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Gorgias of Leontini in his On Non-Being or On Nature attempts

to'destroy the philosophi&al edifice of the -Eleatics, especially
- * ‘

.

.Parmenides and_nelissus. This he d¢Fs by arguing that neitﬂér
beiné nor non-being nor'being and non-being exist; hence nothing
exists. Gorgias goes on to attack the more general philOsngic
community of ££e time by arguing that even were something to exist,
it could ngt be known, and even were it to-exist and be known, it
coul; not be talk abouti A translation and an écéount of the
‘translation othh arguments recorded by Sextus .Empericus will be
undér;aken. Doing this will be pre%iminary to aﬁ explagation of
Gorgias's treatise as reco;ded”by ;oth Sextus- Empericus éﬁd a’. "
member of Aristotle's school. As well, an analysis of gach arguﬁént,

the initial hypothesis, and Gorgias's use of the word "being" #ill

be undertakerr. o .

|-
(
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Concerning Gorgias it has been said; "Starting with the
initial advantage of having nothing in particular to say, he was
able to concentrate all His energies on saying it".1 This expresses

a sentiment that is anything but foreign regarding Gorglas. One

nmight expect: our examination of Gorgias's On Non-Being or Om Natu}e

o

N

‘io spend a, good deal of time défending Gorgias }rom this charge. No
. ’/guch endeavor will bé made here. Rather it will bé gssumgd that the
work 1is a serious piece of philosophy. Gdkgias will be examined as
a sceptic who argues;againsg the work of his foreﬁathers( If
Gorgia§'s work promeé as captivating and of as much merit as other
Pre-socratics, then we Qill h;ve a complete and ingerest;ng study of
this philosopher. B; doing this we will have savéd him from the
scorn he ha; unjustl; received.

Before takiné up the argﬁments in Gorgias's treatise, it is’
appropfiate to sayvsomethihé about the man, his relationship to
other Greek ﬁhiiosophets, our. sources of informatfﬁn,four procedurés
of examination& as well as other related topics.~ Let us begin’vith

the man and his place in Greek Philosophy. ’ o

‘ ‘ s _
Gorgias is characterized as a Sophist. Je is thought to have

—

#

/ e
. 4 - i .o
been born about 485 or»49P B.C. and to hayz/iived about one hundred
. /'

\\ . . //

"' \ .
1Denniston, Greek ﬁ;pse Stle, page 12.

o

4
¢

vi




) . -~
apd eight years. He was, then a contemporary ®f Plato being about

fifty years older than Plato. G5rgié§'s ﬁhilosopﬁiﬁ predecessors

séem to be those of ;what we might call the Eleatic tradition. This

. -

tjadition begins with Parmenides and Zeno and carries on at least a3

f4r as Plato. "“Although Gorgjias is to be seen as a member of this

trlad8@éon his position is unique.™ Instead of acting as a thinket
wt v, Gorgias is one

wh

the destructio

off that system. Hence it is Gorgias's task to undermine on ite-

t¢rms the work of what is prébaBly ;hgrmost profound‘ﬁovement in'Pgé-
Spcratic philosophy. The work of Gorgiaéébecomes of interest'not
ohly as the next set of argumeﬁts, in a tradition, (following on the
qrguments of Zeno and Melissus), but also because the developéent :
eads so far awa; from the intent of Parmenides. This latter point

e immediately see in the-opposition in the conclusions the two draw,
but we will also see this in Gorgias's way of consideriné the three
routes (being, noﬁ—beiig, being and non-being) ?ié treatment of think-
ing and being ‘and so fofth.- |

Having skétched Gorgias and his place‘ip Greek philosophy . let

us turn to our sources. -

On Non-Being or On Nature has been recdrded by two authors;

Sextus Empericus1 and a member of Aristot¥e's school.2 Both

lHereaftet known as SE.

v

2This person is often referred to as Pseduo-Aristotle and
hereafter will be knoyn as PA.

I . vii



recorders divide the argument intb. three sections: the first,
thaﬁbpothigg exists; the second, that if someching ex}sts, iF is 4
not able to be considered; the third, that if something exists and

is able to bé Coﬁsidefed, it q;nnot be spoken éf.

"The argumént as recot&ed by SE is éuite well preserved.
Un}ortunately, that is ho£ at all the ¢ase with PA. Many of the M .
arguments a; recorded by PA ;re missing, incomplete, corrupt beyond
trans lation and_summarized. The problem of adequate texgs presents
a difficulty for us; how are we to apﬁroéch Gorgias? Since the
recgrding of SE is,comﬁlete this treatise becomes the centFe of aur
_att;ntion. However, we will not disregard.the recording of PA, but
will use it to supplement ‘our knowledge of Gprgiaé. Thus we wiil
keep ‘track of where the two recorders see the arguments as similar
and where they diverge. The further task of trying to construct
the "real” argument from two diverging recérdingg will not be~
attémpted. Even were the text of PA‘not ;n such poor condition it
seems doubtful that one could succeed in a reconstruction of the
"real" argument. Thus,‘inste;d 6f feconstruction, we only use the
text éf PA to supplement our-knowledge of Gofgias.
.The_structure of our examination will be along the following

lines. In our first chapter we will éive a translation and justific-
ation of our main source. For a translation of PA we rely on the trans-

.

lation of Loveday and Forester.1 Looking at a translation of the

Q

A

lrhe Works of Aristetle Trans]ated intp English, W. D. Ross
Editor Oxford at the Ctkarendon PY¥ess, 1913. ’
)
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text of PA from this pofnt of view rather than translating and
justifying the work (as we .do with SE). is not the best method
possible, however, it 1is felt to be adequate since the treatise fof
PA is not used as a primary source: Our second chagter will deai
vith the first section of Corg{as‘s thesis, the hypéthesis that

nothin; exists. “In this chapter we will attempt to appreciate the
argum;nts ané hypothesis Gorgias éf'ps, Eialuat;ng.and analyzing
them. As ;ell, we will inquire into what Gorgias means by "6e1ng“.
In our third chapter we will examine the hfpo:hesis that if some-

o .
‘thing exists, it cannot be considered. Here agaip we will analyze

»
«

and evaluaté the arguments. In our fourth chapter we will
evaluate and analyze Gorgias'srthird hypéthesis that if something
exigés and can be c;nsidered it cannot be spoken aSbut. In these
last two-chgptgrs we will show the relationship between the ﬁypo— -

’ ) s
theses offered there and the hypothesis in Gorgias's first section,

as well as the relatibnship between beiné and beings.

Before completing our introductory remarks, mention must
be made of an article by G. B. Kerferd entitled "Gorgias on nature
or that which is_not".l Kefferd took considerable effort to re-,
introduce Gorgias to the philosobhic forum; for that he deservés
considerable praise. This thesis, however, does not make much

reference to Kerferd. That may seem odd, but is.not actually so

1G. B. Kerferd, "Gorgias on Nature or that which is not".
em_In Phronesis, Volume 1, 1955.

~
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when one considers what Kerferd sdttempted to do. The article Q

. attempts to find.the ngument behind the recordingy and, as well,

it suggests that the argument a; now seen in SE is not 1nte11f3ib1c
prefe;ring to see Gorgias.arguing about ;he poclibflity of prcdicc‘— )
ing '"to Be" of being.l' He;ce'Kérfeﬁ¢ attempts to emend the text 4in
conform;ty-w{th this thesis. ’Since these are départlng points for

Kerferd and since 1 think both that He search for the 'real”

argument to.be risky buéiness, (hoiding that the arguments of SE cag
’ A 1N -

be perfectly understcod as they now stand) and that there is mo

_ reason to see Gbréias arguing about the predicability of "“"to be",

there is gpot a great deal {n common butueen our abp;oaches. One

ought to tryopﬁe approiach of this thesis before looking to emend
the texé and combine readings. If our attempt is succesaful, it--
makes Kerferd's work unnecessary. - 1f we féillvﬁben perhaps one

- N 4 .
ought to taﬁf'up Kerferd's method. Nevertheless the reader must

examine the approach of Kerferd.and decide on his own.

- i v

&

_ 1Calogero in Studi sull-Eleatismo (Roma 1932) was the first
to suggest that Gorgias's first section was about the predication

of "to be" of being. His work is unavailable to mé since I do not
read Italian. However, from other sources I have gathered some of
the force of Calogero's remarks. 1 find this suggestion not to be
required for ‘an understanding of Gorgias, and as well _there seems

to be no reason to move to .such a reading. There is reason to see

- philosophers such as Lycorphon to be talking about "to be", but

there are no external sources suggesting-that Gorgias ought to be
read in this way. Reading the text as if it is concerned with the
predicability of the verb "to be'" is not impossible; it is, however,
unwarranted.
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Chapter One: Translation and Explanation

In "this chapter a translation of Gorgias, as recorded by SE,

is offered. After this the translation is examined to explain what

' , j . -
are thought to be the:. important areas of it.

.

Since the explanation of the translati.n is undertaken with the
interests of a philoscpher in mind rather than those of a classicist,
the defense of the translation will concern only those important

)
difficulties that will alter the meaning of the argument. Let us look

at twa examples that will illumin;te what will and will pot be dis-
cussed in this chapter. There seems to be good reasgn to believe that
the opening of paragraph sixty-five might be read aé “"Gorgias of Leon-
tini belongs to the skme group . . .'" or 'Gorgias of Leontini began
from the same position . . .". Both translations are quite acceptable.
Still it is likely that one translation is better than the other. To
éivé a full defense of the translation, an issue such as this would
need to be considered. In this work no mention is made of :=is issue.
Because both translatigns are good, and because neither will alter ‘the

"
~direction or point of the argument, we remain silent on this issue.

