlimited, and we also remember that Anonymous has already told
us (979a23) that in the second portion of the first thesis G. proceeds
in the manner of Melissos and Zenon. The same thing is asserted at
the beginning of the first deduction of Parmenides at 137d7. This
axiom is also traced at MXG 974al0 (30 B 5,9DK) dibiov 8¢ ov
dmerpov elvar, S otk Exer dpxiv SBev éyévero, ovde redevtiy els
8 yuyvduevov érelevrnoé more (cp. Mansfeld 1990, p.114). G. then
infers that if it unlimited it is nowhere, because it is not in itself or in
anything else, for it would thus be two or more (the argument in

Sextus is rather different and it corresponds better to Plato, see
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II.

Mansfeld 1990, p.116). In Parmenides now we are told (for the full
argument see Palmer 1999, p.114) that the One being cannot be
either (a) in itself or (b) in anything else. Both points are argued in
Plato (whereas in MXG it is arbitranly stated that it would either be
in itself or in something else). From (b) Plato infers that the One,
being contained in itself, would no longer be one but two, which
corresponds to the argument of G., as is given by Anonymous.
Argument (a), which is absent in MXG is given (not in every detail
similar to Plato’s) by Sextus (69). The third step, namely that if it is
nowhere, it is not at all, based — according to Anonymous — on
Zenon is not attested in this context of Pannenz’des (see Mansfeld
1990, 116-17), and what is more we do not possess his argument
that if it is not somewhere it is nothing. We may then assume that
our only source about this argument is Anonymous (although he
does not record the argumentation by which Zenon reached this
conclusion). But a famous passage from Zimaeus 52B (cited by
Kahn 1966, p.263, with more examples and a convincing
discussion), puts forward the idea that if 76 év is to be at all, it must
be located in some place, and it seems that this idea was a locus
communis of Greek thought. It is worth our attention that in
Parmenides 138b5-6, when Parmenides says that the One is not
placed anywhere — neither in itself nor in anything else — Aristotle
(his interlocutor) simply retorts ovx éorww. It is safer then to
conclude with Mansfeld (1990, p.117) that where G. merely
elaborated a common assumption, “all Anonymous did was to swap
this elaboration for a leammed but utterly uneloquent reference to
Zenon”.

The argument about one / many has been preserved in a poor
condition and we cannot draw out much from it with any certainty.
The argument against motion does not present the same degree of
similarity. Plato’s account (138b-139a) is more elaborate, as he
clearly distinguishes between two distinct types of «ivmous: change

and motion; motion is further divided into ‘turning round in a circle’
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or ‘changing place’. The only argument in MXG which has affinities |
with Plato is that of change (dAdoiwotis; cp. Tht.181b-c). At
Parmenides 138cl-3 we. read: dAdowoduevor &é 76 &v éauvrtol
ddvvarév mov &v éru elvar, for which in MXG we are told that if it
were changed it would not longer be in the same condition, and the
same holds for not-being (see Palmer 1999, p.115-6).

We may now move on to the identification of the philosophers
attacked by G.. The target of G. is a general one, including both
mom'éts and plﬁralists (see Untersteiner 1954, p.147 and p.169
n.36). In particular, it is clear that the Eleatics are still his target,
because both the properties of non-generated and One are pointed at
(along with that of rest, which does not occur either in MXG or
Sextus). It should also be noticed that the first alternative of each
pair is a refuted Eleatic attribute of Being (this is a further reason to
suppose that the argument against rest preceded the argument
against motion; on motion and Parmenides see Kirk-Stokes 1960
answered by Bicknell 1967). Empedocles as a pluralist may have
been included in the criticism of many, but the problems with
interpreting his ideas concerning yéveots and death do not allow us
to reach safe conclusions (see Kirk-Raven-Schofield 1983, p.292;
Empedocles accepted that his rAizomata are coming into being). His
ideas about motion must have also been targeted by G. (see
Mansfeld 1990, p.61). Mansfeld (1990, pp.61-2) adduces “physicist
monists who did not deny yéveors and motion” and Heraclitus’s

theory about motion.

979b20-34

petd...pmotv: after the ‘original proof’; this is the beginning of the
second portion of the argumentation supporting the first general
thesis of G..

el 8& Zomv: it introduces the first antithetical pair; the same phrase
is used at the beginning of the second argument about one / many
and it must have been originally used in his own text. It has already
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been used at the introduction of Anonymous (979al9). Calogero
(1932 p.177 n.1) saw a relation of wdyra at the end of the criticism
with the el é&oruv (in the light of his belief that the point at stake
throughout ONB is the phenomenal world). Anonymous has clearly
finished his criticism and he passes to the argumentation already
promised at the beginning of his version (see Migliort 1973, p.36
n.38).

ayévmTov T yevépevov: ‘generated or ungenerated’; in the
imroduction, Anonymous presented this pair in the plural, and the
following step will be the hypothesis that if it is unlimited it will
then be rwo or more. Mansfeld (1990, p.113) argued that either an
argument against “ageneticist pluralists such as Empedocles and
Anaxagoras has been suppressed”...or that “an argument against the
ageneticist monists...implied one against the ageneticist pluralists”
and he concluded that we cannot be certain of either of these two
possibilities.

dmerpov...dapBdver: cp. DK30B2,3,4 and MXG 974a9-10 (on the
source used by Anonymous see Mansfeld 1990, p.114, Newiger
1973, p.58-9); Nestle (1922, p.555) has imputed to G. that he is
obfuscating spatial and temporal unlimited (as Anstotle does with
Melissos, cp. Soph. EL167b13ff. (=30A10DK) olov 6 MeAlooov
Adyos, &1L dmeipov TO dmav, AaPav TO pév dmav ayévmrov (éx ydp
un Bvros obdév dv yevéabar), T 8¢ yevduevov €€ dpyfis yevéolar el
L7 0By yéyovev, dpyiv otk &eww 16 Wy, dor’ dmeipov ovk dvdykn
8¢ rotro oupBaivelr ob yap i T yevéuevov dmav dpxnv Exet, xal
el T dpxnv éxer yéyovev; see Kirk-Raven-Schofield 1983, p.394,
Guthrie 1969, vol. ii, p.109; various interpretations summarised by
Reale 1970, pp.73-86). Untersteiner has argued that ‘eternity and
infinity’ are inextricably interwoven (1954, p.169 n.38, with further
references and Migliori 1973, p.38).

8o % mAelw: dmelpw Bonitz; but the reading of the Mss is
preferable. Anonymous has already used this formula (MXG
974al11-12) and his is now repeating it (see Cassin 1980, pp.488-9,
Mansfeld 1990, p.124 n.54). The ‘two’ then refers to the case in
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which ‘being’ would have been in itself (Sextus 70 8vo yevijogerar
70 dv, see Kerferd 1955, pp.20-1).

pndapod...etvar: see the géneral introduction on this part of MXG
above.

kaTd Tov..x®pas: 29A24DK; but this is not a proof that what is
nowhere is not at all. It is an argument showing that the place of v
1s not, because it is in an other place, which again must be in another
place and so on ad infinitum (cp. ovdev yip kwAber év &\  pév
elvar Tov mwpdTov Témov, uy wévror ds év Témw ékelvy K.T.); see
Mansfeld 1990, p.116-17).

dua Tabra: for the reasons given in the prévious paragraph.

o0d¢ +yevopevov: the other leg which will prove to be equally
untenable.

oG1’ &£ dvros...pm Svros: the argumentation is twofold; the two
alternatives are presented in the order in which they will be
discussed.

peraméoou: 1f it undergoes a change (cp. Melissos 30BS, ch.6: 4v 8¢
peraméay, 10 pév éov dmdlero, TO 8¢ ok €ov yéyovev. olTws ovv,
el moAdd elm, Towabra xp7) elvat, oldv mep T dv...).

76 8v: L, R; adro Apelt (follwed by Untersteiner); but the meaning
is clear without the emendation.

domep vy’ €l..elm pm Sv: it is an analogical formula; the full
discussion of the change of ‘not-being’ is found in the following
paragraph (see Kerferd 1955, p.22 and Introductory notes above).

el pev yap pm éom: the first alternative; G. is flirting again with the
ambiguities of the ‘original proof’.

ad: it makes the necessary contrast to the preceding possibility; the
‘existence’ of ‘not-being’ has been ‘shown’ in the first argument of
the ‘original proof’.

3. dmep...tod Svros: namely because it would change into
something else (cp. odk dv ér’ eln, 979b29).

el odv pév..kal elvar: explicitly shows the method of

argumentation from antinomies; if something is, it is necessary
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(dvdykn) for it to be either generated or ungenerated. Since both
alternatives are impossible (<ddvvara>, following the reading of

Newiger), it is impossible for it to be at all.

979b35-980al

ém. elmep...éotiv: <1, 7> Foss (followed by Skouteropoulos), but it
1s not necessary; the comma should be placed after éor. and a semi
colon at the end of the sentence.

el de...ovdev dv elm: again the argumentation from antinomy is
made clear.

ZAvwvos: ¢p.29 B2 DK.

980a2-8
woadTws &yov: it would not be the same, it would alter. The

argument echoes that against yéveots. ___

The Second Thesis (980a10-19)

The second major thesis of the ONB is related to problems of
cognition and reception of ‘reality’; G. has now completed the
arguments supporting the first major thesis, which is now conceded,
so as to pass to the second one. Even if something is, it is
unknowable.

The account given by the author of MXG is conspicuously
compressed, and the textual difficulties make our understanding of it
extremely difficult. The transitions from the one argument to the
other are obscure, if they exist at all, and any reconstruction of the
contents of the argumentation of G. is in many cases necessarily
dependent upon the several interpretational approaches of its
modern students. It is also unavoidable to conclude that G.’s
original argumentation must have been more detailed, since
Anonymous’ account of it is disproportionally shorter than that of

the other two major theses.
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Let us attempt to present the arguments as they are given in
MXG: the starting point (?) (a lacuna precedes this point, see notes
ad. loc.) is that (1) the objects of thought must be (Mansfeld 1990,
p.103, has plausibly argued that in this second thesis “the verb ‘to
be’ is used both in the veridical and in the referential sense™), and
that not-being, since it is not, cannot be the object of thought. This
must have been the follow-up to something stated in the portion of
the text which has not survived. From this it is inferred that the
possibility of false statements must be excluded (and this is directly
attributed to G.: ¢noiv), so that one may. justifiably hold that there
are chariots competing in the middle of the ocean (the example
occurs in Sextus also, and it must have originally been used by G.).
Why is that? Because all those things would have been — that is they
would have been the case, they would have been true (rdvra yap dv
ratra eln). (2) Now, things seen and things heard (that is the
objects of vision and the objects of hearing) are (true), because each
one of them is conceived. But exactly as things we see (are not, i.e.
are not true), in an analogous way things that we see are no more
true than things thought. Because as in the first case many people
may see the same things, in the second many people may think of
the same things, but it is unclear which of them are true (mota &é
TdAn67, ddnlov). (3) So that even if things are, they are unknown to
us.

The structure of the argumentation has been interpreted in
various ways. Untersteiner thought that it is a tripartite argument,
moving from philosophical doctrines (the first part of 1) to poetical
creations, and finally to sense-perceptions. The last stage is further
divided by him (he actually follows Levi, see Untersteiner 1954,
p.155) into thought including sense-perception and the opposite of
it, that is sense-perception distinguished from thought. I am not
inclined to agree with such a formal division, which seeks to
establish relations between this second major argument of G. and

particular human activities; in the case of the ‘poetical creations’,
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for instance, the identification of the image of chariots racing on the
sea with Prometheus 129-30 (see Untersteiner 1954, p.171 n.71)
does not offer a firm ground supporting the idea that G. really had it
in his mind.

A more auspicious interpretation is given by Mansfeld, who
divides the argument into two steps; in the first one (in which he
includes the sentences «al ydp Td 6pdpeva...avT@v) he saw echoes
of the Protagoreén doctrine homo mensura, whereas in the second
he took it to be heavily reformulated in a Pyrrhonist way (he
describes it as a “Pyrrhonist ring”, 1990, p.264, though the ring is
created by his adding of a word in the text; see notes on text ad
loc.). The interpretation of Mansfeld (the same, basically, holds for
Migliori 1973, p.63 n.110) has the advantage that it does not
presuppose a drastic emendation of the text, as does the one
proposed by Newiger (1973, p.141) who thinks that the argument
about the subjectivity of different opinions should (apart from
980a26-17) also be placed in 979al5, that is in the context of the
passage discussing the relations between thought and sense-
perception.

Some points should be made about the first argument (1); it
follows a lacuna and it mainly says that a possibility of false
statements does not exist. If I think of chariots racing in the middle
of the sea, then the truth of my thought cannot be objected to on the
basis of an absolute truth which dictates that chariots cannot race in
the sea. We have already argued that similarities with poetical texts
do not support much the view that G. is referring to the truth of
poetical activity (as Untersteiner thought; see supra). Is it then an
example, which in virtue of its oddness is adduced to support a
refutation of the thesis that what is thought of must be the case? In
other words should we infer (a) that things perceived do not
necessarily partake of truth, or on the contrary (b) that since a thing
is perceived, it is true for the person who perceives it — and probably
not true for a person who does not perceive it? Sextus, to name an

ancient reader of G., prefers (a) (see 79; the same view is taken by
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Newiger 1973, p. 137 and Sicking 1964, p.338); Mansfeld on the
contrary prefers (b), in the light of Protagorean echoes, as he was
the first sophist to put forward the idea of non-contradiction (1990,
pp.104-6; see also Pepe 1985, p.503). Palmer has shed fresh light on
the issue by comparing a passage from Euthydemus 286c¢, where the
principle of non-contradiction is perhaps attributed to the Eleatics
(Palmer 1999, p.128 n.17). G.’s dmavra Set 7d ¢povolpeve elvar
reminds us of Parmenides’ 6 ydp adTo voelv éariv Te kal elvac
and 1t might have been the case that a modification of this dictum
fitting the purposes of the second major thesis of ONB had
originally been employed. However, we must be cautious because
we do not possess G.’s own argumentation, and as Palmer suggests
“even if it [sc. our evidence for the original arguments of Gorgias
and Prodicus] were better, it might still be unclear whether anything
like an ‘interpretation’ of Parmenides lies behind their
appropriations”.

Taking sides in such an intricate subject is unwise; G. had
probably argued in a more dialectical way than the version of MXG
allows us to discern (see Palmer 1999, p.258). It may, however, be
possible to reach a tentative conclusion on the basis of a Gorgian
dictum preserved in Proklos (=fr.26): 76 pév elvar ddavés pn Tuxdv
700 Soketv, 16 8¢ Jokelv dofevés un Tuxov 7ol etvar. This is a
Protean formulation, for in virtue of its prophetic wording it can be
interpreted in various ways; but for our present needs it is
illuminating because, if it is originally Gorgianic, it shows that in
G.’s mind reality (or truth) and thought have a mutually
complementary relation, so that seeking to assert that G. is either
refuting or supporting the possibility of falsehood is pointless. In
Palmer’s words (1999, p.258) “One should note that although
Gorgias is prepared to employ an argument against the possibility of
falsehood, the fact that it might have been embedded in this type of
dialectical structure makes it unclear whether he felt himself

committed to the thesis”. The question may then be left open.
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We may now pass to the second argument; its compressed form
has given rise to a number of interpretations and consequently
drastic emendations, which I find unnecessary. I consider that this
second argument (2) can be read along the lines of the attack on the
Presocratic philosophy and that it could have been put forward by
G. himself (and I follow thus Buchheim, whose emendations are
confined to merely linguistic points that do not effect the meaning of
the text). Lloyd (1971, pp. 121-2) in what he names “typical
controversies in the pre-Platonic period” includes ‘reason’ and
‘sensation’ as two means by which knowledge is attained (though he
concedes that they “do not involve pairs of opposite terms”; for a
brief and learned discussion on the relation of the senses to common
sense in Presocratic philosophy see Kirk (1961).

This controversy — too complicated to be presented here in every
detail, especially with regard to its relation to the several
philosophical systems as such — has a very interesting implication,
relevant to the argument employed by G.. My line of interpretation
1s that in this second major division of ONB G. attempts to make the
most of this epistemological divergence between reason and
sensation. This possibility is strengthened if we realise that the most
fervent supporter of “thought” — with tantalising influences on the
development of philosophy — was Parmenides, who accepted
‘reason’ (Adyos) as the only vehicle through which man can reach
knowledge, and who repugnantly refuted the senses (cp.B 7.4,5B
vopdy dokomov Sppa kol Ayheooay droviv / kai yAdooav, rpiva
8¢ Myw moAvdmpwy éMeyxov...). The same holds for Melissos
(30B8.5DK; see Kirk-Raven-Schofield 1983, pp.398-400) who
maintained that we perceive things odx dpfds, and partly for
‘obscure’ Heraclitus who seems to say that senses are not of much
use for men with ‘vulgar soul’ (BapBdpous Yuyds; the word soul
represents here a rational function of man; see Kahn 1979, pp.106-
7.
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Philosophers after Parmenides did not readily accept this anti-
sensational dogmatism; Empedocles accepted the senses on the
condition that men will leamn through his teaching to use them
efficiently (31B2,3DK; see Kirk-Raven-Schofield 1983, pp.284-5,
Guthrie 1969, vol. ii, pp.138-9). We may add the Atomists and
especially Demokritos (B 11 DK) who held that knowledge through
Sudvora 1s genuine (yvmoin), whereas the one through senses is
‘obscure’ (oxorin), and he thus seems not to exclude sense-
perception. More examples could be added here, but what has
already been said, with the addition of Protagorean relativism, is
enough to show that this is what G. inherited from earlier
philosophers.

I take it thus that G. in this second argument supporting his
second major thesis proceeds once more with an argumentation
from antinomies. The one pole of his antithetical pair (knowledge
through rationalistic approaches) is guaranteed by the special target
of his ‘original proof’: Parmenides and the Eleatics; the other pole
(knowledge through senses) is a neufralisation of theories
‘legalising’ sense-perception under conditions. Their common
denominator is that both fail to furnish knowledge, or that — in the
phrasing of MXG — things perceived by the senses (represented by
vision, 4 dSpdpev) are no more true (oddév pdAdov) than things
thought (& Scavoodpefa). Why is that? Because as in the first case
many people may see these (or the same) things, in the second many
people may think these things (or the same things). Things seen by
some people may conflict with things thought by other people, so
that no firm knowledge can be established, on the basis of a
relativism which applies both to perceptions and intellectual
activity. Epistemological certainties about lines and methods of
inquiry of truth have been overturned (as ontological certainties had

been disparaged in the first major thesis).

9802a9-19
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Aéyer <tadTas>...elvar: I follow Buchheim; Untersteiner (following
Gercke and followed by Migliori 1973, pp.64-5) prints Aéyec[v]
dmardv and he does not accept the existence of a lacuna, because he
thinks that the absence of a phrase of transition indicating the
passage to the second major thesis stresses “the close dialectical
relationship between the theme of the first part and that of the
second” (1954, p.171 n.66); the argument is weak, because such a
phrase marks the passage from the second major thesis to the third,
which are related more closely (980a20). Hence he proposes
dmrardv, which he includes in the conclusion of the first major thesis
(the ontological one) on the basis that it is chiefly of gnoseological
interest (1961, p.69). The point is far too pressed; throughout this
part of MXG Anonymous makes the announcement of a new theme
clear (cp. 979a23, 979a33, 979a20, 980a20, 980b17; note that this
second argument in Sextus’ version is formally introduced in the
form of a concession 77). ydp thus does not denote the transition
from the first major thesis to the second, but rather a follow-up from
something missing. Cook-Wilson, in order to make the text clearer,
suggested that the phrase <el 76 dv ¢povelrac> should be added
either before dmavra or after elvar, and the second suggestion has
been reluctantly followed by Newiger (1973, p.125). The whole
point has ingeniously been discussed by Palmer (1999, p.257-8). He
proposes an “exempli gratia reconstruction” of what must have been
in the lacuna, which fits the text ad sententiam. a) el 8¢ kai éoriv
¢mow dyvworov etvar D) el ydp Td ¢povolpeva ovk éoriv GvTa, TO
ov ov ¢poveitar C) €l 8 obrtws, 76 dv dyvwortov eoriv d) éri 8é €l
Td Ppovolpeva &oTv dvra, 16 dv ol ¢poveirar. The first addition
makes the transition clear (analogous transitions had been proposed
by Foss <elvar dyvwora wdvra™>; see also Apelt in Cook-Wilson).
(b) he takes from Sextus (77,78), (c) is inferred from (b) and (d) is
opposed to (b), followed by the dmavra Jelv ydp...This
interpretation has I think the advantage of corresponding to G.’s

common practice of putting forward antinomical arguments (see
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Introductory notes also). (d) directly contrasts to (b) in a formulation
reminiscent of the arguments of the first major thesis.

Tadra: ‘thoughts of this kind’; radry Apelt, but it is not necessary,
for it refers generally to the example of chariots.

AN’ domep...diavoodpeda: dAA’ <81 moAdol Td adtd Opdor, Td
opdpeva €otiv,> oUtw vy’ oUdév pdAdov..., Newiger 1973, p.141. But
such an emendation is redundant (for the meaning of the phrase see
Introductory notés). The criterion of intersubjective truth, that is of
relative personal truth, is not necessary here, since the point at stake
1s that earlier philosophers’ suggested methods of inquiry, reason
(Parmenides and the Eleatics) or (rational and creative) use of the
senses — as a quasi-antithetical pair — do not guarantee access to any
kind of absolute knowledge. One may feel the need to object that
both senses and thought are presented by G. as means by which
men acquire knowledge in Pal. (23 for the senses, 35 for thought);
but this is a text of a different nature, and I propose that
comparisons between the ONB with any other text of G. should be
made if and only if they concern argumentative patterns, or
strategies of reasoning. This is why I do not agree in every respect
with Mansfeld’s analysis of this second argument, for which he
largely relies upon Palamedes. The same scholar (1990, p.224 and
n.90) maintains that the formulation is a Pyrrhonist ring, and he thus
prints: dAA’ domep oddev pdAdov [rd dpovodpeva] <H> & opduev
éoTwy, ofTw <y’ 008&v> pdAdov & Spduev 7 <d> Savoovpefa. But it
is the word $povovpeva that makes the ring; without it there is
simply an analogy of the truth of vision (representing the senses) to
the truth of vision as compared to the truth of thought.

70 odv pdMov Bm..a Toudd’ éori: the meaning is clear with
Mansfeld’s (1990, p.224 and n.91) <ra 70ud>8’" 7 <r>d To0tdd’,
who changes 76 to r{ (with Apelt). I propose a modification of this
reading, which I think makes the passage to the next sentence

smoother — the question introduced with ¢ is hardly answered by it
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— and which brings out the antithesis more clearly: 7<d> odv pdAdov

<rotd>8’ f <r>a Toidd  éoTi;

The Third Thesis (980a20-b16)
The third major thesis of G. develops with the problematic of
language. It is conceded now that knowledge is possible (though it
has just been shown that it is impossible), and the new argument is
introduced encapsulated in a question: “how can one make things
clear (or communicate them) to another?” The answer is that this is
impossible, for reasons developed in this third part and summarised
at the very end of Anonymous’ account on G. (980b18-19), namely
because a) things are not Adyoc, and b) because no one understands
the same thing as other persons. This perileptic reproduction of the
arguments brings out the dual form of the (extremely interesting and
in some cases very similar to modern) argumentation concerning
language in this third thesis: language is discussed a) in its
properties of signification, which implies an investigation of how it
is (not) possible to refer to objects of the world, and b) in its
function in inter-human communication, which implies an
investigation of how it is (not) possible for one (the sender) to
transmit new information to someone else (the receiver), and this
information to acquire in the mind of the latter an identical meaning
with the one that existed in the mind of the former. I consider that
this descriptive model (provided by MXG) is economical and that
the constituent arguments are embraced by it.

The argumentation may now be presented, and a discussion of 1t

will follow later. The arguments run as follows:
A 1. If things are knowable, how would one, he [sc. G.] asks, make

them clear to another? How would one, he [sc. G.] asks make clear

what one has seen by the means of logos? Or how would this be
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made clear to the hearer, who has not seen it? For, exactly as vision
does not recognize utterances, in the same manner hearing does not
hear colours, but utterances; and the speaker does speak. but he does
not speak a colour or a thing.

1i. And that which one does not understand [personally], how is one
going to understand it from someone else through words or any
other sign that is different from the object, unless by vision if it is a
coloﬁr, or by he.aring it if it is a sound? For. truly, the speaker does

not speak a sound. nor a colour. but logos; so that it is not possible

to think of a colour, but to see it, nor [to think of] a sound, but to

hear it.

B i. But even if it is possible to have knowledge of a thing and to

speak this knowledge, how will the hearer understand the same

thing? For it is not possible for the same thing to be in many
different people; in this case a thing which is one would be two.

ii. But even if, he says, it were in many and still the same, there is
nothing preventing it from appearing different to them, since they

themselves are not the same even when they are in the same state;

for if they were in the same state, they would be one, not two.

iii. And it seems that the same person does not perceive similar
things at the same time, but some [things] by his hearing and other

[things] by his vision, in a different manner now and in the past. So

that hardly could one perceive the same thing as another.

I have divided the argument into two sets (A, B), corresponding to
those given in the summary at 980b18-19 (see above). (A) is the one
concemning problems of signification and reference, and (B) is
pertinent to material that I included under the heading of inter-
human communication. This does not of course mean that problems
of communication are excluded from (A), for the third thesis as a
whole basically discusses communication. My point is that (A) is a
discussion of communication from the perspective of problems of

signification, to the extent that here /ogos is examined as a medium
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expected to enable men to refer to the world, whereas (B) moves to
a discussion which is marked by the elevation of the participants to
a determinant factor, by eXamining the role of personal differences
in the transmission of a message and the possibilities for it to be
decoded by the receiver in a way that will secure its identity with the
message as it was originally encoded by the sender. The same
division is made, basically, by Mourelatos (1982, p.223), who labels
our (A) as ‘karnyopikd; 8éom’ and (B) as ‘Béom i8eatfis TavtérmTas’.

The two groups of arguments should now be examined separately.
The first part (i) merely says that the object of vision (which a
subject has perceived, and is about to communicate to someone else)
cannot be rendered in words, because vision does not perceive
#06yyous and in the same manner hearing does not perceive colours,
but $0dyyous. It 1s important to discern that this first argument
focuses primarily on the sender, the person who encodes a message
linguistically. This is shown by the phrase ‘and the speaker does
- speak (kal Aéyer 6 Aéywv), but he does not speak a colour or a
thing’. So, at this point the issue at stake is the impossibility of the
receiver’s understanding of what he/she is told because of the
inherent problems of logos as a medium; because, although vocal
utterances are sounds (and G. does not rule out the possibility of
perception of sounds through hearing: 7 dko7...dAAd  PBéyyous
980b2), they differ from other types of sounds in the respect that
they purport to carry meaning, which entails that their role is to refer
to objects (and properties such as ypdpa) of our world. But language
is not the things that it denotes, the objects of the real world. The
names of things do not bring out the reality of the objects they
signify, names and objects are ontologically different. A word is not
its referent.