— . i . —
when, Mewever, Gorgias is recorded as etoi to on estin e . . . a great

»
deal of time is spent discussing which is the besg translation. Which

~

translation is chosen does make a great deal of difference regarding

the 'meaning of the passage.
&

From these remarks we can draw the conclusion that the explan-

ation of the translation is, by no means, complete, but rather limited

PN



\
to those areas which seem to be important to the direction of the ar-
gument.. Thus the analysis is limited to the purposes of a philosoph-

ical account, which is exactly the correct set of limitations. To do

3

more is unnecessary here and quite beyond the purposes and abilities
of the author. ‘-

A last point about the defense of a translatioh should be
made. It seems that only in defending .one's translation, and as such

putting that translation on the line, will we ever make progress in

uncovering the truth regarding Gorgias. That clearly is our goal and
4

‘

so one's own self-protection must be cast aside. Here is a complete
[ )

translation of Gorgias as recorded by SE.

65) Gorgias of Leontini began from the same position as those who

were destroying the criterion, but not according to the same line of

¢
attack as the circle about Protagoras. For in his work Concerning Non-
Being or On Nature Gorgias r.res three main points successively: one

and the first that nothing exists; secondly, that even if there is
something, it is not understandabi. by men; thirdly, that even if it
is graspable, in truth it is not able to be expressed and is uninter-
pretable to him who is nearby.

66) So he argues in the following way that nothing exists. For it
something exists, either being exists, or non~being exists or both

heing and non-being exist. But neither does being exist as he will

show, nor non—ﬁg}ﬂé as he will explain, nor both being and non-being

as even this he will demonstrate. Therefore tkere is not anything.

: .
67) Now non-being-does not exist. For if non-being exists, something

at the same time will and will not exist. For in so far as it



((noé—bging)) is ‘thought of ds non-being, it will nbt exist. :But,
in so far as it ((non-being)) %s ngn-heing,‘tﬂen Contfag}W1se.it
will exist;« But it is altogethersabsyrd that someghing at the same
moment is existing and notlexisting. Therefqre non-being does not
exist. And in another way, if non-“being exists, then being will
not.exist. For these ére oppositevto each other. And if existence
;pplies.to non—béing, non—existence 1is applfed to being. Certainly
' i

it is not the case that being does not exist, nor will non-being
exist,. .
68) Indeed, neither does being exist. For if being exists, either
it is everlasting or created or at the same time everlasting and

K

created. But neither is it everlasting nor created nor both as we

will show. Therefore, being does not exist. For if being is

everlasting (for one must begin here) it does not have any beginniny.

69) For everything created has a certain beginning. But the Y

everlasting rendered as uncreated does not have a beginning. But not

having a beginning it is boundless. But if it is boundless, then it

is nowhere. For if it is somewhere, comtainer is different from

that ((being)) and so being, being surrounded hy somethigﬁ ((place)),

will no longer be boundlrss.  For the surrounder is larger- than the
surrounded. But nothing is larger than the unbounded. Therefore

the unbounded is net -in any place.

70) Nor is it surrounded in itself. For then container and the
contained will be the same. Being will become two, borh place and
body. For the container is place, but the contained is body. This

is absurd. Thus being is not both container and contained. .

k
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"
Therefore if béing is everlasting, it is unbounded. But if it is
anbounded, it is fowhere. But if it is nowhere, it does not exist.

So if being is everlasting, it is not being to begin with.

71) Now, being is not able to be created. For if it has been
. B .
created, it has been created out of being or non-being. But it is

nst created out of Being; for if it is being, then it is not created

3

but already exi;ts. Nor ié it creéted out of non-being; for non-
being is not able to create s;mething because of Ehe fact that the
creatcr .7 something ought from necesgity to share of existence.
Therefore being 1is not even created.

72) Now according to the same considerations it is not both at the
same time created and everlasting. For th;se attributes are
destructive 6f each other. So if being is everlasting, it has not
beé; created, and if c;eated, it-is not qverlasting. ‘Thereféfe if
being iSIneithef everlasting nor created nor both, then being would
not'e§ist. .

33) Again, if being exists, it is either oné or many. But it is
neithe; one nor many as will be proved. Thus being does not exigt.

For if it is one, it is either a certain quantity or continuous or

aAmagnitude'or it is body. But whatever of z;;Be it may be, it is

not one. For whichever is posited as a quantity is divided. Being
: < .
continuous it will be cut up. Similarly, being considered as a

magnitude it will not be undivided. 1If being is a body, it will be
three—fold, for it Pas both height and breadth and depth. But to
‘say that being is none of these is absurd. So being is not one.

’

74) Nor is it many; for if it is not one, then it is_not many. For



the manyv is a synthesis qf ones. Wherefore when the one is destroyed,
so alsq is the many. But that neither béing nor non—-being exists is
'manifest f rom this. . ~

75) But‘that both do not exist, both being and non-being is easily ..
inferred. ‘Fér if non—being exists and being exists, then non-being
will be the samelas being with respect to existence. And because

'of this neither one of them exists. For that non-being does not

exist is agreéd. But we argue by pésiting being the éame as non-
Béing. Ana so it ((beingS) will not eng%. ’

76) It is certain then_ that if being is the same és non-being; it is
~not possible for both to exist. For‘if both exist, they are not .
the same thing, but if they are the same thing, both do not exis£.
Fromiwhich it follows that there is nothing. For if neither being,
nor non-being, nor both exidé¢t and beyond this nothing is conceived;

g

then there is nothing.
<
77) Omne must similarly undertake to show that even if something

shouad exist, it would be unknownable and inconceivable to a man.
Gorgias says: ''For if things thughté(about) are not beings; then
being is not thought (about)".b And he safs this according to the
folléwing.argument: If it h#ppéns to things thought (about) that

they are white, ghen it happen; to white things to“bg thought

(about). In the same way he argués that if it happens to“things
thought (about) that they are not beings, then according to

necessity, it will happen td beings that they are not thought (about).
78) ThHerefore this inference is sound and iogical: "If tge things‘

thought (about) are not beings, .being is not thought (about).' But the |



%

things tﬁpught (about) (for this needs to be considered) are not
beings, as we will prove. ‘ Therefote, peing is not thought {about).
Now} it is evident that the things thought (about) are not beings

7;? For if the things thought (about) are.beings, then all the
things thought (about) exist and in whichever way someone should.
think tl’;em. This is unlikely. But if it is, it 1is £r;v1a«1. For
should someone thing of a man fiying»or a Fhariot running on the
sea, thepe ia fot therefpre a man flying‘orva chardot ;unuing on

the sea. Therefore, thin%s thought (about) are not beings.

80) 1In addition to these arguments if things thought (about) are
beings,nnon¥béings will not be thought (about). For opposites |
occur with opp051tes, and non—belng is the opposite of being.b And
beécause of this, in all ways, if belng thought | (about) applies with
beiﬁg, then not baing thought (about) will be applied to non-being.
Houever, this is absurd, for.aven Scylla and Chimera and many of the
non-beings are thought (about). Therefore being is not thouggt
(about).

81) Just as the things aeen are said to be visible because of the
fact (hat phey ire .seen, so the things heard are said to be audible
because of tﬂe fact that they are heard: And we do not throw out
the seen because it is no£ heard nor do we dismiss the heard because
it is not seen.  For each one ought to be judéed by the appropriate
sense but not by another sense. Thus too the things thought (about)
will exist ((be thinkable)) even thougu they should not be’looked at

by the visual faculty, nor heard by the hearing, for the reason that

they are grasped by the appropriate criterion.



82) ‘Therefore if someode thinks that chariots are running on the sea,
even {f he does not see them, he is obliged to believe ;hat chariots

\

are running on the sea. But this is absurd. Therefore being is not
. it ' .
..‘,
thought nor even apprehended.

I

83) But if it were apprehended it could not be dassed on fo another.
For if beings are visible and audible and commonly perceptible things
which do indeed subsis& outeide the senses, then of these, the
visible things are §?aspab}é by the sight and the audible things by
the hgaring'and not crd;;;ise. Then how is it possible for one to
!!beel these things to anotherf
84) That by ( (means of)) which we reveal is a logos. But the things
subsisting outside, namely beings are not a logos. Therefore ‘we do
not reveal things to other peOple but a logos, yhich i's other than
the obje?ts subsisting. THerefore as the visible thing would not
become the audible thing and conversely, - s6 since being subsists
~ outside, then our logos could not arise ((become being)). But that
which is not a logos would not be revealed to another.
85) Indeed a logos, he says, is composed of thlngs falling upon us
from without. That is, from things perceptable to the senses. Frad
the meeting with a flavor there arises in us a 1ogos vhich is
expressive of that quality. And from-the 1ncidence of a color there
arises gtfus a logos which is expressive of color. But if this is

KA .
so, a loﬁbs is not indlcatlve of something external, but rather the
external becomes revealor of the logos.