The second argument (ii) extends the problematic of the first one
(though Mansfeld 1990, p.123 n.40 thinks that it repeats what has
already been said; contra Newiger 1973, pp.153-4, followed by
Kerferd 1982, p.219). The point made now is that one cannot
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perceive in one’s mind what one is told by someone else, unless one
has personal experience of it. If it is a colour one must see the
colour, if it is a sound one must hear the sound. This means that if
one should at any cost try to communicate something to anyone
else, one should not do it by using a representational system such as
language. One should rather present colours and reproduce sounds
(so that we might think that G. did not have any difficulties with
onorhatopoeic Words). From this point it is inferred that it is
impossible. to think of a colour or of a sound; the only alternative is
to see or hear them respectively. Now, it is interesting that the
perceptions of hearing (notice that the word for the object of hearing
is no longer #08yyos, but Yiédos, that is a mere, non-verbal sound,
which can include a noise; for further literature see Mansfeld 1990,
p-123 n. 40, who does not accept the distinction; recently Wardy
1996 p.19) and seeing are substituted here for both language (Adyw
7 onuelw Twi érépw) and thought (Scavoelofai). Why is that?
Because language and thought are interwoven, in the respect that
when communicating an experience (or information) through words,
the receiver’s mind should necessarily receive it in a form of a
representation which clearly is not equivalent to the experience or
the object itself. What lies behind this combination is, I think, the
refutation of a conceptual theory of meaning. Mourelatos 1982,
p.228, saw traces of this theory in 980b15-6; he is using the term
“ideational theory of meaning”, but I follow Lyons’ linguistic
terminology (Lyons 1977, pp.109-144). Probably, what G. has in
mind is the idea that when one is referring to a colour, say blue, then
it may be assumed that the listener ‘visualises’ in his mind this
colour (the idea expressed by the word Scavoetofiac). But G. answers
that this is not feasible, because colours and sounds cannot be the
objects of concept, but the objects of vision and hearing respectively
(Kerferd saw in dcavoetofar the introduction of a “gulf...between

sense experiences and words” 1982, p.220).
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The next set of arguments presents a model of communication;
that G. is moving from an examination of Adyos as a medium to a
system which implies speech is shown in the very beginning of this
part (980b8), where it is conceded that one may be able to utter a
verbal message (Aéyewv). For argument’s sake what has been refuted
is tentatively accepted as a possibility. The type of communication
which G. has in mind is one in which a sender encodes a message in
logoi and a receiver decodes it so as to perceive exactly the same
(notice the repetition of rav7rd, 76 avrd) message (so correctly
Wardy 1996, pp.19-20; Mourelatos (1982 p.223) names G.’s thesis
as one of “I8eat TavtéTmTA”, See supra).' One may see more clearly
what G. conceives of as human communication (I do not necessarily
imply that he commits himself to this conception) if one compares
the words of one of the most important connoisseurs of semantics of
our days: “Under a fairly standard idealization of the process of
communication, what the sender communicates...and the
information derived from the signal by the receiver...are assumed to
be identical. But there are, in practice, frequent instances of
misunderstanding; and we must allow for this theoretically” (Lyons
1977, p.33). G.’s idealized demands of communication form the
keystone of his refutation of it.

The first argument (i) poses the problem that the hearer of a
statement will not be able to have in mind exactly what the speaker
has uttered. For in that case what he is saying will not be one thing
any more, but two, which implies that what the hearer will perceive
will necessarily be something different. The thought pattern of the
one becoming two has been used at 979b24, in a different (anti-
Eleatic) context, and it is likely that it is here picked up (see
Newiger 1973, p.156 and Kerferd 1982, p.220). The reverse of this
argument is used in the following one.

A point should be made here; in order to denote the message sent
by the sender (or speaker) to the receiver I have already used the

rather vague term ‘statement’. What kind of meaning does this
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‘statement” carry? Does it refer to (a) an external object, let as say to
a ‘tree’, or should we assume that it denotes (b) the ‘concept’ of a
tree, existing in the mind of the speaker, who in that case hopes to
impart it to the hearer’s mind, so that the latter will have the same
‘concept’ in his mind. This is a crucial point, and it has been
answered by Mourelatos (1982, pp.224-5), who says that if we had
(a) then ‘the one’ would not have been ‘two’ (as it is in the text) but
three. This disclaimer entails that G. is here conceding a
‘conceptual’ theory of meaning as well (since a theory of this type
has — in my view — been refuted at Aii). |

In the second argument (ii), it is suggested that even if two
people, as a result of their communication, had the same concept in
their minds (that is if by any chance the two were one; Mourelatos
1982, pp.225-6 is talking about “Gpibumrikf] TavrtétnTa’”), nothing
stops us from assuming that this would not appear similar to them.
This is explained by the fact that two different persons are not in
every respect similar. Emotive parameters and the different
backgrounds of the participants evidently creep into the
argumentation, as these parameters have the property of maximizing
the subjectivism of perception in virtue of a tactic based on the
matter of the degree of similarity.

The third (iii) argument reinforces the feasibility of the preceding
one; in an informal way it may be reformulated: “if one man
perceives at the same time different things through different senses,
and in a different way now and in the past, imagine what happens
with two different persons!” In this argument two phases are
discernible (see Mourelatos 1982, p.226): a synchronic (év 7 adTd
xpovw) and a diachronic one (viv Te xal wddar Scadbpws).

In the first phase we are told that a man at the same time
perceives different things through different senses; this is an
obvious observation, for a man who sees and hears a car passing by
perceives the image of the car through his vision and the sound of

the machine of the car through his hearing, so that the same person
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1s in a way necessarily divided, as far as the object of perception is
concermned. Given that all this argument is employed so as to
strengthen the difference between two persons, it can be interpreted
very simply if we admit honestly that what is said at this point is a
question that we put numerous times to ourselves, in the following
manner : “How am I to believe that the way 7/ see an object is
exactly the same as the way the person standing beside me sees it?”
Moreover, it may be a question of contradictions resulting from
perceptions through different senses; my hearing makes me believe
that a car is coming, though I cannot see it, because I am standing
on a blind hill. Or it may be that a car according to my hearing is
closer to me than my vision makes me believe.

The diachronic phase poses the problem of interpretation
resulting from the development of an individual. Because I perceive
something now in a particular way, this does not mean that I always
perceived it in the same way. And what is more I am not always
able to remember how I perceived a particular thing in the past,
because my memory (according to G.’s Hel. 11) is a notoriously
weak adviser of my soul. If one person is so divided, divided in the
present and in the past, then two different (¢Aw 980b16) people are
two people further divided, and the more the people are, the more
the subdivisions will be. The overall result of this argumentation is
clear: a subjectivism which excludes the identity of perceptions with
objects of perception.

The third and final major thesis of G.’s ONB is extremely
interesting for two main reasons: a) it is one of the deplorably few
sources of information on the Sophistical investigation of language.
In his article on the ideas of the Sophists about language Classen
(1959) concluded that G.’s (and the other philosophers’) interest in
language was above all practical. Under the same prism, the interest
in the theses put forward in this last part of ONB has been reduced
simply to their pertinence to rhetorical practices. But it seems that
G. had developed a more theoretically oriented speculation.

However weak or even unattractive one may find his argumentation,
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his remarks about the relation between words and objects, between
words and concepts of objects are striking (one may compare
Cratylus here). It is interesting that the archaic idea that names bring
out the reality of the object they signify has been removed. One may
compare here Heraclitus’ fr.48, where the name of the bow is taken
to bring out the reality “of the unity between death and life” (Kahn
1979, p.270 with more examples). The same feature can be found in
Aiskhylos’ Agamemnon 680ff., where the name of Helen brings out
the reality of her notorious character (cp. Suppl.584ff. for Alkm as
Ai-6s Ké-pm).

The same holds for G.’s remarks about human communication.
The analysis of Adyos in ONB (along with the information that we
possess about Protagoras and Prodicus) evinces that those involved
in the Sophistic movement took a profound interest in language; and
it is Inappropriate to deny this interest on the basis that G. was
obsessed with formulating dazzling arguments to meet the practical
demands of persuasion. And the fact that these linguistic
observations are integrated in an argumentation that supports
“paradoxical” theses does not imply that they did not contribute to
the development of the linguistic investigation.

b) Some of the remarks that occur in the third part of ONB are
amazingly pertinent to modermn theories of language (see
Mourelatos, 1982); several ideas used by G. have been issues of
dispute both for ancient and modemn philosophers, and it is for this
reason that forthcoming histories of linguistic theory should, I think,
reconsider the rationality of placing the origins of linguistic
investigation with Plato and Amstotle. ONB clearly shows that
language had been a pivotal philosophical subject before Plato; we
shall hardly have a comprehensive history of linguistic
investigation, unless we realize that Presocratic philosophy and
especially the Sophistic movement deserve more attention than they

usually receive.
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980a20-b20

el d¢ kal...dA\w; it announces the passage to the third and final part
of ONB; knowledge is conceded and it is argued that it cannot be
made clear through words to another.

domep yap...dAAa $pBéyyous: It has been suggested that the idea put
here should be interpreted in accordance with Empedocles’ theory
of dmoppoal (Gigon 1972, p. 110). Mourelatos has challenged this
view on the basis that G.’s ideas are extremely paradoxical, so that
if they are to be understood, they must be expressed in a plain
manner, without reference to complicated ideas (Mourelatos 1982,
p.224). It is possible that G. employs the common idea among some
of the Presocratic philosophers (Empedocles is one of them) of the
perception of the like from the like, without necessarily committing
himdelf to the theory of dmoppoat.

av7é: for the Mss airel, which does not seem to make any sense; it
refers to the preceding sentence.

onpely: “It is interesting to notice that language is probably now
being widened to include its written form as well as its spoken
form” (Kerferd 1982, p.219). Perhaps this is true, but it is even more
interesting if G. refutes every possible available representational
system of communication, where a sign stands for a meaning (see
also Mansfeld 1990, p.123 n.34).

<Yddov drov>cus: with Diels; Cook-Wilson yideos; it 1s difficult to
decide because of the obscure neuter (ypdpa); but the acc. provides
the object of the participles.

o0 <Pbdov> Aéyer <6 AE>ywv o0dE ypdpa: ob Aéyel 6 Aéywv y’ 6
elde xpapa Newiger, Kerferd; the text is lacunose; the addition by
Wilson (followed by Buchheim) is the counterpart of ypdpa with
which it appears in the final sentence of this argument. The reading
proposed by Newiger 1973, p.153, ov Méyer 6 Mywv y & elde
xpdpa fails to include the object of hearing as well, though it is

closer to the obscure reading of R.

362



do yap dv eim 7o &v: An argument which reminds us of the one
employed against the possibility of 76 4v being ungenerated
(979b24). According to Kerferd (1982), it is an Eleatic argument
applied to a non-Eleatic field. It may be safer to say that a thought
pattern is here picked up, for the reverse of it can be traced in the
following argumeht.

el yap & T adrTd...elev: A combination of the emendations by
Cook-Wilson (el ydp év 7§ avr@) and Apelt (els dv dAX’), made by
Newiger, followed by Buchheim.

vov Te kal mwdlar daddpws: cp. Pl Tht. 154a6-8 ti Se; dAw
dvlpdme dp’ dporov kal ogou dalverar 6Tiodv; éxels TobTo loyupds,
7 moAV pdAAov 8Tt 008é ool adTd TavTov Sid TO pmdémore Spolws

a0ToV ceauT®d Exelv.
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Sextus Adv.Math.65-87

Introduction and the first division (65-76)

Sextus begins his account of ONB by presenting the three major
theses (65); however, the ‘doxographical’ summary including main
1deas of early philosophers is not traced here. On the contrary,
Sextué passes straight away to the demonstration of the first thesis,
namely that ‘nothing is’ (ovdév &srwv 66). The arguments
supporting this first thesis are further summarised and divided into
the following: either a) being is, or b) not-being, or c) both being
and not being. But neither being is, nor not-being, nor both being
and not-being. It is clear that Sextus offers a tripartite division of the
argumentation supporting the first thesis. But when we turn to the
detailed discussion of the arguments Sextus does not follow the
same order; instead of starting with the discussion of ‘being’, as it is
announced in his brief summary, he starts with ‘not-being’, that is
with (b), so that the order which we actually get in the body of the
first part in Sextus is (b), (2) and (c).

Another obvious point is that (c), that is ‘both being and not-
being’, forms a separate argument; but in Anonymous’ account, this
argument is embedded within the ‘original proof’, which seeks to
establish that it is not either for ‘being’ or for ‘not being’. In Sextus
this argument is dealt with separately in 75-76, after the discussion
of (a), which as Anonymous confirms followed the ‘original proof’
of G.. The discussion of ‘being’ in Sextus is based solely on the
antithetical pairs generated / ungenerated, one / many, so that the
pair in motion / at rest tracked down in MXG is missing. Moreover,
Sextus’ version does not indicate the intertexts on which G. has
based his criticism; the names of Zenon and Melissos are absent
here. It should also be mentioned that the arguments supporting (b)
in 67 are suppressed in Sextus, and although there are no serious
textual problems here, Anonymous’ textually problematic account

in the ‘original proof® brings out the equivocal usage of ‘being’ on
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the part of G. more effectively (for a comparison of the two versions
see Inroduction).

We may now pass to a closer examination of the arguments of
the first thesis. The argument against ‘not-being’ is twofold: in the
first instance it is shown that ‘not-being’ is not to the degree that it
is conceived of as ‘not-being’, and that it is to the degree that it is
‘not-being’. But it is absurd for something both to be and not to be.
Conclusion: ‘ndt—being’ is not. This is a reformulation of the first
argument of the ‘original proof’ in MXG. The being of ‘not-being’ is
taken again from the predicative use of the verb ‘to be’, as is shown
by the phrase 7 8¢ éor. p7 dv. The second proof runs as follows: if
‘not-being’ is, ‘being’ is not, for these two are opposite to each
other, and if it is the case that ‘not-being’ is, the case for ‘being’ will
be that it is not. But saying that ‘being’ is not is absurd, so that ‘not-
being’ is not. The point of this second argument is that if we
concede existence to ‘not-being’, then we should accept the absurd
consequence that ‘being’ is not, because of the fact that ‘being’ and
‘not-being’ are mutually exclusive. The demonstration is again
analogous with the one in MXG.

In both arguments therefore the argumentation has as its starting
point ‘not-being’ (see Kerferd 1955, p.18), that is the marked
element of the antithetical pair consisting of the positive ‘being’ and
the negative ‘not-being’ (see the introductory notes on the ‘original
proof’). On the whole, the purpose of these two arguments is the
denial of ‘not-being’.

After this very short discussion of ‘not-being’, Sextus passes to
the demonstration of the arguments refuting the possibility of
‘being’. That the argumentation proceeds with contradictory
properties attributed to dvra is clear, and generally the structure of
the arguments is similar to that in MXG 979b20-980a8. Sextus
summarises the argumentation of the first pair: “if ‘being’ is, it must
be either eternal (69-70), or generated (71) or both eternal and
generated (72)”; but each one of these possibilities is invalid, so that

‘being’ is not. Let us follow the thread of the arguments.
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If ‘being’ is eternal (did.ov), it does not have a start (dpx7v)
which entails that it is infinite. But if it is infinite it is nowhere; for
if it is anywhere it must be different from that which contains it, and
in that case being would not be infinite, for it would be located in a
container which is bigger than the contained. But there is nothing
bigger than the infinite so that the infinite is nowhere. On the other
hand it cannot be contained in itself, because that in which it is and
that \ﬂ'liCh is in it would be the same, so that ‘being’ would be two
things: the location (rémos) and body (c@pa). This is absurd, so that
‘being’ is not self-contained. These two sets of arguments support
the view that ‘being’ is not eternal (notice that Mansfeld 1990,
p-115, claims that these two arguments, as they are represented in
Sextus “correspond to both of Plato’s arguments” at Parmenides
138a-b; see above The antinomies).

The second member of the pair is now examined (71): “‘being’
cannot be generated”. Two altemnatives are put forward: if ‘being’
- has come into being, it is either from ‘being’ or from ‘not-being’.
Both possibilities are unfeasible: if it came into being from ‘being’,
it has not come into being at all, but it existed before. That it has
come into being from ‘not-being’ is impossible too, because nothing
generates from ‘not-being’, as the latter does not partake of
existence at all. In both cases ‘being’ is not generated.

The possibility that ‘being’ is both eternal and generated is
refuted on the basis that these notions are mutually exclusive, so that
“if ‘being’ is eternal, it has not come into being, and if it has come
into being, it is not eternal” (it is an argument from antinomies
whose structure may be compared to the one in Pal. 26; see
Introduction).

The second pair is now introduced (kai dAws 73): if it is it must
be either one or many. The first alternative is divided further mto
four possibilities: if it is one it is a) either a quantity, or b) a
continuum or ¢) a size or d) a body. But if it is one of those it is not

one, for if it is (a), it will be divisible, if it is (b) it will be divisible,
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if it is (¢) it will not be indivisible, and if it is (d), it will have length
and breadth and depth. Since it is absurd to claim that ‘being’ is
none of those alternatives, being is not one.

The second part of this argument concerning the possibility a
plurality of beings is based on the assumption that many is created
by putting together (cvvfeots) single entities, so that if one of the
constituent entities is destroyed the possibility of a plurality is
destroyed as well.

Up to this point Sextus has discussed the refutations of the
possibility of either ‘being’ or ‘not-being’; what follows is the
refutation of both ‘being’ and ‘not-being’ (dugdérepa 75). Again we
have two arguments, the first of which corresponds to the third one
in the ‘original proof’ in MXG (see Kerferd 1955, p.19, Migliori
1973, p.59). It runs: If ‘not-being’ and ‘being’ are, in so far as their
existence is concerned, ‘not-being’ will be identical with ‘being’.
For this reason neither of them is: for it has been agreed that ‘not-
. being’ is not and it has been shown that ‘being’ is the same as ‘not-
being’.

A second argument (76) is put forward, which in Kerferd’s
(1955, p.19) words “rounds off” the first one; if ‘being’ is the same
as ‘not-being’, it follows that it is impossible for both of them to be.
If both are, they are not identical, and if they are identical, the
possibility that both are is not feasible. This is another argument
from antinomy.

The reasoning in support of the first major thesis is summed up
with a repetition of the three sets of arguments: if neither ‘being’,
nor ‘not-being’ nor both of them are, then nothing is (od8év éoriv),

for no other alternative beyond those three can be conceived of.
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The second division (77-82)

The second thesis concedés the first; ‘if anything is unknowable and
unconceivable by human mind’. Sextus’ representation of the
second major thesis is twofold. In 77-80 Sextus formalises G.’s
arguments in relation to the consequences of two hypotheses: a) 77-
78 objects of thought are not (or are not the case), b) 79-80 objects
of thought are (or are the case). In 81-82 sense-perception is brought
in, though this second part is conspicuously the product of drastic
reformulation and embellishment on behalf of Sextus (in Loenen’s
words, the most fervent supporter of | Sextus’ version “he [sc.
Sextus] must have been completely at a loss as to G.’s real
meaning”, p.194).

The first hypothesis runs as follows: if objects of thought are not
the case, then what is the case is not an object of thought (this is
directly attributed to G., ¢noiv 6 Iopyias, and repeated in 78). This
seems reasonable to Sextus (kal kard Adyov), who is ready to
embolden it with an example: exactly as, if objects of thought are
white, it follows that white things are objects of thought,
analogously, if it happens that objects of thought [are things that]
are not the case, it is necessary that what is the case is not thought
of. This passage is difficult to translate; more particularly, the
phrase ‘it follows that white things are objects of thought’ (xdv
ovpBeBiiker Tols Aeuxols ¢povelofar) has been taken to mean that
‘thought is a property of white things’. Kennedy (1972), for
instance, translates “‘being considered’ would also have been a
possible attribute of what is white”, and Barnes “being thought of
belongs to what is white” (Untersteiner 1954, p.155 is even more
explicit in using the word ‘predicate’). But if my reading is correct,
what is at stake here is not the possibility of predicating of ‘thought’
to ‘whiteness’. What is at stake is the following analogy (I reverse it

for clarity):
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IF objects of thought are not the case : IF objects of thought are
_ white
What is not the case is not thought of : White(s) are thought of

If this, or something similar, is what Sextus means, Skouteropoulos’
rendering (1991, p.190) is more attractive: “Tiarl émws dxplBas, dv
ouwvéBarve adTd moL voodpe va elvar Aeukd, Ba Mrav iduétmTa TdV
Aeukdv mpaypdTov vd dmotedodv dvrikelpevo Tob voelv...”

Now, according to Sextus the argument ‘if objects of thought are
not the case, what is the case is not thought of is a valid and
cohesive syllogism, on the basis that objects of thought are not
[necessarily and always] the case, so that what is the case is not
thought of. With the phrase ‘it is clear that objects of thought are not
the case’ he announces and immediately passes to the second
hypothesis.

If objects of thought are the case, whatever is thought of is [true]
— in whatsoever manner one conceives it. But this does not make
sense. For, if one conceives of a man flying or chariots racing on the
sea, this does not entail that it is the case that a man is flying or that
chariots are racing on the sea. The hypothesis as it stands affords
two readings: a) whatever is thought of (since it is thought of) is
true, hence the impossibility of falsehood, or b) whatever is thought
of is not true (since it is not validated by reality). Sextus (like some
modern scholars, e.g. Kerferd 1981, p.97: “Gorgias is not accepting
the view...that it is not possible to say what is false”; see also my
comments on MXG) obviously adopts the second reading: both the
phrase éwep éoriv dmepdaivov and the examples which are here
corroborating it point to this direction (especially if compared to the
neutral and unbiased phrasing in MXG 980all). From this string it
is thus inferred that objects of thought are not the case.

Sextus establishes now a fresh argument (wpés TovTois), which is
an argument from antinomy. The argument proceeds with the

assumption that if objects of thought are [true] (in passing I should
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mention that in Sextus’ account of the second part of ONB év is
chiefly ‘veridical’), what is not [true] cannot be thought of. But what
is and what is not [true] contradict each other, so that if what is
[true] is thought of, what is not [true] will not be thought of. The
argument from antinomy brings about, according to Sextus, an
absurdity: a score of things which are not [true] are conceived of
(for instance the mythical monsters Skylla and Khimaira; if this
exarriple is originally Gorgianic or not has divided scholars:
Calogero 1932, p.207, Gigon 1936, p.204 believe it is not; contra
Untersteiner 1954, p.172 n.77). Accordingly, what is [true] is not
conceived.

The following argument (81) is — as I have already held — far
from what G. must have maintained. Unfortunately, any accurate
reading of the relation of sense-perceptions to the acquisition of
knowledge should rely on the too lacunose MXG. Since the
unreliability of Sextus’ account of this issue should be demonstrated
in comparison with Anonymous’ one, in this context I shall confine
myself to presenting it as it stands. Sextus proceeds with an analogy:
exactly as things seen are called visible because we perceive them
through vision and things heard bear this name because they are
perceived through hearing, so that we do not rule out visible things
because we do not hear them and things heard because we do not
see them (each one of them should be distinguished on the basis of
the same sense, and not of any other), in the same manner, even if
objects of thought are not perceived through vision and heard
through hearing, they are, for they are perceived through the
appropriate criterion. So, if one thinks of chariots racing on the sea,
even if one does not see them, one should accept that there are
chariots racing on the sea. This is absurd. Consequently, what is
[true] is not thought of nor perceived. That Sextus has missed the
point is clear from the fact that his conclusion applies to dv (see
Loenen p.195). What had to be shown was that if anything is it is
unknowable (6m¢ 8¢ kdv 7 T 76).
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The Third Division (83-86)

The third major thesis concerning the incommunicability of an
allegedly possessed knowledge is now introduced. As Kerferd has
observed (1982, p.217) it is divided into two sets of arguments: the
first (83-85 1.1) is a criticism of the one-to-one relation between
things and their signifier, namely Adyos. The second set consists of

(113

two arguments, which in Kerferd’s words: ‘“are...answers to
possible objections to the main argument” (1982, p.217).

The starting point of the first argument picks up what has already
been said in connection with the second major thesis (81): objects of
the external world are perceived through a sense which pertains to
their nature. Visible things are perceived through vision, audible
things are perceived through hearing. A wider spectrum of senses is
now opened (kali kowds alofnrd), which goes beyond the
paradigmatic use of hearing and, mainly, vision. If this is the case,
how is it possible to communicate objects perceived through senses
to others? The answer is given at the first line of 85, and it is a
negative one: It is not possible. Why is that? Because Adyos, the
medium through which we signify, is different from objects of the
external world. And as it is impossible to hear something visible (or
to see something heard), in the same way we cannot transform
objects into words, for they are not words. In other words, the
problem that emerges here is one of ontological order. Objects and
Adyos are two distinct things, so that Adyos cannot represent.

We may now consider the implications of this argument, which
is encapsulated in the formula ovx dpa Td dvra pmvdopev Tois
mélas dAAa Adyov, 3s érepds éori T@v Omokeipévwv. If logos is
different from objects, as it is, then would it be more efficient to use
objects themselves? “I observed a cow passing by, whereupon I
pointed to her, and expressed a desire to let me go and milk her.
This had its effect; for he led me back into the house...She gave me

a large bowl full, of which I drank very heartily, and found myself
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well refreshed” (J. Swift, Gullivers’ Travels, Penguin, p.277). The
hero is in the land of the Houyhnhnms and he does not speak their
language. He observes a cow (in other words, a dmoxeipevor) and he
expresses a desire (with body-language presumably) to milk her.
The native understands his desire and he arranges for him to receive
a large bowl of milk. The hero who was desperate for a refreshment
has now fulfilled his desire. Why then does the hero, in the
following chaptef, endeavour to learn their language, so as to relate
his adventures to his master? If his adventures consist in a string of
itemized perceptions which have never been experienced by the
master, will the latter be able to follbw the story? With some
difficulty he does (in English!).

Was G. unaware of the fact that elevated communication, or
simply written language, unavoidably involves a degree of
representation? It is unlikely. First, because the argument, as it
stands, seeks to establish the incommunicability of knowledge, and
so it is embedded in a negative, critical discourse; in short, there is
not a positive theory of Adyos to be tracked down in this context.
Secondly, from a historical point of view what matters is mainly the
valuable observation that there is no such a thing as a one-to-one
relation between objects and words (see Introductory notes on
MXG).

There are two consequent arguments. The first one explores the
relation of words with objects, and it defends the idea that external
objects produce speech, and not vice versa. It is maintained that the
external objects — those perceived by humans — lend Adyos its
substance, and Sextus exemplifies that by saying that it is the fact
that we taste a soup that brings about a Adyos corresponding to its
quality, and the fact that we see a colour that produces an utterance
concerning this particular colour. Conclusion: it is not Adyos that
indicates external objects, but external objects that give meaning to

Adyos.
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In modern terms this is a pseudo-dilemma (any discussion
concerming the origins of language falls outwith the scope of
modern linguistic theory); the question “is it objects that validate
the meaning of words or words that give meaning to objects” is a
chicken-and-egg one. It is perhaps more interesting to see what lies
behind this argument (if it is originally Gorgianic; see Untersteiner
1954, p.174 n.98 with further literature). Kerferd (1982, p.218)
holds: “Exactly what theory this implies about the origin of
language for Gorgias we are not told”. Nevertheless, it may be
possible to construe its meaning if we consider its affinities (see
Untersteiner 1954, p.174 n. 98, thoﬁgh I disagree with his
conclusions) with the discussion of the fourth possible reason that
made Helen follow Paris to Troy in the Encomium. In that context
(15), we have a stimuli-response pattern. Objects of the external
world — for the external appearance of which men should not be
held responsible — invoke emotions within the soul, and lead to
action. We may assume, though it cannot be proved, that in this
context G. has the same pattern in mind. External objects stimulate
men who produce a logos dependent on the nature of the stimulus.
At any rate the priority goes to the stimuli, not to Adyos.

The following argument (86) runs: admittedly Adyos — like visible
and audible things — has its own substance, which entails that it can
signify objects of the external world. That this disclaimer is put
forward as “a possible objection” (in Kerferd’s words, 1982 p.218)
1s shown by the fact that it is followed by an argument objecting to
it. This argument concedes (el ydp «ai) that even if Adyos has its
own substance (cp. Hel. 8, where Adyos is defined as an omnipotent
ruler with a minute and invisible body), it differs from other objects
perceived through different senses. So, even if we allow for an
ontological independence of logos, the fact that it is perceived
through a different channel infers that it fails to denote a score of
objects (in the way that audible things cannot be grasped through

vision and so on — @omep oUde éxeiva TV dAATAwy SiadnAol plow).
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The argument as it stands can be reformulated as follows:
articulated (oral) Adyos makes use of sounds (cp. $8éyyor MXG
980b2). But speech is perceived through one dpyavor and visible
things through another. Consequently, most existing things cannot
be conveyed through speech.