86) Moreover ‘it is not possible to say that logos subsists in the

way that things visible and audible subsist so that things subsisting



namely Hzings can be revealed from a thing itself subsisting namely
a being. For if the logos also subsists, but it is different from
the rest of the things subsisting, the visible bodies would be
considerably different from the logos. For the visible 1is compre-
hended through one organ and the logos through angther. Thus a
logos could not point out the many external things, just as they

do not make clear the nature of each other.

Now that we have recorded the argument in full, we shall go
back and offer the translation examining the translation section by
sedétion.

65) Gorgias of Leontini begam from the same position as those
who were destroving the criterion, but not according to the
same line of attack as the circle about Protagora®. For in
his work Concerning Non-being or On Nature Gorgias makes three
main points successively: one and the first that nothing
exists; secondly, that even if there is something, it is not
understandable by men; thirdly, that even if it is graspable,
in truth it is not able to be expressed and is uninterpretable
to him who is nearby. ’

In the sixth line of this translation we have used the word

'something' although ti does not appear in the text at this point.
“Something' needs to be understood as the subject of the sentence

although there is nothing that comes earlier that would indicate
that this .is so. Thus the suhject must be sought elsewhere. 1In the

'y

second line of paragraph sixty-six Gorgias repeats the sentence and

this time ti is included, thus we should be able to bring this word
forward to sixty-five. Doing so makes Gorgias's point perfectly in-
telligite and makes the position consistent.

66) So he argues in the following that nothing exists. For

if something exists, either being exists, or non-being exists,
or both being and non-being exist . .




I[his passage may be translated in a number ot ditterent ways. The
tirst underlined phrase may be read as; as "nothing 1s', or b)
"nothing exists', or ¢) "there is nothing"'\\;r lastl):', d) "{t is
nothing". The second underlined clause may £e rendered as a)

“something is'", b) "'something exists'", or ¢) "there is something' or
' ¢ ' ‘
lastly, d) it is something'. Additional complications arise

¥

t . v

because the verb may be rendered as "is the case” or "is possible’.
Let me begin by eliminating the 'is the case' and "i;
possible'” renderings of the verb; we then ma; return to consider the
other options for translation. Holding that nothing 'exists' over
the "is possible" transla£ion makes bette; sense of Gorgilas's
arguments when he begins his second and third sections. If

Gorgias were to grant that scmething were possible but even then it.

~ould not be thought cr spoken of, he would nave a less impressive

-

argument.than were he to grant something existed showing that even
then it could not be, thought of or spoken oi.  The "is possible"
translation makes the second and third sections of Gorgias's
argument less céqtraversiai than were the arguments to be fransj
lated as "exists'. That is to say were one to hear that even though
something were possible, still it could not be thought of or spoken
of ; this would not be as hard to believe as if one wére to allow
that even t£ough something extsted one could not speak or think
about .it. Furthermore, it is quite clear from the arguments in

the first section alone, from Gorgias's nihilism, that he adopts the

more contraversial rather than the less contraversial stand. Thus we

reject the "is possible” tramslation.
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The "is the case’ understanding of the argument is more
ditficult to reject. Still it seems we can show that this in-

terpretation is not a very likely one. This fis dfne by examining
Gorgias's one/many argiment as well as his remarkf,un generation.

. {
The one/many argyment is already in the

of "materfal things'. Evidence for this can be

Parmenides where Zeno's argument is viewed @s a

coptra Parmenides, posit the many (for

Zeno's argument is used to enquire into whether certain things

-4

exist. Gorgias, as one who takes traditional arguments tO>Aifer8n(
concl&sions, gyt take up the arguments in the same way. Th;s it\
seems fair to conclude that Gorgias is concerned with whether things
exist or not.

Sorgias's argument concerning generation Waxes better sense

L 4
if 1t :s understood to be arguing whether scmething exis;s or not,
rather than whether something is the case; that is, the question of
Zeneration seens mcre aligned with consideraticns of whether some-
thing has come intd existence rather than whether something is the
‘case. -

In order that we may be able to decide which of these
remaining possible translations is most likely, (a), (b), (c), or
(d), it is necessary to consider the type of argument that Gorgias
is_no; presenting. The argumentation used by Gorgias will determine

certain boundaries for what is appropriate as a translation if the

argument is going to be successful. These restrictions will lead us



tu certaln decisions when considering which way Gorgias 1s to be
translated.

One might think that the task of seeing the greater intention,
or mode of argument, of an author, in order that one be able to
decide upon a translation of a particular passage, is a dubious
procedure insofar ;s the greater intention is inacéessible until
the details of the passage are worked out. Such a view, however, is
too suspicious. We are quite able to u?defgtand the general aim of
an author even though we do not.have a refined translation. Under-
standing the general intent will then put us in a better position to

ref ine the translation.

Gorgias argues via a reductio ad absurdum.l‘ Disputing in

this fashion one begins by allowing the opponent's position, which
AS usually the gpposite of the desired conclusion. .After granting
thi§ assumption, one theﬂ attempts to derive certain consequences
which simply cannot be accepted by the opponent. Thus the opponent
is forced to fejeét these consequences,-as well as the premises
from which they were derived. The originé&ipremise, the opponents
thesis, then, 1is rejected and one thereby lends support to one's

own position.

lThere seems to be some problem in distinguishing modus
tollens from the reductio ad absurdum. This issue is not one I wish
to explore. In calling the argument a reductio ad absurdum 1 go along
with Kalish and Montagye in their lLogic: Techniques of Formal
Reasoning. In any case, whether we call the argument a reductio or
whether we call it modus tollens is of little importance. What is
important is the manner in which the{argument has been set forth.

11
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The above characterization seems to be an orthodox version
of the reductio. In the case at hand, th; argument is slightly more
complex and hence deserves further elaboration. Gorgias's argument
follows the above pattern but has a twist in what the unacceptable
consequences are. Usually the consequences are something that has
not arisen in the argument before but that the oppoﬁent cannot accept.
In this argument, it is Gorgias's own position that comes forth as
the unacceptable consequences. This is to say that Gorgilas allows o
the opponent the opponent's conclusion,‘iut from this conclusion
Gorgias is able to extract his own conclusion as a consequence.
Thus the interlocutor is driven from his own position for two
reasons: first, Gorgias's position is a consequence of the inter-
locutor's position; thus;from the interlocutor's own position
Gorgias's positdon follows. .Second, from the interlocutor's own
position there is an unacceptable consequence, namely that nothing
exists; thus we are forced to abandon the position that sonething.
exists and hence adopt the position that nothing exists.

- s There is another® interesting characteristic of Gorgias's
reductio. In performing the reductio Gorgias is giving an analysis
of the hypothesis such that all the alternatives lead to ‘his con-
clusion and none of them lead to the position of his opponents. 1In
doing so, Gorgias is not particularly concerned with in&estiga;ing
.gemperical reality", he is not looking and seeing, tathethe ;s
arguing that things must be understood to be in a certain way.

This methodology will lead to certain consequences with regard to

what will qualify as a counter-argument.
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these philosophers to some extent. This expectation is born out
»

by Gorgias's concern with to on, the three patﬁs, thinking and

2 -t :

being, as well as other similarites (which will becomé apparept
later). Because of these similarites, it would seem that Gorgias,
like Parmenides, would be concerned with the very basic question of
whether there is anything we can talk about.

<
The second reason for translating Gorgias in the more

radical manner concerns making sense~of the rest of this argument.

If Qe adopt the more radical view, then we are better able to see

how the second and third sections follow. Gorgias's argument would

be that after finding that nothing exists, he acts as if some

things did exist. But even from this assumption it turns out

that there are unfortqpate consequences for those who think that

there are things (o;‘is a thing). This makes those who contend

that somaething exists appear even more absurd “han they did previously.
Theif view hgs beeﬁ shown to be wrong, but even were it correct, it

is bound by such biz;rre consequences—-you can neither think about

the thing, nor say anything abaﬁt it--that, for these reasons alone,
the position would have to be rejected. As well, Gorgias's

opponents are put in the uncomfortable pesition of neither being
E;ble to say or think about being; Gorgias's position, or any other
position for that matter. However, should we adopt the more :
moderate interpretation ofVCorgias's argument--that of idEUtifying——
fthen the argumeng s not quite so effective. GorgiaskﬁOUId be

trying to identify what there is. None of the three alternati§es

.

are accept%?)eaand'thus we can not identify the it. However, for the

15
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|
sake of” showing further absurdites in his opponents position he

. ) !

assumes one of the alternatives, by identifying it .as being. But
i
\

this moderate interpretation of the argument now ha% a difficulty

~
not feund in the radical interpretation. 1In both t%e radical and
the mbderate interpretations, Gorgias goes on to taﬂk about being
and beings. With both interpretations the second anh third paths
are 'ignored. The neglect of the two paths is more aéceptable on

the radical integpretation than on the moderate interpretation.

One is naturally inclined, when wondering whether there is anything,.

to assume that it is bei:g. We have Pagmééides : e us a
precedent. Thus the ignoring of the other tw *ems not too
hard to deal with. However, when the case is . 1ng what it

is, we do not have strong inclinations as to what it should be.
Thus it seems that the failure to consider the two paths that are
ignored would be hard to deal with in the case of identifying.
The second reason for téking the more radical interpretation'is,
then, that on this'account, the argument follows more smoothly with
fewer gaps in the argument.