This argument has an interesting implication. In Hel. Adyos is
presented to enter human beings in a mechanistic way; in Sextus’
account Aéyoc are perceived through an unidentified dpyavov. Are we
to suppose that this dpyavov is simply the sense of hearing, which
allows men to perceive articulated speech? Is it possible that mental
and cognitive processes of perceiving speech are hinted at as well?
To what extent is this a Gorgianic argument? If the answer to the
last question is to be positive, the lack of any grounds to give any
positive answers to the other two questions does not much improve
our knowledge of G.’s ideas on speech-perception, if they existed at
all. It may merely be said that prima facie the argument can be
supported from a clear-cut distinction between hearing and the rest
of the senses. But it is tempting to suppose that an exegesis of the
differences in perception between sounds and articulated utterances
was included as well. Nevertheless, for lack of conclusive evidence

this i1ssue should be left undecided.

374



FRAGMENTS

4

The passage provides us with an approach to colour which is
ascribed by Plato to G. Still, it is hard to see how much of what is
said here can safely be considered as a quotation from G., but we
will not be far from truth if we claim that Meno is haunted by G.’s
shadow. At the very beginning of the dialogue, Meno is presented as
G.’s student, and when he later goes on to define ‘virtue’ (dperrj) he
gives a definition which is explicitly said to be the fruit of both G.’s
and Meno’s knowledge about it (see fr.19). In that context, instead
of defining ‘virtue’ in an absolute manner, Meno presents a
relativistic definition of it: different attributes are dperr for different
kinds of people. It is vital, now, to realize that the present passage is
the concomitant of Sokrates’ dissatisfaction with this definition,
because the consecutive definitions of shape and colour are an
attempt to exemplify what a (or rather any) valid definition should
look like.

The present exemplification through colour has already been
announced in what precedes it; at 74b Meno accepts that he is
unable to locate one virtue which can be applied to everything (ulav
dperiv AaBeiv kard wdvrwv) and at this Sokrates undertakes to ease
the progress of the discussion by developing the definition of shape
which has already been used as an example in passing (73¢). At 75¢
Sokrates gives the first definition of colour: ‘shape is that and only
that among beings which is always followed by colour’. This Meno
finds naive, because it is a definition which defines the unknown
through the unknown (evidently, colour has not yet been defined).
Sokrates then gives a second definition (76e): ‘shape i1s the end
(mépas) of a solid thing (orepeos)’. No comment is made by Meno;

he now urges Sokrates to do away with some unfinished business
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and he thus asks him for a definition of colour: this brings us to the
beginning of our fragment.

Some explanation should be given now about the portion of
Meno cited here. So far, editors of G. omit dA\’ émeddv por ov
To0T’ elmys...mdvv pév odv ydpeoar; I take the view that such an
omission is unjustified for two main reasons. The first one is that it
1s closely related to the pivotal characterisation of Meno as
vBpioris; Bluck comments: “Meno is not really arrogant, and
Sokrates does not mean this seriously” (1961 note ad loc.). This
may be so; the following lines, however, invite us to determine why
Sokrates calls Meno an 9Bpcomis. This characterisation is partly
justified by Sokrates by stressing that Meno demands from an old
man a definition of dperd; Meno promises to give his definition, but
not before Sokrates gives his own one about colour. Sokrates is now
introducing an explicitly erotic vocabulary; every effort is made to
present Meno as a blackmailer, who founds his tyrannical activity
on his beauty. This decisively completes the presentation of Meno
as fpcors. His attitude is hybristic exactly because he takes
advantage of his beauty which, in a way, victimises Sokrates who is
now compelled to indulge (see Dover 1989, pp.34f{t., esp. p. 36).

The second reason brings us closer to G. himself; Sokrates,
according to the words that Plato puts in his mouth, seems to allude
to the despotic nature of speech as it is presented by G. in Hel,
something which is perhaps corroborated by the love-wording of the
speech (Adyos and love are interwoven in Hel.). I would defend this
thesis on the basis of the following arguments: a) rvpavvedovres
could be taken as an allusion to the definition of speech as dvvdorys
in Hel 8 (the possibility that év rois Adyors, apart from ‘in the
discussions’, can also take on the meaning ‘through your speeches’,
cannot be excluded, and such a possibility further stresses a general
reference to speech) and to the compelling power of love, to which
attention is drawn here in an explicit manner. Moreover, the

emphasis on speech is manifestly strengthened when Sokrates
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alleges that Meno’s beauty would have been obvious even if
someone had his face covered. Meno is literally becoming speech.
b) The expression 67 elul frrov Tdv xaAdv may be a (sarcastic)
reiteration of the discussion of the first reason in Hel 6 (see also
19), where the word fjoowv and its opposite are dazzlingly repeated.
¢) It cannot be mere coincidence that what follows is a reply xarg
Topytiav; the proposed reading of the lines preceding it — as an
mmplied allusion to G.’s own theses — serves thus as a prelude to the

definition of colour.

obk &Béleis: a somewhat ‘hypocritical” anxiety of Sokrates to hear
the Gorgian definition of ‘virtue’(cp. Pl. Jon 541e ovdé drra éori
Talra 7epl &v Sewvds el é0éAers elmeiv...).

xata Dopylav: @ la maniére de; Sokrates assumes that Meno, being
familiar with G.’s tropes, will be in a position to comprehend more
easily (and accept) the definition of colour.

Aéyere: G. and his followers, the representative of whom in this
dialogue is Meno.

dmoppods...katd 'Epmedoxdéa: ‘effluences of beings...following
Empedocles’; Empedocles’ theory about the function of the senses
cannot fully be discussed here. As the next two questions uttered by
Sokrates show, sense-perception was the result of the combined
function of both the sense-organ and the object of perception. He
accepted that somé mépor existed through which the dwoppoal
(“effluences’) passed, and that for this reason a symmetry between
them was necessary (cp. 31A86-89, B3, 84, §9 DK, see Diels 1884,
Wright 1981, pp.229-30).

«odves 8 T Aéyw»: Pindar 105a Snell-Mihler (= 94 Bowra, 121
Turyn) addressed to Hiero; cp. Pl. Phdr. 236d, Ar. Birds 945.

éomv yap xpéa...aloBmrés: at last Sokrates’ gives the definition of
colour; whether or not this is Empedocles’ own definition as it was
quoted by G. we cannot tell, especially due to the absence of direct

evidence from G.’s own preserved texts. It is possible that although
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he accurately conveys its content, at the same time he gives to it the
form that would make it seem xard lopylav. oympdrtov: in the
margin of T ypnudrwy, accepted by Diels-Kranz and Unterseiner;
Richards prefers swpdrwv (cp. Alexander Aphrodosias comments on
Arnstotle’s de sensu 24,9 Wendland). I accept most editors’ reading
because “possibly Plato wrote dwoppo xpmudrwy, or possibly
Empedocles talked about dmoppoai of things, but Plato chose to
speak of effluences of oy7duara because oxfua has been defined
whereas ypfjpa and ocdpa have not” (Bluck 1961, note ad loc.). Note
the interesting coexistence of all the proposed readings at Hel. 18.
rpaywk): much has been said about the meaning of this attribute and
it seems to me that no definitive answer has or can be given (see
Untersteiner 1961, p.75 with further literature; Bluck (1961a), 289-
95 summarises more views; see also Buchheim 1989, p.188-89). It
seems to me that Bluck (1961a) is right in concluding that “rpayuict
in our present context alludes...to its [sc. the definition’s] high-
flown language and to what Sokrates chooses to treat as its grandeur
or profundity. These are the qualities that make it Gorgian, and at
the same time cause Meno to admire it” (p.295).

5
For an interpretation of the fragment see Diels 1884, pp.361{f,

where he puts forward the view that it comes from an unpreserved
writing of G. on natural philosophy (see also Unterstemer 1961,
p.76).

Sa
All the three passages offer examples of what is considered an
unjustifiably grandiloquent style, which is explicitly pointed at by
Hermogenes’ yuypevovrar (for yuypdv see fr.15). The description of
beasts as ‘living tombs’ is an image which regularly recurs both in
ancient and modem literature. An interesting example is traced in

Hdt. 1. 216: émeav 8¢ yépwv yévmrar xdpra, ol mpogmxéovrés ol
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wdvres cuveAlévres Gbovai piv...&prioavres 8é Ta xpéa karevfwvral.
taira pév  Td OASuwdrard  o¢L  vevduiarar, TOv 8é  vodow
reAevtTioavra oV karaciréovrar dAAa yff kpumrouvat (cp. also 3. 38,
99; the custom of the Massagetai is also described in Dissoi Logoi
2.14). Latin literature provides us with some depictions of this
undoubtedly macabre image; in Lucretius’ De Rerum Natura 5. 993
we read viva videns vivo sepelieri viscera busto (more instances in
Meurig Davies 1949, p.73). It is also interesting that this image is a
reversal of the image presented in the final words of the Epitaphios,
1.e. dAA’ dfdvaros ovkx év dfavdrows gdpaoct [f ov {dvrwv. For a
stmilar image (birds eating bodies) in Greek literature cp. Aiskh.
Septem 1020-1, Soph. Antigone 1081 and Electra 1487f., and Eur.
Ion 933.

The characterisation of Xerxes as the ‘Zeus of the Persians’,
which is attested by Longinus, is related by Russell (1964 note ad
loc.) to Herodotos 7.56 where an Hellespontean man says: & Zef, 7(
37 dvdpl eldduevos [Iépan kal obvopa dvri Ass Zépénv Oépevos
dvdorarov v EAXdSa Bélets moifoacr. But it can also be seen in the
light of Isokrates’ Panegyricus 151, where we are told that
monarchy led the Persians to cowardice, and that they thus called
their ruler dalpwv, although he was a mortal man (cp. also Aiskh.
Persae 80: lodfeos $us, of Xerxes, and daipova 642, Jeoprnarwp 654,

as Beds 711, ladbeos 856, of Darius).

(fr.6=Epitaphios)

7
The date of the speech remains uncertain (for some suggestions see
Untersteiner 1961, p.85). According to Aristotle (who in this part of
his Rhetoric presents an exemplified classification of the proems of
epideictic speeches), G. in the prologue praised those who founded
the mavmupers (Lysias 33.1 praises Herakles for establishing the

Olympic games), whereas Isokrates (Panegyricus 1) blames them
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because they do not honour wisdom (a view which goes back to
Xenophanes). An indication of its content is given in 8a (for an
expanded version of the fragment see Buchheim 1989 with notes).
For the ideal of Panhellenism in the fifth century see Flower 2000,

esp.92-93.

8

The first to identify these two sentences with G.’s *QAvumikds was
Bemnays (1853), and this identification made the word alviyua
(‘riddle’) appear inappropriate; Bernays himself proposed aiowua,
Diels mAlypa. Ferguson (1921), now, thought that alviypa gave
good meaning, because he thought that G. intended to compare his
ability to expand publicly on any sublect with Oedipus who was
bold enough to face the Sphinx, and he also maintained that xalet
pev...8uvduevov did not necessarily belong to G.’s oration. In my
view the only part of the fragment that could safely be attributed to
G. is this: 70 dydviopa fpdv...Sirrdv 8¢ dpetdv dettar, TéAums Kkal
oogpias. Clemens brings in G. at a point where he criticises
philosophical investigation (especially that of the Epicureans and
the Stoics), and #Audv, which probably existed in the quotation of
G.’s speech that Clemens had before him, is meant to distinguish
this kind of (hedonistic as Clemens himself calls it) philosophical
investigation from the one dictated by Christian faith, which reveals
itself with alviypagr xai ovpfélots dAAmyoplats Te al  «xal
peragopats (Stro.5. 4,21).

Similarly, I think that Clemens’s allusion to the herald at the
Olympic games does not prove that the second sentence is a
quotation from G.’s oration. This sentence has several Gorglan
overtones, the most remarkabe one being the BovAduevov /
Suvduevov antithesis. But the subject of the verb xaAdei, speech
(Aéyos) is not the Gorgian speech; Clemens’s Stromateis 1s devoted
to the Christian Adyos. Buchheim (1989, p.194) cites a parallel that

clearly shows how superficial similarities may lead to
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misinterpretation: domep xai év tois OAvumiakols dy@ol kalel pév
6 «fjpvé Tov BouAdpevov, oredavol d¢ Tov vikdoavrar TodTw TH
Tpémw kal émi Ths dyveias.

It is possible that G. used dydviopa to refer to his own speech, by
bringing it closer to the situational context in which he delivered it.
réAun and gogia are both required for success in both his and the
athletes’ activities (note that yvdun and pdun are presented
antithetically in the Epitaphios). By bringing himself close to the
athletes, G. is probably the first to use the antagonistic enviroment

of the games as a metaphor for rhetoric.

8a
The passage is cited only because it refers to the contents of G.’s
speech, for Isokrates suggests that G. never got married (see
Test.18). The important information is that G.’s demand was for
-duévoca between the Greek cities, not solely within them, and it
should of course be associated with what is put forward in 5b; the
Olympic games was an appropriate occasion for someone to
propound the Panhellenic ideal, because it was a Panhellenic
festival, which also entailed the suspension of any existing

hostilities.

9
Nothing is known about G.’s Pythian speech; Philostratos gives us

the vague information that it was delivered at the altar of the temple

of Apollo (dm6 To8 Buwpod 7ymoev, Test.1).

10

Again the content of the speech is unknown; nevertheless, we
should distinguish this speech from the Pythian and the Olympic in
view of its locality. It is unclear if éyxdpiov els’Hhelous is the title

of the work, or a specific reference to the preamble of G.’s speech
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(see Buchheim 1989, pp.195-6). It is likely, however, that his
speech was a praise of the city of Elis. The possibility that G.
delivered this speech before or after a visit to Olympia is feasible
(see Untersteiner 1961, p. 87). The phrase mdéAws eddaipwv is a
recurring formula, for which see Ar. Birds 36.

(frs.11,11a= Encomium of Helen, The Defence of Palmedes)

12

The symmetrical antithesis is typically Gorgian, so that there can be
little doubt that Aristotle quotes G.’s own words; judging from the
existing evidence he must have been the first to observe the
importance of laughter in public speaking. The wording of the
fragment does not make it clear whether yéAwr:, as a weapon against
the threatening seriousness of the opponent, means a) ‘by laughing’,
or b) ‘by arousing laughter in the audience’. Halliwell (1991), p.293
accepts (b), and he contends that “the formulation strongly points to
the use of rhetorically induced laughter not so much for a direct
expression of animosity, as in order to win one’s audience’s amused
approval and thus to manipulate the mood of a public gathering in
one’s own favour”. But (a) is no less plausible, especially in view of
the Platonic passage (cp. infra), and perhaps more importantly, in
view of the fact that laughter is so frequently an expression of
enmity, a gesture which in some cases, as Greek literature
abundantly brings out, can cause irrecoverable damage to the
honour and the social status of a person.

In Grg. 473e, a passage whose relevance to the Gorgian
contention about the function of laughter has been accepted by
Dodds (1959, note ad loc.), Sokrates delays his conclusion that ‘the
more miserable person is the one who escapes the danger and
becomes a tyrant’ to ask: ‘“What’s up now, Polus? Do you laugh? Is
this another kind of scrutiny [éAéyxov], that is laughing when one

says something, instead of scrutinizing one’s own words?” The
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theatricality of the passage is overt; Plato invites us to imagine a
smile on Polus’ mouth which is enough to cut off Sokrates, who at
this point in the dialogue says nothing hilarious. The emphasis
placed on Polus’ laughter, expressed with two staccato questions,
elevates what could otherwise be an unimportant smile to a
philosophical method of examination. There can be little doubt then
that Plato, by drawing his readers’ attention to Polus’ laughter,
mtends them to construe it as a practice of his circle, and more
particularly that of G. himself, whose view about the function of
‘laughter’ must have been known to Plato. -

This passage acquires added significance in the light of what
follows; Polus’ reply to Sokrates is another question: “Do not you
think that the falsity of your view has already been proved, when
you maintain views that no one else maintains? You may ask
anyone of those who are now present”. Polus seems to wish to ripen
the grapes of his ‘laughter’; we may imagine that while he was
laughing his head was turned to the members of the rest of the
company and we may infer that it was with the intention of winning
over his audience that Polus resorted to yéAws. It is needless to say
that Sokrates turns Polus down on the basis of his political
inexperience, which, as he says, the year before, when he was
elected a BovAeuTis, provoked laughter in numerous people.

The Platonic passage thus ‘stages’ the Gorgian theoretical advice,
and it brings out the duality of its character: the laughter of G.’s
‘student’ aspires to arouse his audience’s laughter and in this way to
predispose it against Sokrates who, of course, does not fail not to be
victimized. This brings us to (b): we have seen that in Grg. 473e it is
laughter itself that preponderates with further implications
pertaining to the importance of the audience’s laughter. But
unfortunately (b) cannot be defended in connection to direct or
indirect evidence about G.. Nevertheless, it is hard to see any reason
why this dimension of the Gorgian dictum should be excluded; for
the importance of arousing laughter in audiences clearly emerges

from later oratorical practice (actually the plethora of evidence
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makes any attempt towards a full presentation of the theme
impossible in this context), which in a way draws back to G.’s
contention.

Despite the different approaches, it has amply been shown that
G. paid tribute to pleasure (répyis) as a means of attaining
persuasiveness (explicitly in Hel 5, 13), so that his prescription
about the usage of laughter cannot be seen independently of this
parameter. The fole of pleasure and laughter in persuasion is attested
In Aristophanes’ Wasps 567; in that context Philokleon explains to
his son the privileges of being a juror by referring to defendants’
striving for acquittal. Among other means of persuasion, they also
“narrate myths to us [jurors], others comic stories from Aisopos;
others make jokes, so as to make me laugh and thus to appease me.
And if we do not change our minds...”. This comic exploitation of
the function of laughter points to its power to win over audiences in
courtrooms, and thus to its contribution to the acquittal of those
involved. In fourth-century rhetoric things are rather different;
without intending to systematize evidence (this has been done by
Halliwell) it seems feasible to maintain that pleasure through
laughter is there inextricably interwoven with ‘slander’ (AocSopia),
an element which is undeveloped in G.’s preserved texts. This is
eloquently expressed in Demosthenes 183 (8 ¢dboer mdow
dvfpdiois bmdpyer, TGV pév Aotdopldv kal T@V KaTmyopLdv dkolerv
18éws), and later at 138 (cp. also Philip.3.54, 19.23; Aiskhines 1.35).
Laughter in oratory is thus chiefly integrated within the
characterisation of the opponent in which even false evidence about
his life can be employed (a good example is the presentation of
Aiskhines’ parentage by Demosthenes; for false evidence and the
identity of litigants see Halliwell 1991, p.288; see also Harding
1994, who investigates the impact of Old Comedy upon rhetoric).

So far I have been stressing the role of laughter; we may now see
the role of stubborn seriousness as opposed to ‘playful’ laughter. In
Demosthenes’ Against Conon, Ariston, the plaintiff, in anticipating

his opponent’s arguments claims that among other things he will say
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that his (and his company’s) misbehaviour was due to a ‘playful’
mood (els yélwra kal okdppar’ éuBalelv meipdoacfac 13); he then
says that Conon will claim falsely that he (Ariston) and his brothers
are heavy drinkers, vBpiaral, dyvdpoves and mkpoi. Much has been
said about Aybris in the context of this speech; it will suffice here to
say that Ariston himself claims that he did not prosecute his
opponents for Aybris, because, as he explains, he was told by his
relatives not to do so. But how are we to interpret the words
dyvdpovas and mikpotds In contradistinction to the ‘playfulness’ of
his opponents?

Both attributes give the impression of a stubborn, mflexible
person, a character with no sense of humour; Ariston, in short,
alleges that Conon will present him as a person with no
understanding, and it seems that he cannot feel confident enough
that even the judges will abstain from laughter at the representation
of the facts by Conon (20). It is for this reason that he there
dramatises his sufferings and invites the judges to visualise them.
This short presentation clearly brings out the dangers involved in
seriousness; Ariston may justifiably claim that no one would laugh,
if it happened to be an eye-witness of the incident, but at the same
time he is anxious not to present himself as prejudiced against
playful activity. Demosthenes in defending him is aware of the
possibility that the judges will perhaps be more influenced by the
‘staging’ of slapstick comedy with the prosecutor playing the role of
the foolishly touchy protagonist than by the actual sufferings of a
complainer who is overdoing it (for brief comments on this

fragment see Untersteiner, 1961, p.134, and Buchheim 1989, p.196).

13
Dionysios’ information about G.’s writing on xacpds is clearly

marked by a sceptical, if not polemical, tone which is founded on
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the axiom that xacpds is an elusive subject of investigation due to its
inherent association with 8é€a. I take it that this tone can potentially
be useful in relation to the nature of G.’s own writing because it
points to a general, ‘theoretical’ analysis of this important parameter
of eloquence.

katpés 1s a fundamental notion in the circle of the Sophists which
could simply be defined as the consideration of the right time at
which one should act; both the words ‘time’ and ‘act’ should be read
in the wider possible way: time should necessarily include a
‘spatial’ meaning, that is the pragmatic constraints imposed on a
speaker by the context in which he delivers his speech, the audience
and the horizon of its expectations, which unavoidably entails their
political, religious or other dispositions etc. In short, xacpds, as a
technical term, results from the observation that communicating a
view effectively does not merely depend on the clarity of a message,
but on the speakers’ timing as well.

According to Diogenes Laertios (IX. 52=A1,52DK), Protagoras
(not G. as Dionysios says) was the first to display xatpol Svvapev.
The doxographical divergence about who was the first to discuss
katpds cannot be discussed here; in Diogenes it is presented as one
among other Protagorean novelties. Skouteropoulos is too ready to
accept the doxographers in claiming that “’Eva 6 IMpwraybpas #rav
0 mpdTos & dmolos émofuave T ompacia wov éyer M alofnom THs
kaTdAAMATs meploTaoms...mpdTos 6 Iopylas, dmws omperdver &3d 6
Avovioios 6 “Alkapvacoels, émyelpmoe va mpoodioploel xal Tous
TexvikoUs kavéves yia THV édpappoy” adTis THs dexfs o™
pmropwcny” 1991, p.261; see also Gomperz 1912, p.165ff)) A number
of other Sophistic works also mention «acpés; in Dissoi Logoi quite
a good deal is said about it. At 2.20 we read: mdvra kaipd peév xadd
évti, év dratpia 8 aloypd (see also 5,9) which shows that xaipés 1s
not here viewed on the level of its oratorical implications (although
this does not justify Schiappa’s (1999, p.74) conclusion that “the

absence of any rhetorical treatment of them in the Dialexeis implies
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that the disciplinary matrix connecting these concepts to persuasive
speechmaking either had not emerged or was not yet fixed in Greek
language or thought™). Alkidamas, probably one of G.’s students
and a fervent supporter of oral speech, also contended & «awpd T@v
mpaypdrwv  kal tals  émbuplacs  Tav  dvbpdmev  edordyws
dkodovbijoar kal Tov wpoorikovra Adyov elmeiv (On the Sophists, 3;
see also Isokrates 2.33).

kawpés 1s traced in G.’s preserved texts expressed with the word
76 8éov (for this term as a synonym of xatpds see Vollgraff 1952,
p-20-27); in the Epitaphios those honoured are praised for doing and
saying the right thing at the right time; similarly in the opening of
Hel. the rhetor defines his task as an expression of that which ought
to be said (r6 &éov), a statement which has widely been explained as
an allusion to xaipds (see notes ad loc.). The phrase épeels 7@ karpd
in Test. 1a is rightly taken by Guthrie (1971, p.272 n.4 with further
literature) to refer “to his gift of improvisation” as in that context it
is the practice of public display that it is discussed.

It is possible now to return to the nature of G.’s writing about
kawpds; 1 have already suggested that it is likely that it was a
‘theoretical’ work where general rules were put forward; Dionysios’
objection is that xatpds is something that cannot be studied
systematically, and accordingly no universal rules can be set about
it, because it depends decisively upon personal, subjective
considerations (this is said in what follows the passage cited by
Diels-Kranz; Kerferd 1981, p.81 almost invited future editors to
include this part, hence Buchheim 1989, p.82 and Skouteropoulos
1991, p.260); in short xatpés cannot be judged independently of a
given occasion. That this is accepted by him as an axiom, is shown
by his all-encompassing contempt towardst philosophers and
rhetoricians expressed at the beginning of the passage cited. All this
suggests a ‘theoretical’ discussion of xatpds to the extent that
Dionysios finds it unpractical. What such a dissertation on kacpds

may have included is mere speculation; probably suggestions about
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its importance (this, according to Diogenes Laertios, was the content
of Protagoras’ work on «atpds) or about the modification of
arguments dictated by the expectations of the audience. These
prescriptions could have been supported by the analysis of examples
of real speeches.

(For «kawpds see, Siiss 1910, pp.ii and 17ff, Gomperz 1912,
pp-165ff, Untersteiner 1961, p. 134-136, Kennedy 1963, p.66-68,
Wilson 1981, 418-420, Consigny 1992, Noél, 1998, Schiappa 1999,
p.73-74)

14
Aristotle scornfully presents G.’s method of teaching through an

analogy; he compares the learning of model speeches by heart as a
teaching-method of rhetoric to a hypothetical teaching of shoe-
making, which solely consists in the presentation of many different
kinds of shoes. According to Aristotle this is a process which
mvolves learning from the products of art (dwd 7s Téxvns) and
which unavoidably fails to lead to the acquisition of the art itself.
This passage has frequently been discussed by modem scholarship,
which, it should be added, in recent years tends to find in it support
for the contention that rhetorical meta-language is absent throughout
the fifth century. The feasibility of this statement is also partly
connected to the explanation of what Aristotle means by Aédyous;
other scholars take it to refer to whole speeches, others to parts of
speeches or recurring themes labelled Joci communes
(commonplaces).

Wilcox (1942, p.153) takes the view that “we should accept
Aristotle’s testimony in the Sophistici Elenchi that the theory was
extensively developed and unlike the communes loci of G.”. Kerferd
(1981, p.31) also maintains that Aristotle has in mind the loci
communes of the kind Cicero describes in Brutus 46-47 (= Test.25),
and he concludes that: “It can hardly be in doubt that it is
commonplaces of this kind which the pupils of G. were required to
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learn by heart...rather than whole speeches as is sometimes
asserted” (the same view is taken by Natali 1986, p.106). Kennedy
(1994, p.35, and 1959), in discussing the rhetorical handbooks,
discerns two traditions: “the theoretical...including Tisias and
Theodorus, and the tradition of the exemplar or collection of
commonplaces...including G.” (1959, p.172). Cole (1991, p.92),
who offers a detailed discussion of réyvn, holds that “sample speech
parts, like sample shoe parts, can be constructed in such a way as to
minimise idiosyncrasy and so point more clearly than would a
random selection of such objects to the general principles on which
their construction is based” and he encapsulates his view of fifth-
century rhetoric as follows: “The analytical metalanguage
characteristic of fourth-century treatises may have had purely oral
antecedents of which all reports have disappeared. Yet the
completeness of the disappearance...suggests otherwise.” Similarly
Schiappa (1999, p.45) concludes that “The ‘Arts’ attributed to G,
Thrasymachus, and Antiphon are probably the result of the
publication of exemplary speeches...there were no theoretical ‘Arts
of Rhetoric’ written in the fifth century B.C.E.”.