The last and least argument in favor aof the more radical

3

intsrpretation is that it befits a sophist to be involved with a
more radical project than a less radical task. ‘

Having explained why the underlined words have been trans-
lated as they have, we now need to justify our translations of the

alternatives that seem to be the most likely candidates for etoi to

on esti e to mé on e kai to on kai to mée on. We can take this in

tﬁéxfollowing ways:

16



1. Either being exists, or non-being exists, or both being and non-
being exist. )

Either there is being, or there is non-being, or there is both
being and non-being. :

ro

3., Either existence exists, or non-existence, or both existence
and non-existence. o
4. Either there is existence, or there is non-existence, or there

is both ‘existence and non-existence.

5% Either it is being, or it is non-being, or it is both being and
non-being. . : S

6. Fither it is existence, or it is non-existence, or it is both
existence and non-existence.

Here "existence' has been listed as a translation of the
participle. This tragnslation is mot taken very seriously. '"Being"
seems to be a more natural translation of the participle. As well,

this translation will fall in with the traditional readings of

;
Melissus, Parmenides, and Plato's Parmenides. To &ranslate the
participle.-as "existence would require some strong reasons.which
are not to be found in Gorgias'slwork.v

From this point we .are in a position to conclude that we

] > .
need to consider options three, four and six no further. We are,
then, only to consider options one, two and -five. In order to decide
which of these three is best, we should keep in mind that since we
have decided that Gorgias's task is the more radical, our trans-
lations must be kept in accord with this conclusion. Because of

this position, option five is rejected as it is in the less radical

‘project.v We now have left only options one and two. Once again we

. lThe use and contrast Gorgias offers between the infinitive
and participle seems very well captured by the contrast (in English)
between "being' and 'existence'. Gorgias's arguments will later
- depend on this contrast. The argument seems quite sophisticated, but
unfortunately does not seem to have been appreciated by scholars.

-
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choose the more ekegant rendering of the Greek. Thus we opt for

alternative one. ) .

66) So he argues in the following way that nothing exists. ,For

if something exists, either being exists, or non-being exists
or both being and non-being exist. But neither does being
exist as he will show, nor non-being as he will explain, nor
both being and non-being as even this he will demonstrate.
Therefore there is not anything.

At this juncture it is.appropriate to explain why ''non-being'

. N

has been chosen over 'not-being" as a translation of to me on.
The use of "not” in the. context of Gorgias's argument seems to be
éssociated with a verb. Tﬁus‘this d@ild give the éarticiplé more
verbal force. Howevér, "non"‘éeems to.have a more substantivé
force. The latter seems more desirable here because Gorgias, in
investigating whether or not there is somethiné, seems to be more
concerned with the discovery of a product rather tﬁan a process.
Go}gias is investigating whether something exist, not whether
something is happening.

Secondly, a contrast between saying "not-being'" and ''non-

being" might be drawn in the following way. When we say "non" we

attempt to introduce a new or different category. When, however, we

say "not" we are not introducing another category but only .denying

one that has been hypothesiﬂgp, Consider: '"He is not’ hungry'" and

7 .
L

"he is a non-hungry type of person'". If this is the case, and since

, . . . )
we agree that Gorgias is offering altermatives, then to say '"nmot-

being” would not be to offer another altegnative but only to deny

1It should be pbinted out that many think that "not-being'
is an adequate translation of to mé& on. See for instance Loveday
and Forester's translation of PA.

18
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one. To say "non-being" would be to offer a second alternative.
Thus Gorgias is to be translated by the words "non-being' .

'The last justd fication is that the gemeric mé seems better

brought out with "non' than "not" . . i
At fhe end of paragraph sixty-six we diverge from our own
, ‘ g

established Qanner of translating. Ouk ara esti ti has been krans-

laﬁed as "Therefore there is not anyihing" over "Therefore something
does not exist’". BY translating ti as."anything" and using the less
e}eéant reading, the .full force of the claim that there is not any~

thing at ail comes forward in a much ﬁlgarer manner.

67) Now non-being does not exist. For if non-being exists,
something at the same time will and will not exist. For imsofar
as it ((non-being)) is thought of as non-being, it will not
exist. Buty insofar as it.((non-being)) is non-being, then
contrariwise it will exist. But it is altogether absurd that
something at the same moment 1is existing and not existing.-
Therefore'noﬁ—being does not -exist. And in another way, if non- .
beiﬂg~exists,,;hen being will not exist. For t =e are opposite

to each other. And if ‘existence applies to noo .ing, mnon-

existence is applied to being. Certainly it is not the case

that beipg'does not exist, nor will non-being exist.

The firSt'probleﬁ with the above translat?on is the subject
in ﬁhe fiFst‘part of the arguﬁent; We have filled in "non-being"
—-found in double parentheses. That "non—bging" is the subject of
the sentence is made cdlear from the preceding sentence in which non-

being is revealed as the subject of the discussion.

- —

lthat we should hold that Gorgias is trying to offer alter-
natives ought to be fairly apparent just by the argument itself.
As well, Gorgias; to the extent of ‘subject matter, is working out of
" a Parmenidean framework and because Parmenides sees each of the
alternatives as a different route, it becomes clear to tg mé on

is thought to be a different alternative and not just the denial of
an alternative.



.
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The next problem is a very important one. We will begin

L3

with the Greek. € men gar ouk on noeitai, ouk estal, € de esti mé on,
‘ y .

palin estai. This we have translated as follows: "For insofar 8s

it ((non-being)) 1is thought of as non-being, it will not exist. But
insofar as ig'((non—being)) is non-being, then contrariwise'it will
exist." Here, oOn and EE_QE are transLa&ed as predicates.1 By their
use Gorgias reveals what it is that he picked out with to on and to
mé on. We take it that the article for the predicates is thought to
wbe o§vious anh unnecessary in light of the numerous mentions of both
to on and to me on.‘/We Bave here 5 case of a préedicate ggjective in
which the predicate does not require an article (see 956 of Goodwin's
Grammar). A parallel situation gight be when‘talking about a gift
aﬁa then sayiﬁé esti kalpn. Here I would take it that the point
would be thaé it és a fine thing. This possibility, in conjunction
with the previously mentioned point that‘Eg_gg_and to mé on are the
subject of our discuséion 1ea&s one to conclude that our translation
is. quite likely éorre;t. Indeed, tﬁere is a precedent for trans—

lJating Gorgias in this fashion. Loveday and Forester translate

- - 2 \ -
to te gar me on esti me on kai to omn on as "For Not-being 1s Not-

being and Being is Being."3 It would seem, then, that our translation

@

It must be pointed out that the use of on without an article

is that of a participle. "Being'' is also a participle although "a"
or "the'" "being" is not.

. 2The Greek text can be found in Diels's "Ad Aristotelis qui
fertur de Melisso Xenophane Gorgias l1ibellus'".

3Found.in Loveday's and Foresterg' translation of "De Melisso
Xenophane Gorgias" in Volume VI of The Works of Aristotle translated
into English. ’ . . =
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camnot be too far wrong.

It has, nevertheless, been argued that since the participles
" lack articles, the'participles must be read as adjectives. The above
reading s said to ignore this point.. For the regions given above

B

as well as feasons regarding cogencylof argument 1 reject this con-
clusion. Yet one cannot rule out the point. Thus it is appropriate
to record a translation of this passage whiéﬁ is in line v;th ghis

suggestion. That translation is "For insofar as it é(non*being)) is
non-existent, it will not exist. But insofar as it ((non-being)) is

non-existent, tﬁen contrariwise it will exist.” Since we admit .that
»
thks is a serioﬁé.contender for translation of the Greek, we must
also analyze the argument on this'interpre:ation.
'In sixty-seven, we must be aware of t£e force of kai alléGs.
~Its use is ‘not to contipqe an old argument but to start another one.
This makes it giear that there aré two arguments given here and not.

-

just two parts of an argument. .

In the above argumené we have the first introduction of tpe
‘articular infinitive of the verb "to be", to einai. Throughout ' the
argument Gorgias seems 'to keep this distirdct from the articular
participle, to ¢n. \ The part?ciple seems to be the subject of
discoursé and |the infinitive seems to be ‘used to suggest something
about that subject. The érticula? infinitive is used to reveal some
characterisfics\of what we mention by Qtte;ing th; words to ‘on.

The contrasp, then, seems to bg between being and its property of

existence. This contrast makes the argument is of great interest

to us.



Instead of saying "if existence applies to non-being' and
"non-existence is applied to being" we might say "if existence is a

property of non-being' and '‘non-existence is a property of being".
Such an alteration in translation would be perfectly correct with

regard to the Greek. We do not choose to do this since were we to

translate Gorgias thus, then we would have committed Gorgias to the

N~

error of holding existence to be a prop Our method of examination
holds that we do not «commit a philosoéZi:til\error unless necessary,

we give him the best "interpretation possible. Hence we translate as
we have. '

In the above, the contrast between noein and einai should
‘be obseﬁyed. These are seen here as two routes and they do not lead
te the same conclusion as they do in Parmenides. Gorgias's argument

a

draws a distinction that Paremenides did not observe.
2 ol

68) Indeed, neither does being exist. For if being exists,

either it is everlastiag or cvreatéd or at the same time
<
everlasting and created. But neither is it everlasting nor

created nor both as we will show. Therefore, being does not
exist. For if being is everlasting (for one must begin here)
it does not have any beginning.