There is thus a consensus about the ‘practical’ and markedly
exemplary character of G.’s teaching, the divergence of views being
chiefly located in the examination of G.’s tools. Moreover, it is clear
that, as far as G. is concemed, scholarly work tends to take
Aristotle’s testimony for granted, and thus to found its conclusions
upon it. Howevér, both the statements that G. had not developed any
theoretical meta-language and that his teaching proceeded solely
with the memorization of model-speeches cannot be true.

Firstly, it should be pointed out that Aristotle is not acting as an
impartial historiographer of rhetoric; his contempt for the display of
model-speeches, or parts of them, can only be considered soberly if
one is ready to see it in comparison to his own elevated analysis of
rhetoric. As he says G.’s practice falls short because 1t employs ra

dmo tfs Téxvns and by the same token because it fails to present the
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Téxvn itself. Retrojecting this term almost one century before
Aristotle’s time and thus reaching conclusions concemning the
teaching of rhetoric is unsafe. réyvm in Aristotle’s time has already a
long history in which Plato’s philosophy plays the most important
role, particularly with the distinction between réyvn and émioriun.
In Anstotle’s philosophy réxvm takes on a specific meaning, for he
places it between éumecpia and. émoriuy, and more particularly he
relates it to the third of the three kinds of émorriuy, that is mounriky
(cp. Meta. 981b25-982al, 1025b21, 26, 1046b3; Eth.Nic.1139b14-
1141b8). The emphasis is thus placed on the process, not on the
fimshed work for that belongs to the reélm of ruxaiov and réxvm
tends (as émorjun does) to the xafddov, the difference between
them being that réyvy is mept yévmowv (namely the passage from a
shapeless material to a form). It is with such a philosophical
background that Aristotle criticises G.’s teaching; apart from that,
we should point out that if ra dmd 7fs Téxvms are either loci
communes or parts of speeches, as most scholars agree, composed
for memorization, their obvious raison d’ étre was to provide people
with generally applicable arguments (or possibly clichés for other
parts of a speech), and they were thus concemed with what one says
rather than with the way in which one says it, there is even one more
reason why we should not be surprised by Aristotle’s criticism. For
it cannot be accidental that the subject-matter of speeches is
excluded by Aristotle in his study of rhetoric, on the basis that it is
related to other disciplines (ethics, politics etc).

It is thus not the absence of ‘theory’ in the way we construe the
term that Aristotle locates in G.’s teaching method, nor does he say
that the latter proceeded solely by display. But is it feasible to
contend that rhetorical metalanguage was unavailable in G.’s
teaching? First of all, no one can seriously put forward the view that
any teaching is possible without conveying the principles that
underline the discipline taught, at least in the way that the instructor

has them in his / her mind. Common experience shows that queries

390



cannot always be answered by the means of paradigms, and some
generalization is always involved. It is equally true that teaching is
by nature a kind of communication where oral speech is primarily
employed (electronic technology has certainly facilitated distance-
learning in our days), and insofar as antiquity is concerned,
difficulties related to the publication and distribution of books
would make teachers of successful public speaking prefer to write
down what they considered appropriate to meet the practical and
immediate needs of their audience. Moreover, relentless mobility is
a common characteristic of the representatives of the Sophistic
movement, and certainly of G. himself. This is tantamount to the
fact that such a thing as a school like Plato’s Academy or Aristotle’s
Lykeion is something unattested in G.’s days; for this reason it is
legitimate to speculate once more that written composition of
paradigms was of more general applicability, and thus preferable to
‘theoretical’ discussion of the function of rhetoric, especially in
view of the fact that this teaching was addressed to people
unacquainted with a developing genre. All this suggests, I think, that
the non-theoretical orientation of the fifth-century ‘rhetorical’
writings does not necessarily entail the absence of a metarhetorical
language.

Absence of theoretical perspective in the study of rhetoric in the
fifth century has convincingly been refuted by Gagarin (1994), who
rightly places his interest chiefly in the writings of this period, and
not in fourth-century assessments of them. For our purposes it will
suffice to present briefly some aspects of metalanguage in G. To
start with indirect evidence, we know that he had composed a
treatise on xacpds, which is criticised by Dionysios as unsuccessful
(see fr.13). Regardless of the quality of this work, its existence is a
first indication that G. had actually discussed an aspect of rhetoric
which undoubtedly has a diachronic value. Segments of meta-
rherorical language can be traced in G.’s extant texts. Hel 8-14
includes a discussion of Adyos, which undoubtedly establishes a

metarhetorical language, to the extent that it deals with matters such
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as persuasion, acceptability of arguments, emotional appeal,
pleasure and its relation to effectiveness etc. The same mutatis
mutandis holds for the third part of ONB, which paves the way for
serious philosophical approach to language and which has
frequently been underrated by scholars who connect it with G.’s
practical ends. Independently of the context in which these
discussions appear, they certainly suggest an increasing interest in
discussing speech both in its endogenous characteristics and in its
role mn social discourse (one may also mention G.’s advice about the
importance of laughter in one’s argumentation). There is no doubt
that this evidence is highly random and tﬁat it does not amount to a
systematic, theoretical approach to rhetoric; but this is rather
different from saying that metarhetoric is unattested in G.’s writings.
It would be more accurate to contend that G.’s teaching is a hybrid,
where practice and theory have a complementary function. To a
certain degree, metalanguage can be traced even in what could be
seen as a sample of purely paradigmatic rhetoric of general
applicability, that is Pal. The typology of motives leading to
criminal action at 19, to mention one example, is a remark of great
significance (for more such remarks, see my commentary on the
text).

In conclusion, Aristotle’s view about teaching dwé rfs Téxvrs 1s
a criticism which is based on a syncresis with what he himself
defines as réyvm; thus Buchheim is certainly right in printing odros
yap PBeBoifnke...mapédwkev, because this portion of the text
illustrates Aristotle’s own criterion, to which, in his view, G.’s end
is opposed. Similarly modern suggestions that metarhetoric is absent
in G.’s teaching (and time) fail to give a clear meaning to the term
metarhetoric, as they almost invite us to construe it in the terms of
fourth-century philosophising. On the contrary, examination of G.’s
own texts suggests an unprecedented (in existing evidence) amount

of language which is designed to explain language, and which
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allows us to infer that much more theoretical language was

employed in everyday contact with students of eloquence.

15

Aristotle examines what Juypdv style arises from; there are four
main causes: a) compound words, b) obscure and difficult
expressions (rd ypfiofar yAdrracs, c) the use of epithets which are
either paxpols Or dkaipots OTF mukvols, and d) inappropriate
metaphors. This technical term frequently recurs in Greek criticism
and it is variously defined (for an examihation of it see Van Hook
1917, pp.68-76). In this fragment we have examples of compound
words, which are unattested elsewhere in G.’s preserved writings; he
is certainly fond of compound words (see Introduction), but nothing
similar to mrayopovooxddaxas can be tracked down in his extant
work.

TTwyopovookdAakas: ‘wanting-in-wisdom flatterers’; the MSS have
mraydpovoos kéAaé, but Vahlen’s suggestion has justifiably been
accepted by most scholars.

émopkfoavtas kat ebopkmoavtos: | prefer Ross’s reading to the
MSS’ émoprrfoavtas «kal katevopkijoavras, because it brings
together in an antithetical structure what is otherwise an example

which consists in two separate words.

16
These are examples of Yuypdv arising from metaphors; for a full
discussion of the textual difficulties see Solmsen 1987, pp.500-2,
who rightly suggests that we should *“separate the second sentence
0v...é0¢pwoas  from the preceding one, for these two

quotations...have no connection with one another” (p.500); see also

Buchheim 1989, pp. 197-8.

17
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Skouteropoulos (1991, p.265) rightly relates this passage to Plato’s
Phaidros 267a, where we learn that G. along with Tisias had
invented a technique by which they could both prolong their
speeches. In the same connection, it is useful to remember that
according to Aristotle (Soph. EL 174b 32), when Lykophron found
it hard to praise the lyre as he was asked, he praised a star bearing
the same name with this instrument.

Nestle (1940, pp.313-14) takes it for granted that G. composed a
speech for Achilles, but it is equally possible that Aristotle uses
Achilles’ name exempli gratia, in order to illustrate how G.
developed his praises by referring to pa}'tly relevant material. That
Aristotle did not perhaps have a specific speech in mind is a
hypothesis corroborated by the reasoning employed in He!l., and by
the wording in with which he introduces his explanation (el yap
"AxiAdéa Aéyav...). If we wish to find an extant speech that develops
exactly in the manner that Aristotle describes in this part of his
Rhetoric, we should turn to Isokrates’ Helen, where eventually the

hero praised is Theseus, not Helen.

18,19
The passage from Plato’s Meno is usually taken as an
exemplification of the type of definitions that Aristotle ascribes to
G. In naming him as the representative of those who ‘enumerate’
(éapbuodvres) virtues (in including Amstotle’s reference to
Sokrates I follow Buchheim, because Aristotle does not merely
record G.’s method of definition, but he opposes it to Sokrates’
own). It is thus generally taken for granted that Arstotle’s
information is correct and that it is in accordance with the first
definition of virtue in Meno 71e (e.g. Guthrie 1971, p.254 claims
that “But he [sc. Meno] is introduced as an admirer of G., and we
know from Aristotle that G. did not approve of attempting a general
definition of areté”; Bluck 1961, note ad loc., claims that

“Aristotle...is probably thinking of the present passage, and
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attributing the views expressed by Meno to his master G.”). An
interesting implication of the comparative reading of these passages
1s that some scholars take the view that ‘enumerating’ was the only
practice employed by G. in giving definitions; this view is explained
variously: Guthrie (1971, p.254) associates it with the Protagorean
relativism and Untersteiner (1961, p.140) with xacpds. However,
G.’s repugnance to absolute definitions is refutable and
consequently Aristotle’s accuracy should be scrutinised.

Levi (1966, p.201-2) remarks that Arstotle’s evidence is
disputable by observing that “vari passi del Menone riconoscono o
implicano che Gorgia aveva definito la virtl in generale (71c; 73¢c-d;
76a-b)”. None of the passages referred to by Levi proves that G. had
put forward a general definition of ‘virtue’ (the more telling instance
1s 73c-d, where, once more, the definition given is said to belong
both to G. and Meno), but this scholar’s contribution consists
chiefly in his questioning the validity of Aristotle’s information.

Unlike Levi, several scholars (Guthrie 1971, p.254, Buchheim
1989, p.198, Skouteropoulos 1991, p.266) see in G.’s preserved
texts (Hel. 1, Epitaphios; for the function of this type of definition in
Hel. 1 see comments ad loc.) a verification of what Aristotle says
here, which undoubtedly entails that they take his statement as a
general reference to G.’s unique way of defining things. However,
whereas the passage from Aristotle affords this reading, it is
necessary to make it clear that Plato’s student is either selective or
that he systematises evidence from G.’s texts. Even if “practical”
and “rhetorical” aspects of definition are brought in (this is implied
by Guthrie 1971, p.254, when he alleges that “G. would no doubt
have claimed that Sokrates was trying to extend a method
appropriate to natural science beyond its proper sphere”) a
monolithic insistence on relativistic definitions (x 1s y for a, p is q
for b...) is not always helpful. The argument from antinomy at Pal.
25 furnishes us with a good example for the necessity of absolute
definitions: Palamedes is there describing madness through an

enumeration of the acts that it leads to; this method he employs
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there is ‘absolute’ enough to apply to any individual situation (other
absolute definitions: Hel.: of speech 8, of poetry 9; of human
motives Pal. 19). Consequently, neither Aristotle nor modern
scholars who take his account for granted are right in maintaining
that ‘enumerating’ attributes was G.’s only method of defining
things.

We may now examine the definition of ‘virtue’ as it is given by
Plato; once again the parentage of the definition is a hybrid: at 71d it
is clearly said that the definition that follows is an exclusive
privilege of the knowledge of G. and Meno. Two levels are
discernible in it: on the first one Meno displays what is dper7 for a
man and for a woman and on the second one it is merely expressed
that different things are virtues for different groups of people. These
groups of people can further be divided into two categories on the
basis of two criteria: age and sex. But when we turn to 73c, where
Meno offers the second Gorgian definition of virtue, we find out
that he gives an ‘absolute’ definition (elmep &v yé 1 {yrels xard
mdvrwv) which is reminiscent of theses held by G.’s pupils in
Gorgias: 7 dAo y’ 7 dpxew olév 7 elvar Tév dvfpdmwv, It has
already been said that Levi, in showing that Aristotle’s view is
Inaccurate, suggests that this is an example of an absolute definition
attributable to G. Bluck 1961 (note ad loc.) is more cautious in
explaining that, “here again, Gorgias himself may have said
something of this sort, though it is an ideal that was not confined to
a few”, and he goes on to compare it to similar views expressed in
Gorgias and in the Republic. We may now see why neither the first
nor the second definition can safely be ascribed to G.

As Bluck observes, the distinction between age and sex as a
determinant factor of what ‘virtue’ is for groups of people is not
necessarily an invention of any of the Sophists; on the contrary, it
involves characteristics which are recognizable in what should be
considered as mainstream morality. In short, it is hard to see why

efficiency in civic life and compliance with its rules for males and

396



devotion to males by women should be attributed specifically to
G.’s definition of virtue. In the same connection, the teaching of
efficiency in public affairs is not peculiar to G.; in a number of
passages it appears as a common Sophistic ideal (see Kerferd 1981,
p-38). Plato does not thus seem to be concerned with the actual
content of “Gorglas’ definition, but with its ‘relativistic’ nature.
The particularly Gorgian style of the last phrases of the definition
should not make us feel unconfident; Plato is always ready to dress
what is presented as Sophistic in the appropriate gown.

One is even more alert when one examines the second “Gorgian”
definition of virtue; once again, the ability to dpyewv 1s a basic
Sophistic ideal (see Bluck note ad loc. with references to Gorgias),
and it is unnecessary to accept that G. was either the first or the only
person to have held such a view. In the same way that by the first
definition Plato intends to stress its relativism, so the second one
paves the way for Sokrates to bring in the theme of 3ikacoovvy and
then to ask him if this is a virtue or the virtue, so as to catch him
again in the web of a multitude of other virtues.

It is unsafe then to suggest that in Meno Plato quotes G.’s
definitions of virtue. These should preferably be considered in the
context of the dialogue; their function within Meno and the way in
which they contribute to the progress of the discussion there cannot
be discussed in the context of this thesis. The general conclusion is,
once more, that our approach to the Sophists through Plato’s
writings should be extremely careful.
xal mpdrrovra: if we read ‘in so doing’ we are close to G.’s views
about friends (see fr. 21), because this would suggest that helping
friends and harming enemies is more important than being a good
citizen. Still, this is not enough to say that the definition is Gorgian,
since helping friends and harming enemies is too common in Greek
ethics to be purely Gorgian.

edAaBetofar: cp. Pal. 34, with note ad loc.
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7

kab’ ékdornv...éomv: Meno provides the parameters which
determine dper7j; the polyproton with the repetition of the word
ékaoros is Gorglan. What is presented as Gorgian in content is also
expressed in the appropriate style.

woadTws 3¢...kakia: kakia 1s presumably offered as the antonym of
dper7); the construction is reminiscent of the opening lines of Hel.
As in that text G. first defines what is «douos and then explains that
the opposite is dcoopia, in the same way here Meno first defines
what is virtue and he then explains that the (absence of the) same

characteristics (WoavTws) are xaxia.

20
For similar views see Antiphon B53, 54 and Anon. lambl. 7, 1-3; a
detailed interpretation is developed by Musti 1984, pp.129-153.

21

G.’s view of ¢uAia depicted in this passage from Ploutarkhos is in
accordance with Pal 18; in that context it is both helping friends
and harming enemies that motivate a wrong-doing. Further evidence
is offered by a passage from Xenophon’s Cyrop.1.6.31 (8.dpile 8¢
ToUTwY G TE Tpos Tols ¢ilovs moumréov kal & mpds éxbpovs...kal
To0s ¢idovs dikawov ein éfamatdv émi ye dyald kal kAémreww Td
T@v Pldwv éml ye dyadd), if one accepts that the §.8doxalos referred
to there is G. (see Nestle 1939, pp.36ff.; For acting justly/unjustly
and its bearing on ¢Aia, see Blundell 1989, p.50-1; cp. also the
interesting example of an excuse for transgressing an oath in Dissoi
Logoi 3.6-7). Public offices and failing to favour friends is a matter

posed by Thrasymakhos in PL.Rep. 343¢).

22

We do not know the context in which G. claimed that a woman
should rather be known for her good reputation than for her beauty.

Scholars have accepted that there must be a certain relevance of this
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view with the one put by Thucydides in Perikles’ mouth: ~js re ydp
Smapyotons ¢ioews i xeipoor yevéobar Sulv peyddy % 8éfa, xal
ns ém’ éXdyioTov dperfis mépL 7 Ydyou év Tols dpoeat kAéos 7 (2.
45, 2). Kerferd (1981, p.160) claims that Pericles’ advice “was
mnserted by way of reply to G. (DK82B22) who had said...”. This
assumption (Untersteiner 1961, p.142) is weakened if we consider
that Pericles is there referring to widows (see Lacey 1964, pp.47-49;
Schaps 1977, pp.323-330 is also interesting), not to women in

general, as Ploutarkhos’s wording shows.

23
This fragment (along with fr.24, and Hel. 9) convincingly shows

that G. took a serious interest in poetry, and tragedy in particular.
Nevertheless, the exact meaning of G.’s contention remains obscure,
and none of the interpretations proposed so far seems to me to be
conclusive. The main problems that bar our way to an efficient
appreciation of G.’s contention are the following: a) we do not know
"how much of what Ploutarkhos says belongs to G., b) we are
unaware of the context in which G. expressed this view, and c) the
dictum is elliptical to such an extent that it is hard to see the exact
meaning that the words dwarfoas / dwarnfels, Sukaidrepos,
cogurepos take on.

In my view, it is safe to ascribe to G. only that portion of the text
which is purely antithetical, because what precedes ws Iopyias
¢moiv 1s certainly meant to introduce a new subject in Ploutarkhos’
own text. The sentence starting with ¢ pév ydp dmatroas
Sukaibrepos... 1s, 1 believe, Ploutarkhos’ attempt to explain G.’s
view, and it may possible that he himself did not possess a more
extensive portion of the context in which G.’s contention appeared
than the one he preserves (for further literature see Dosi 1968, pp.
36ff)).

Much has been said about the role of dmdry in G.; Verdenius

(1981) elevated deception to a Gorgian doctrine, and concluded that
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“Gorgias’ idea of tragic deception was his own 1dea and that it was
based on a transference from rhetorical to poetical speech”;
Rosenmeyer (1955, p.232) contends that “apate bacame prominent
in the vocabulary of G. bécause he placed a positive accent upon
what prior to him had been regarded as a negative situation: the
frequent discrepancy between words and things”, and Kerferd
(1981, p.79) maintains that “deceit is only possible in relation to
what. 1s actually true”. Dosi (1968, p.83) contends that “la
definizione risulta infatti assolutamente conforme a tutto il sistema
filosofico gorgiano”. All these views are discernibly influenced by
theses held in ONB, and especially by the distinction that G. draws
between words and things. In fact, apate .is not “prominent” in G.’s
vocabulary, as it is commonly assumed: it appears in Hel. 8, 10, and
Pal. 33.

My line of inquiry is that G.’s contention about tragic deception
should be addressed autonomously, without drawing general
conclusions about the role of deception in his thought. What G. says
in this fragment is very close to his examination of poetry in Hel. 9.
Almost anticipating Platonic poetics, he there explicitly contends
that émr’ dAdorplawv Te mpaypdrwv kal ocwpdtTwv evTuxials kal
dvomapayiats [8udv T wdbnua Sua Tdv Adywv émablev 7 Yuyr (one
may compare the Athenians’ response to Phrymikhos’ MiA7rov
"Alwots; cp. Hdt. 6.21: kal 87 kal moufoavre DPpuviyw Spdua
Mddrov ddwowy kai 8uddéavre és ddkpud Te émege 1O Oémrpov kal
élnuiwoar pw ds dvapvroavra olkfia kaxd xtAipot Spaxufjoi). In
this context G. refers to poetry generally, not to tragedy, but we
have reasons to believe that in general, he tended to see in the
products of arts the potential to make their recipients identify
themselves with them. This hypothesis is further strengthened on the
basis of the analogy that G. draws between the effects of the
products of sculpture and painting and the way in which love and
desire are inflamed within the human soul. In Hel. 18, G. makes it

plain that humans can fall in love with soulless products of art
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(mpaypdrwv kai ocwpdrwv). It is possible then that when G. contends
that the deceived is wiser than the undeceived, he refers to the
wisdom of those spectators who go to the theatre ready to be
deceived, those, in other words, who are ready to concede that what
happens on the stage concerns them personally. The dissimilarity
between this fragment and the function of poetry and arts as it is
presented in Hel. is that in the latter the recipients of art are doomed
to experience emotions, whereas in the former being wise is a matter
of some of the spectators’ wisdom, as cogdrepos shows.

If this is the case with the spectators, what does G. mean by
saying that the poet who deceives is Sukatdrepos than the poet who
does not? Rosenmeyer (1955, p.227, and n.7,8) interprets it by
saying “he plays the literary game more correctly than the one who
does not”, and Verdenius (1981, pp.117-18) maintains that “in
ordinary circumstances a deceiver is considered to be unjust, but
that deception is so essential to tragedy that the poet who puts it into
practice is to be called just”. Both these views are worth attention
because they correctly assume that there is a distinction to be drawn

between immoral apate, and morally neutral tragic apate. In this
connection, Ploutarkhos’ explanation that the poet who deceives is
more ‘just’ because 068’ mooydpevos memoinxev gains ground if it
is seen in the light of the overtones of apate in G.’s two preserved
speeches; in Pal., a distinctly forensic speech, deception is presented
as an Inappropriate tool of persuasion, because the judges need to
hear the truth conceming the acts (see 33). The logical
argumentation is at work to free the defendant from the groundless
accusations. In Hel. though, G. is certainly more open to apate
because he intends his work to be a maiyviov, and thus much closer
to the purposes of poetical work. G. not only proceeds to produce an
apate of the kind that good playwrights do, but he is confident
enough to say that he does so: he brings his speech to an end by

saying that évéuewva T véuw Ov é0éumy év dpxf ToG Adyou; this
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brings him very close to the duxacérepos tragic poet, whose role is to
decelve people who kmow that they are being deceived.

This fragment is valuable because independently of the manner
m which one decides to interpret it, it certainly brings out that G.
saw tragedy (and poetry in general, as Hel. 9 makes us believe)
disconnected from its moral implications. In a good deal of texts,
poets appear as the procurers of lies who deserve punishment (more
distinctly in Heralclitus’ fragments); Aristophanes, a contemporary
of G., appears n his Frogs very concerned with the morality of the
messages that the tragedy conveys (cp. for instance Frogs 909,
where Euripides imputes to Aiskhylos' that ha was dAaldv «xai

@éval olows Te ToUs feards / éénmdra).

24

It is unknown who was the first to describe Aiskhylos’ Septem as
‘full of Ares’; Ploutarkhos clearly attributes it to G., and this may be
related to his source (according to Pfeiffer 1968, p. 281 “These
polemics against G. stressing the point that a// the plays of
Aeschylus are ‘full of Dionysus’ are derived from a Peripatetic
source, probably Chamaeleo Ilepi Aigyvdov”). Nothing can be said
with certainty about the parentage of the saying; Frogs was staged
in the year 405, and this makes it possible that it is G. who quotes
Aristophanes. However, in the absence of other evidence (for
references to further possible relations between Aristophanes’
criticism and Sophistic theses see Pfeiffer 1968, p. 47 n.l) we
depend much on Ploutarkhos’ information; at any rate, G.’s attested
interest in poetry makes it possible that he expressed this view.
Immisch (1927, p.29) was a strong supporter of the view that it was
G. who took it from Aristophanes, whereas most scholars take the
opposite view (Pohlenz 1920, p.452, Untersteiner 1961, p.144,
Pfeiffer, 1968, pp. 46 and 281, Buchheim 1989, note ad /oc., Dover
1993, note ad loc.).
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"Apews: ‘full of war’, a common metonymy; cp. éupiTov “Apeos in

the Epitaphios.

25
Hellanikos , Damastes, Pherekudes = frs. 4F 5b, 5F 11F, 3F 167 in
the FGrHist. respectively. See also Untersteiner 1961, p.145.

26

We do not know in what context G. expressed the saying that
Proklos attributes to him, but its content is not unparalleled in G.’s
preserved work. In Hel. 4 we find the formula & pév dud 1o elvar
&dofev referring to Helen’s divine father (Zeus), and in Pal. §ééa as
opposed to what is true plays an important role (most prominently in
24; cp. also Tols mpdros ovor Tév ‘EXAAvwy kal dokobor 33). This
Protean motto seems to introduce the relation between eivac and
¢aiveofar, which undoubtedly prevailed in the Sophistic circles;
Protagoras is the intellectual whose contribution to this
philosophical issue was particularly felt, as Plato’s Theaetetus
166dff shows. In that context, also known as the ‘defence of
Protagoras’, the Sophist explicitly says that pérpov ydp ékactov
Tudv elvar T@v Te Svrwv kal wi, puplov pévror dcapéperv Erepov
érépov aldTd® ToUTw, Gt TH peév dAAa éoTi Te kal dalverar, T 8¢
dAAa.

It seems that G.’s saying puts forward a complementary relation
between eivac and Soxelv (so I think that Mazzara 1999, pp.16-19,
1s right in observing an objective and a subjective level in this
fragment) as elvac is obscure or invisible if it cannot be conceived,
and Soxeiv is weak, if it does not correspond to reality (notice that
G. uses the second leg of this antithetical construction in Hel 13,
when he says that the astronomers 8éfav dvri 86éns v pev
dpeXdpevor v 8 évepyaoduevor Td dmioTa kal ddnAa paiveodar
Tols s 86éns Sppaow émoinoav). It is difficult, if not impossible,

to fathom whether G. himself accepted dependence of either of these
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qualities on the other, because the only other context which includes
similar observations, MXG 980a9-13, bringing in the example of
chariots racing on the surface of the sea, does not make it clear
whether or not G. commits himself to the view that whatever is
thought is true. If what he means there is that not all thoughts are
true, then Proklos does justice to him by ascribing to him the view
that Sokelv is weak if it does not correspond to reality. But if on the
other hé.nd, what he means is that, due to subjectivism, such a thing

as a falsestatement does not exist, then Proklos misrepresents G.

27

G. uses a Homeric antithesis (/7. 4.450: &vfa 8’ du’ olpwyn Te kal
ebxwAn méAev dvdpdv) as a basis to create a stylistically pompous
expression, by adding to it another one Acrals / dweiAal. He thus
forms a chiasm, and the antithesis becomes symmetrical, with the
use of two words denoting almost the same thing: Acrais, evyais.
Avral also appears in Pal. 31 (see comments ad loc.). It is perhaps
worth noting that G.’s modification of the Homeric antithesis
achieves more intense pathos by the passage from dmwetdal to
olpwyali, as the former implies the still existing power to threaten,

whereas the latter expresses the results of a defeat.

ADDENDUM
Kerferd (1981, p.45) rightly claims that “there is no reason to doubt
the attribution to him [sc.Gorgias] of the Onomastikon mentioned by
Pollux”. What the content of this book was we cannot tell with
certainty, but we know that Demokritos worte a book under this
title. Pollux says that, unlike other similar books, G.’s onomastikon
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was arranged in a fashion that made its reading pleasant, and he
cocnludes his short description of it with a homoeoteleuton which
makes us wonder whether he borrowed it from G. or not. Perhaps all
he wanted to do was to to colour his account with a touch of
Gorglan expression.

What is perhaps more important is that Pollux’s information
makes our knowledge about G.’s mterest in langnage more palpable.
It is possible that in his Onomastikon G. collected and explained
words and phrases which could be used by his students, or that
among these ‘lemmata’ one could find words which were coined by

G. himself.
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