Ohly one point needs to be registered regarding the above
argument. The parenthetical remark seems slightly unusual but is no
more than a pun on starting the argument and the subject unce- “is-
cussion having a beginning. This is one of the few place:
work where a play on words is very obvious. This is verv
from Gorgias's other works which are full of such plays.

65) For everything éreated;has a certain beginning.
everlasting rendered as uncreated does not have a beginn

But not having a beginning it is boundless. But if it is
boundless, then it is nowhere. For if it is somewhere, container
LY
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is different from that ((being)) and so being, being surrounded
by scmething ((place)), will no longer be boundless. For the.
surrounder is larger than the surrounded. But nothing 'is larger
than the unbounded. Therefore the unbounded is not in anyplace.

The first things that need explanation are the additions in
double parentheses. These are not found jn the text, but have been
added here for the sake of clarity. The first addition is "being".
The argument is an argument against the existence of being. The
' subject under discussion is being. So the situation imagined is that
being is somewhere. In this case, it is discovered that the container
is different from it, -that is, from being.’ Thus our addition seems
?Lpropriate. The second addition to the text is "place”. In
paragraph seventy Gorgias claims that the container is place. Here
we are imagining a surrounder of being. Thus the surrounder or
container 'is place. This additiom is for the sake of clarity.

In the above passage tgQ en O has been translated by the word
"eontainer'. In the pext passage to en autd will be translated by
‘the word 'contained”. These are not the most literal translationms.
"That—in-which" and "that-which-is-in'" are much more literal, but
also are much more cumbersome and difficult to deal with. Thus we
chqose the less literal because the meanings are obvious. Both,
however, remain satisfactory.

70) Nor ‘is it surrounded in itself. For then container and the

contained will be the same. Being will become two, both place and

body. For the container is place, but the.contained is body.

This is absurd. Thus being is not both container and contained..

Thergfore if being is everlasting, it is unbounded. But if it 1is
_unbounded, it is nowhere. But if it is nowhere, it does not’

exist. So if being is everlasting, it is not being to begin with.

The two periods found in Diels' text following the word

"econtained" indicate a lacuna in the text. Thus it seems quite possible



that we are missing part of the argument. Nevertheless, we will see

~
that we can make sense out of the argument as we have it.

Gorgias's second noteworthy pun is found in this section.

After arguing that being would need be two, both place and body, he

calls the view atopos, absurd. Quite literally the word means

"without a place'". This is a pun because part of the argument is
that being, on this hvpothesis, is nowhere (vide: sixtv-nine).

One of the passages which is most problematic for trans-

lation is the tén archén found at the end of this passage. A number
of alternatives have heen considered: '"it is not being with respect

T

to a beginning”, "it is not even being sc that being begins', the

above translation and even leéving out the phrase altogether. Ig-
noring the phrase, though making the whole problem much simpler,
seems to have no justification whatsoever. Sextus has included it

and we have no right to disrégard it simplv because it poses a

problem. ' Translating it as 'with respect to a beginning' will not

do at_all for this would indicate that the everlasting being has a
beginning. However, having everlasting being with a beginning
undercuts the distinction between the everlasting and the created

that has been upheld throughout the whole of the. argument. One

might borrow the accusative of result from Smyvth's Greek Grammar

and read the phrase as a result clause. This alternative is 'very
attractive as far as meaning goes. For having dealt with being as
everlasting and finding this not possible, the result clause foreces

us to consider the other case, that of being having a beginning.

This view of Gorgias has to be rejected because of the questionable
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nature of such a construction and because there is no precedence in

. - 1
Greek for having an accusative of result with the verb einai. The
translation we have chosen €ncounters none of the above problems, .

nor any others. Our translation adds emphasis to the points that

Gorgias has already made. |

71) Now, being {s not able to be created. For if it has been
created, it has been created out of- being or non-being. But

it is not created out of being; for if it jsg being, then it is
not created but already exists. Nor is it created out of non-
being; for non-being is not able to create something because of
the fact that ‘the creator of something ought from necessity to
share of existemce. Therefore being is not even created.

In khis translatiorn genéton has been translated as ''created".
One might choose to translate this word as "generatgd". It does not
' seem to be very important which of these is chosen so long as the
translation is consistent.

"For if it is being" has been chosen over "for if it is

existing' for ei Xar on estin. Here we remain consistent with similar

work in paragraph'sixty—seven. "Our translation puts the participle -,
to betfer use than simply being superfluous. As well, our translation
gives the participle a more univocal use--there is no need to search

out equivocation as this problem arises enough on its éwn. The
shortcoming of our translation is that the participié.does not have

an article; neverthéless one is in a position to understand it in the

way we have.

1Both these points were brought to my attemtion by Dr. May.

2Considerations of this type of point were raised in sixty-
Seven. For a more thorough examipation see the explanation of the
translation given there and consider the argument being given.
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s 72) Now according to the same considerations it is not both at

[

i&b the same time created and everlasting. For these attributes are
‘ destructive of each other. So if being is everlasting, 1t has
not been created, and if created, it is not everlasting. There-
fore if being is neither everlasting nor created nor both, then
being would not exist.

In the opening line of paragraph seventy-two the subject of
the verb has not been given. However, it is very easy to conclude

that the subject is "being' . Gorgias has set himself three areas

of discussion: being, non-being, being and non-being. In the

previous argument, Gorgias made it clear that he was beginning to

analyze being. As yet there has been no indication of a change of
. (o]

subject. As well, 'in a few lines, Gotgias makes it clear that to om

is his subject, when he says ouk ara esti to on. Thus there is no

danger in concluding that being is the subject.

73) Again, if being exists, it is either one or many. But it

is neither one nor many as will be proved. Thus being does not -
exist. For if. it is one, it is either a certaifi quantity or

continuous or a magnitude or it is body. But whatever of these

it may be, it is not one. For whichever is posited.as a quantity

is divided. Being continuous it will be cut up. . Similarly,

being considered as a magnitude it will not be undivided. If S
heing is a body, it will be three-fold, for it has 'both height ’
‘and breadth and depth. But to say that being is none of these

is absurd. So being is not one.
Ad tareton can mean either "undivided" or "jndivisible™. .

"Undivided" is chosen because Gorgias does not seem to be arguing

bae iy

that everything that we say is one” is potentialiy divisible, but *
rather that there is not such a thying as a one and everything that

‘might be held to be one is, in fact, not ome.

74) Nor is it many; for if it is not one, then it is not many.
For the many is a synthesis of ones. Wherefore when the one is
destroyed, so also is the many. But that neither being nor mon—
being exists is manifest from this. )

All that needs to be noted of this a;gument is thai we need

L 3



bring no modern notions into what is meant by synthesis. The idea
is of a putting together of ones, a sum total
P N

75) But that both do not exist, both being and non-being is
easily inferred. For if non-being exists and being exists,
then non-being will be the same as being with respect to
existence. And because of this neither ome of them exists.

For that non-being does not exist is agreed. But we argue by
positing being the same as non-being. And so it ((being)) will
not exist.

In the last line "being" has been filled in here for the sake
of clarity. The only other expression that might be filled in is
"being and non-being". It is apparent that this is not the case
both because it has already been shown in the argument that non-
being does not exist and because the pronoun is in the singular,
auto, rather than the plural, auta. N

Concerning this’passagé we should also note that once again
the infinitive einai is being used. Here the use it has 1is to givé
existential status to the subject under discussion.

76) 1t is certain then that if being is Tthe same as  non—

being, it is not possible for both to exist. For if both exist,
they are not the same thing, but if they are the same thing,
both do not exist. From which it follows that there is nothing.
Fgr if neither being, nor non-being, nor both exist and beyond
this nothing is conceived, then there is nothing. '

At this point we are finished with the first section of

Gorgias's arguments. We now move into the second and begin with a
problem of how to deal with the neuter plural participle. It is a
problem of great importance and likely of great debate.

77) One must similarly undertake to show that even if something
should exist, it would be unknownable and inconceivable to a msan.
Gorgias says: '"'For if things thought (about) are not beings,
then being is not thought (about)". And he says this according
to the following argument: If it happens to things thought

{about) that they are white, then it happens to white things to
be thought (about). In the same way he argues that if it happens
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to things thought (about) that they are not beings, then
according to necessity, it will happen to beings that they
are not thought (about).

In this passage we have a number of comments that ought to
be made including some remarks on the neuter plural participle. Rer
marks on othe; subjects will be made first.

Seventy-seven contains what appears to be a quotation from
Gorgias. Another is found in seventy-eight, but these two appear
to be the only direct quotsions of Gorgias. The rest of the work is
a statement of (as opposed to a recording of) Gorgias's work.

Here the verb Ehrones can either mean to think something or

»
to think about something. Thus it is not always clear wvhether
Gorgias intends to refer to the objects thought about or the thought
itself. Our parenthetical "about" is used to keep the reader
cognizant of this problem.

Let us now consider the issue of the translagion of onta.
what Gorgias means by it and the difference between it and to on
I do not want to consider extensively here. That problem is of a
more philosophical nature and wherein the two differ or are related
will b; left until we consider the work as a philosophic‘thesis.l T
Only then will we have sufficient means for deciding b;cveen them.

Here the reason why "beings" has been chosen as a translation for-

>

onta over "in existere” is tpe’ﬁﬁiy issue to be taken up.2 Were

-

the Greek ta onta ofr probien disappears. In this case it would be

2

2

lDiscussions of the differences are found in chapter two and
three. o

2An_i¢sue parallel to this we have considered already in our
explanation of the translation for sixty-seven.- ¢

[
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quite clear that the use of the participle would be as a plu:
subject. Because the verb with onta is esti we can understand onta
to be read either as an ;djective or as a noun - a parallel set of
examples would be ''Socrates is honorable'" and "Socrates is an
honorable man'™. If we take the adjectival reading, the translation
would be ”in.existent”. The problems with this reading are that
the word onta gécomes slightly superfluous; this is unlikely. That
is adding "in existent' adds nothing. It is not even likely that the
word onta is emphatic. For given that it is ouk esti one would
expect emphasis, not by means of introducing the word onta, but by
means of emphasizing the negation with something like oudamothen.
Against this the adjectival reading does have the advantage of
making the point somewhat simpler. This simplicity, however, has
the corresponding disadvantage of destroying the contrast between
the use af the infinitive and that of the participle. Since trans-—
lating the participle as a noun is legitimate--again, (956) of
Goodwin's Grammar as well as the other reasons offered in our work
on é&xty-seven——and does not create the problems of redundancy and
does preserve a univocal use of language (as well as a very in-
sightful distinction on Gorgias's part), thé plural participle has

been translated as "beings". Nevertheless, it must be recognized that

\
this translation is somewhat problematic. Thus we must offer an

alternative translation as we did in sixty—seven. Once more, it 1is
not the case that we feel this to be the correct translation, but
rather, since our translation has been seriously criticized in

favor of another way of reading Gorgias, in fairness, we must offer

this other alternative. There are two areas in sixty-seven where



the difficulty arises. They beccme: "if things thought are &n
existence' and ''to things thought that they are not in existence'.
The former of these two translations arises égain in seventy-eight.
Having settled upon the tr;nslation of the words onta and

ta onta let us consideﬁ oh- a very superficial level what the con-
trast between to on and ta onta is. Very clearlyvwe will need to
say much more about this later, but it is hoped that some things
will Be said now which will aid our understanding later. ' a

An example for ;nderstanding the thesis might be like the
contrast between tree and trees. We move from one individual to a
number of individuals. Can we say that Gorgias is moving from one
individual to a nupber of individuals? 1In the sections that are
abo@t to be translated it does seem tO be the case that Gorgias by
talking about beings is referring to a number of individuals; for
he talks about the possibility of different things that are thought
existing. He uses the examples of chariots on the sea, he talks of
_white things and so forth. These seem to be various onta. If that
is the case, thén it would seem that eacﬁ one would be an 22,(6r at
least an on is an individual. |

Is this yhat ias is really doing? One might want to
object that if this is what he and more generally those of the
Eleati¢ tyadition mean by to og, then their doctrine would simply be
outrageod;. A counter argument and an effective one would be to
point out all the dendra about——-each one a dendr;;. This would

result in a very short career for monism and its variations.
*

Before we become too carried away with this as either a



criticism or an argument against reading the participles on and

onta in what should be their Qatufal way, it may be worth con-
sidering the phiiosophic project éf monists and their offshoots,

such as éorgias. Let us, however, stay with Gorgias since he is

our major concern and .since the point seems to be clea?er in his case.
Gorgias's attempt is to show us that there is nothing at all. To
point oQt.to him that there is a collection of trees will not startle
him. He would conclude;thaﬁ they must be some sort of hallucination
or delusioﬁ, or he would ju§£ give one of bis.arguments agaiﬁ. To
point out that there is a group of treeé; then is quiﬁe irrelevant
for.him. dorgiés's arguments show why there cannot be that br
anything else. Since Gorgias is in mid-argument proving that there
is nothing at all, saying that,Apointing out that there is what‘he

is questioning apd'proving,impossible, is not an effective rebuttal.

The anticipated objection to this project of contrasting.gg
énd onta does ﬁot work; for the contrast seems to hold, though later
we will alter the interpretation such.that it is no longer like tree
and treeé but rather like hair and hairs. Our objection was peghaps
a very common sense appfoach, but it is not effective because it ié
the common sense approacﬁ that is what is being questioned.

Let us return to our original problem, the contrast between
on and onta. On the 4& hand we take Gorgias by the word onta to be
referring to various individuals. What oné would be réferring to
when there is only on is more perspicuous with a monist like
parmenides. Because Parmenides holds only on we should not- suspect

it to be like a tree.” Rather it is the thing that is, well-rounded
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and so forth.1 What to on is, is the product of some very special
philosophizing and not the product of looking out one's windoﬁ to
see what is out there. . . .
78) Therefore this inference is sound and logiéalz "If things
thought (about) are not beings, .being is not thought (about).
But the things thought (about) (for this needs to be considered)
are not beings, as we will prove. Therefore, being is not
thought (about). Now it is evident that the things thought
(about) are not beings.
This passage contains the second (and last) direct quotation.
In fact, this is not a different quotation but a repetition of the

one we found in seventy-seven.

The "accusative ten akoluthian has not been translated. The

force it has is to make clear that the &gument follows. It has not
been translated because the inclusion of it would make the readiné too

awkward, yet the exclusion of it does not cause a loss of meaning,

for the meaning is carried by hugies an son. - .

"79) For if the things thought (about]) are beings, then all the
things thought (about) ist and in whichever way someone should
think them. This is unlikely. But if it is, it is trivial. For
should someone think of a man flying or a chariot running on the
sea; there is not therefore a man flying or a chariot running on

- the sea. Therefore, things thought (about) are not beings.

There seem to be two areas of concern in seventy-nine. It is

not immediately apparent that our translation is correct because Qf\the
: e

passage following and including oude gar phrong tis . . . One is
tempted to take the oude with the phrase that immediately follows.

Because this phrase is in the subjunctive its negation would have to

1
It is from this that we get the notion that the contrast

must be something like hair and hairs.
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be by means of‘gégg, The Qggg_is<taken more appropriately with thé
fhrase.that follows the one ﬁust considere&. This, then, is thé
'grammatibal juétification for translating as above. As well, it
should he pointed out that this reading makes for a more interest%ng
philosophital puzzle. >Corgias, on this interpreta;ién, is brinéing
up the issue of what to do with things thai we imagine but that we
know are not "oQt there".
The second issue iﬁ seventy-nine 1is what to do with the Greek .
ei de esti, phaulon. An editor,-Becker, brackets the phrase in-
ﬁ"dqéating that he does not feel this passage should be included.
UnfortQﬁéte;y, we do not know his ieasoﬁs for the suggestiomn. Be-
cause 6f this:'we.are not in a position to know whether to accept
or reject this suggegtipﬁ, The only apparent reason for its re-
jection is that it can be.céﬁétrued«such that it undercuts the
argument, and? as such, the comment‘is unlikelf.‘ it seems, however,
that the comment can pbe construed as éot undercutting the argument.
Because of this the'reﬁark will be left in and we will‘explain'later
the.proﬁlem ope might have witﬁ ifs méaning. '
80) In additioﬁ to these a;gumeﬁts-if things thought (about)
are beings, non-beings will not be thought (about). For
opposites occur with opposites, and non-being is the opposite *
of being. And because of this, in all ways, if being thought
(about) applies with being, then not being thought (about) will
be applied to non-heing. However,dthis,is absurd, for even '

Scylla and Chimera and many of the non-beings are thought»(about).
Therefore being is not thought (about) .

<

i

what has been rendered as ''occur with" could be rendered as
"are attributes of*; hence Gorgias would be saying that opposites are
attributes{of-opposites.‘ Either translation seems quite acceptable,

however since "attributes” has come to be a technical term in



philosophy, it is misleading to use the words "attributes" here. One
would think that Gorgias was committed to a doctrine that he may be
free from. Thus we translate using 'occur with'"; hence the trans-

(59

lation remains neutral by not foreing a doctrine on Gorgias that he
may not hold (although in vur analysis we may find that he does hold
this doctrine).

Similarly Qhatlhas been rendered as "appiies”w;th" could be
rendered as '"'is a property of". Again, although either translation
is acceptable, it is appropriate to translate as we have, for the
reason that the alternative translation has come to be, in philosophy,
a techdieal-term; hence its use would mislead the reader and commit

. <

Gorgias to a view that he need not be forced to hold.
81) Just as the things seen are said to be visible because of
the fact that they ‘are seen, so the things heard are said to be
audible because of the fact that they are heard. And we do not
throw out the seen because it is not heard nor do we dismiss the
heard because it is not seen. For each one ought to be judged
by the appropriate sense but not by another sense. Thus too the
things thought (about) will exist ((be thinkable)) even though
they should not be looked at by the visual faculty, nor heard by
the hearing, for the reason that they are grasped by. the ap-
propriate criterion.

The remark in douhle parentheses in eighty-one is an alternate

reading to the view that things thought will exist. It is assumed on

‘Eﬁe‘giterﬁEfTve_rea&iﬁgsehacethemapprnprlaie,noun,ls deleted but is
still,obvious because of the context of the two previous examples in
which "be audible" follows upon hearing and "visible" follows upon
seeing. Either reading seems acceptable. Which is correct will only
become apparent--if at all--when we examine the argument. \4

82) Therefore if someone thinks that chariots are running on the
sea, even if he does not see them, he is oblidged to believe that

13

34



».

chariots are running on the sea. But this is absurd. Thérefore
being is not thought nor even apprehended. ‘

There seems to be no important difficulties with this passage.
83) "But if it were apprehended it could not be paséed on to
another. For if beings are visible and audible and coummonly
perceptible things which do indeed subsist outside the senses,
then of these, the visible thihgs are grasped by the sight and

the audible things by the hearing and not crosswise. Then how
is it possible for one to reveal these things to another?

In this}passa;e we find the verb h;gokeimai: it is also to be

‘founé in other passages following this one. This verb is found quite
“frequently in the philosophic Aiscussions of the Greeks. In Pl;to's
Cratylus (436d) it means assumed or laid down, assumed as ground of
an argument. Aristotle in the Categories‘(S) uses the articular
participle from.the verb Eo mean s;bject. Chosen as a‘translation of
this verb is a Latin word intended to capture the fo?ce of this word.
This, besides being legitimate, has the advantage of not calling for
an object. When there is the addition of the word ektos we also in-
-clude the Qord "outside". In the context of the argument given here
these two moves seem quite appropriate.

‘84) That by ((means of)) which we reveal is a logos. But the

things subsisting outside, namely beings are not a logos. There~
fore we do not reveal things to other people but a logos, which’

is other thard the objects subsisting. Therefore as the visible: F.

thing would not become the audible thing and conversely, so sim
being subsists outside, then our logos could not arise ((become
being)). But that which is not a logos would mot be revealed to
another.
In the first parenthetical remark, "means of'" has been included
in order to make clear what is meant. In doing so we make known that
an instrumental dative is used. Such a point can be comprehended

without our addition, but the point is made much more clearly with

the addition. The second parenthetical remark is to offer what may
]
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be deletéd and is to be understoodAin the context of a similar
remark, immediately before this, in which there was something filled
in. Here, as in eighty-one, we will have to wait until we examihe
the argument in order to know which translation is correct.

Some objectioné might be raised against our translation of

ta hupokeimena kai onta. For hupokeimai we no longer have the ektos

and so use the simple meaning of subsisting. Because it is the
participle with an article we get "things subsisting”. We under-
stand the article to have the range to cover the onta--in fact,
some manuscripts give another article--and thus we keep our standard
translation of "beings". The kai we understand to mean ''namely".
. 1
One might suspect that kai means "and'. However, it seems to be
the case that Gorgias is going on to identify further what he is
talking about rather than mentioning two categories of things.
(Were it the latﬁer we would not be prepared for the remark at all.
We would be very puzzled about what he is doing).
85) Indeed a logos, he séys, is composed of things falling upon
us from without. That is, from things perceptable to the senses.
From the meeting .with a.flavor there arises in us. a logos which
is expressive of that quality. And from the incidence of a color
there arises in us a logos which is expressive of color. But if
this is so, a logos is not indicative of something external, but
rather the external becomes revealor of the logos.
In this, as well as the preceding paragraph there has been no

attempt to translate the word logos. This is justified because logos

is such_an equivocal term and is used here in a number of different
a

IMost translations take kai.to mean "and" (vide: Bury's
translation of Sextus Empericus, Vol. 2 in the Loeb Library Series).
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ways. Hence choosing some one translation would not do the work

justice. Moreover, of each isolated instance of the word, it is not

clear which of a number of ‘translations is correct.
86) Moreover it is not possible to say that 1ogoshsubsists in
the way that things visible and audible subsist so that things
subsisting namely beings cah be revealed from a thing itself
subsisting namely a being. For if the logos also subsists, but
is different from the rest of the things subsisting, then the
vigible bodies would be considerably different from the logos.
For the visible is comprehended through one organ and the logos

through another. Thus a logos could not pojnt out the mary

external things, just as they do not make clear the nature of
each other. )

It is with a great deal of difficulty that the translation
of the opening line is accepted. As it stands it is ugclear whether
the "so .that'" tlause should be understood as being asserted and the:
clause before it denied or whether the "so that' clause is a .con-
sequence which would have followed on the identification of logos and
things visible; this identification being denied and hence the con-
sequence (the ''so that” clause) is ru;ed out as well. Although our
translation is open to these two interpré&ations, still it is the
best available translation. Ruling out one of the interpretations

will be the business of our commentary.



Chapter Two: Nothing Exists

In this the second chapter of the thesis an exegesis as well
as,an’analysis of Gorgig;'s first set of arguments and their structure
will Be undertaken. Our concerns here are of a more philosophical
nature than they were previously.

Since our major source of information is SE we will comment
primarily upon his arguments. Comments on the information given to
us by PA will be made only after we have considered the work of SE or
when PA gives us information other than that found in SE.

It would seem appropriate to give some help to the reader in
how to mose usefully read this and the following chapters. Because
a step by step commentary on both what the argument is and how good
it is is performed, this chapter cannot be successfully read in
isolation. One must read it in COnjunctioﬁ with re-reading Gorgias's
arguments. Because of the comélexity of the arguments and sub-
’éequently of the analysis, the reader can easily lose track of the
argument. This.creates the need for re-reading certain sections of
the analysis to pick up the point.l

Let us begin our examination of Gorgias by considering
Sextus's opening remarks. In paragraph sixty-five SE begins by

making some general remarks about Gorgias that helps make evident

l'-I‘his is especially true of the arguments in Chapter Three.
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the context in ;hich to see him. Our attention to this will help
to create a correct understanding of the arguments of Gorgilas.
Nevertheless, in examining the context offered by Sextus we must be
prepared to question.whether Sextus correctly understood what he was
recérding and to ;hat purposes he was recording thg‘arguments. We
will not'just accept SE remarks uncritically.

The first thing to note in sixty-five is the reference to a
criterion and the claim that Gorgdas was a destroyer of it. 1In

Outlines of Pyrrohonism SE offers a history of the views put forth

—

by the sceptics of his own, as well as his bredecessors era. In
"Against the Logicians' Sextus considers the issue of whether we
have a criterion of truth. Having such a standard would presumably
allow oné to judge on a given matter whether a claim is true or
false. Sextus feels that there is no such criterion and records
arguments (for example, those of Gorgias and Protag;ras) "he takes"
to be against‘tﬁe criterion view.
Prot;goras is offered as abolishing the criterion of truth

because according to SE:

he asseris that all sense impressions and opinions are true and b

that truth is a relative thing inasmuch as everything has

appeared to someone or been opined by someone is at once real in

relation.“to him.

Gorgias is offered as one who, like Protagoras, rejects a criterion

for truth. If this view of Gorgias is correct, then we can examine

'lSextus,Empericus, Outlines of Pyrrdhonism, translated by
R. G. Bury, volume one, paragraph sixty, The Loeb Classical Library.




his afgumepts realizing what their aim is, seeing whether or not

14

they aré successful at reaching his ¢
not expect him ;o argue to the same ¢
Progagoras and the Protagoreans; neve
according ta.Sextus, to argue to the

Sextus, having told us Gorgia
sugéested that Gorgias's method:is no
in order to explain to us Gorgias's w
conclusion.

But before we examine Gorgias

reservations about SE's attempt toO fi

ontlusion. Of course, we do
onclusion in the same way as
rtheless, we shqpld'expe;t him .,
same conc&usions. | |
s's position and having

t that of Protagbras, continués
ay of reaching the sought after

's method let us express some

N -
t many of the Greek ﬁhilosophgrs

into the role of those who would wish to abol#sh the (a) criterion

of truth. SE's comments make it appe
arguing to destroy the "criterion'.
man is the measure, does he do so in

no criterion of truth? There seems t

ar that these philesophers are
But when Protagoras argues that
‘ ' '

order to cdnclude that there 1is

o be little evidence that this

was the sought conclusion of the argument. Protagoras might have

endorsed that conclusion but neverthe

of his argument. SE, however, sees t

less it is surely not the end

he "criterion conclusion'” as the

goal of these philosophers. This conclusion is really SE's conclusion

not theirs, or so it seems. Thus alt

hough we do not doubt that

Protagoras argued that man is the measure, we do not thereby accept

Sextus's claim that it was to abolish the criterion. Such a claim

requifes further argument by SE.

Similarly, when SE tells us o

»

Gorgias's work, we do not need to thi

f the three central theses of

nk that by these Gorgias hoped
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to prove that there was no criterion. Here, as before, there seems
to be no internal evidence for seeing Gorglias as supporting the
crite;ion conclusion. 1t may follow from Gorgias's_work that there
is mo ctite;ion and, once again, Gorgias may have seen this to
fellow but the ciaim that the arguments were dffered principally for
that purpose (the'abolition of a criterion) has no support.

‘These remarks then lead us tovdoubt that Gorgilas intended
his argument €O show that theée was no criterion. Further and quite
important evidence for this can be seen in the PA text. Here there
is not a hint of the need to talk about a criterion. Since there
is no good evidence in the text of SE and PA for the claim that

Gorgias talked of a criterion, it seems that the discussion of a

criterion seems to be solely that of SE. Thus the discussion about

a criterion is to be omitted in our work on Gorgias. We must rather

put our energies in claims suche as ouden estin.

SE, before telling us the conclusion of the work of Gorgias,
gives us the title of the discourse (Concernlng Non-beigg or Omn
Nature). By seemingly jdentifying non-being and nature, ghzsis, some
jdea is given to us of where Gorgias's work leads us to. This title
is reminiscent of Parmenides and Melissus's concerns. Indeed the

title parodies Melissus's On Being or On Nature. From these con-

siderations it would seem that Gorgias shares some ground with the
Eleatics, although it would also se}hJ by his title and SE's
offering of him as a sceptic, that Gorgias takes a view contrary to
and critical of the Eleatics. We can see that although Gorgias is

critical of and contrary to the Eleatics, he nevertheless works
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within the Eleatic framework. Gorgias does not reject their way of
talking about things (bging, non-being, being and non-being, the .oue/

many argument, and so on); rather he talks in their fashion but to
‘ .
very dif ferent conclusions.

s,

That philosophers after Parmenides want to work within the
Parmenidean framework, even without Parmenides cqnclﬁsions, is not

very surprising inen the impressiveness of Parmenides style of
L

1
arguing. It 1s‘a Ltyle that is surprisingly far—reAChing in con-

1 :
sequence. -

v
The three conclusions credited to Gorgias by Sextus are:

g, (2) that were there something we would not

(1) that there is not
be able to (intell y) grasp it, and (3) but were we so able
we could %?t say 1 .contrast between Gorgias's second and
third conclusion is in need of some glucidation. Let us use an
analogy that mighé help us to understand the differences between the
three points that Gorgias makes. Suppose there is speculation abguf
an object that is reported to be pn ;he horizon, Gorgias,ein his

" first point, would say that there is no such 6bject. In his second
point, he would claim that even were there such an object we could
not know that it was there. Lastly, he would hold that even if it

were there and someone knew that something was there he could still

not bring forth what was there nog say anything about it.z

1For example the claim, in an as yet unpublished paper by
Richard Bosley, that in the ways of Parmenides is contained the liar s
paradox and the ontological argument.

ZWe will let this analogy do for the moment although when we
come to examine the second and third sections we will see that Gorglas:
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By means of these three points one can gee clegrly that

Gorgias is a sceptic. Again, the claim that he would thereby want

to demolish the criterion of truth seem® unnece&sary. If anything,

Gorgias's position would make a criterion for truth somewhat super-

fluous.

From what SE says, we can view Gorgias as a sceptic who.has
commerce with the Eleatics. "We see him holding . radical nirilistic
view that is at odds with the Eleatics. His ~ as g Jdest: ver of

~
the criterion for truth does not seem apparer- in t: Intert of tre
work. Unless we discover anything that would .=ad t - hat conclusion,

we reject SE's claim.
- L J ' 1
PA in his introductory remarks gives us additi

1

‘afcrmation
in respect to‘Go;gias's work. In preparation for Gorgias's
érguments, PA tells us something about the origin of the arguments
and what Gorgias is»doing witi. them. In so doing PA mentions both

"Melissus and ieno as Gorgin='s predecessors. This then serves to
confirm speculation that Gorgias is involved with the Eleatics.

- Thus when we begin to look at Gorgias's arguments we should always be

wa;ching for connections with the Eleatics.

PA comments that Gorgiag'stnethodology is one of taking and
combining the opposing results of his préaecessors. wGorgias argues

on philosophical puzzles typical of the day--the one/many problem,

o

3
.

may be concerned with whether we can spg@k o¥¥think about anything
at all. &

loce 979a14-23.

\
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the created/uncreated issue--suggesting that if there is something,

it must be one of these; that is, it must be either one or many, OT

created or uncreated. Having established that, Gorgias takes his

various predecessors denial of each and then concludes that there

must be nothing. Gorgias, from one of the sides in the controversies,

takes arguments supporting the denial of the one and from the other

camp he takes the arguments denying the many. In this way Gorgias

concludes that since it is neither one nor many, nor created nor

uncreated, it does not exist. Keeping in mind the argument 1is a

reductio ad absurdum the argument could be schematically represented

as follows.

Argument one

Wy BN

either Something or Nothing exists. .

but given Something, then it is one or many.

but, it is neither one notr many.-

‘therefore the hypothesis of something is incorrect.
Thus there is Nothing.

A

Argument two

W

either Something or Nothing exists.

but given Something, then it is created or uncreated.
but, it is neither created or uncreated.

Therefore the hypothesis of something is incorrect.
Thus there is Nothing. :

PA makes a comment of which we need to be especially cognizant.

He says '"thus he shows according to a primary method typical of him-

self'". The method of the reductio ad absurdum by employing both

parties arguments in a dispute is seen by FA to be an original con-

tribution by Gorgias to the methods of arguing. This is a pvint that

requires emphasis because, from this alone, we can begin to see ’

Gorgias as an jnnovative contributor to phIIGSé)QJQkméthodologynand 3

C4
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not "just another sophist”. Gorgias's taking of argumenés by

various philosophers (especially the Eleatics) to the disadvantage

of all deserve; our attention because it would seem that since
Gorgias attempts to take the Eleatic approach to its logical ab-
surdity, it forces us to reconSider.the whole Eleatic ;radition. One
is fascinated and intrigued by the work of Parmenides'aﬁd,Zeno as
well as that of Melissus, but wheﬁ we sée how Gorgias takes their
lmethod of arguing and extgnds its application such that nihilism
results we become tempted to coﬁclud¢~(thou5h.corgias wo@ld Qot be)
tha£.the method of the Eleatic philosophers must be faulty. ' Thus

Gorgias forces us to abandon that way of doing philosophy; that is

to say, a methodology that forces conclusions that are qdite ob~
viously corrupt must itself be a corruBf’Eethodology.

We are now in a position to take up th; argument in péragraph
sixty-six. Clearly Gorgias will now take up the first point that
nothing exists. In the previous chapter, we learned that Gorgias's *g
method for the argument was the reductio. There it was also-explained
that the argument that Gorgias was engagediupon wa; unique insdfar
as the unacceptable consequence that comes from the interlocutor's
premises 1is néé only unacceptable itself but is also Gorgias's own
conclugion. | '

At paragraph sixty-six Gorgias begins his argument for the
§§d§§ of-thé threé~péiﬁ£s (that nothing exists) by offering this
céhclusion and giving an overview of how‘the argument is to work.

To begin the reductio, Gorgias furnishes u; with the interlocutor's

position, namely that something exists. But in providing this,

v,

‘f, i
b
v,



Gorgias puts in a condition which suggests that if the interlocutor's
position is héld, then one of the three consequences put forward must
follow. These consequences are that eithgf being exists, or non-
being exists, Or both being and ndn—being exist.

PA's understand;né of the format of Gorgias's argument is
different, or at léast has a different eﬁphasis. Whereas SE sees
the argumé?ﬁigéiﬁggthat if something, then either beiné, or non—being
or beingﬂégg?;ﬁﬁah?fng. And, if being, then one or many, created
or everlasting. PA sees the argument as if something, then one oOr
many , crea;ed or uricreated. The iﬁtermediate s;agevof hypothesizing
being etcetera is, if not totally ignored, considerably de—emphasiied.
As sucﬁ on PA's view of the argument, there is a much less 'obvious
cénnection between Gorgias and Parmenides and‘MeLissus' 3, n being,
non-being, being and non-being. On this view, Gorgias l‘:ﬁess
like a member of the Eleatic tradition.

If it is appropriate to hazard a guess on which is more
accurate, then it could be suggested that since PA's version is con-
siderably later than SE it is likely that the intermediate stage
regarding being has dropped out. Thus SE's account'is thought to

be more in the spirit of Gorgilas.

1) Something/Nothing

Upon the hypothesis of something existing Gorgias, according

. - AN
to SE, has of fered the three options mentioned above. When Gorgias

shows that none of these are appropriate it is clear that the
assumption that something exists must be abandoned. Gorgias themn

concludes that nothing exists. It is that last part of the argument
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that will be considered now.

What is the}force of saying that there is nothing for

’Gorgias? In the reductio style of arguing, we see that oﬂe of
Gorgias's ploys is to offer alternatives; for exémple, the three
routes (hodoi) of Parﬁenides, thé consequences of something existing,
being being one or maﬁy~and so on. ‘Becéuse of this, one is tempted
to ;ee the‘something/nothing contrast as a contrast of routes.
The péint that Gorgiés would hold is that the abandonme;t of the one
path, because oflitsblack of appiicabilit& to the situatiap describeg,
- necessitates the, édoption of the other path. The adoption of this
path.would be analogous éo coming towa fork in the road; one rejects
the pathaon the left, for the path on the right Secause it is in-
adequate for ope's purposés.. Similarly, one might read Gorgias as
rejecting the route of soething and taking the foute of nothing.
Here, then, it.;s held that nothing is a route, and is a route that
one can.také. , .

The difficulty with this is that, in fact, notf\'ing' is not.

//4’“~« .
a route at all. Thus if the path analogy is what Gorgias is doing,
then we see ‘an area where we need to say that he is philosophising
in aﬁ incorrect way.

This leaves us with two questdons: (1) Why is nothing not a

routé?, (2) Does Gorgias hold it to be a route?. "Let us discuss the

. lHere“we take up on Parmenides's somewhat metaphoric
vocabulary. Nothing particularly technical is meant. By "paths"
or "routes'" we only attempt to point out options or alternatives
that are exclusive of each other and (cumulatively) exhaustive.
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questions-in the above order. '

Let us suppose that 1 am emptying out my pockets. First I‘
pull out a quarter. 1 stick ‘my hand in'again and comment that I
think there is still something in my pocket. Indeed there is, and I

" now pull out a nickel. I now tell you that there is nothing in my - '
pocket. When I do this do I tell yéu what is in my pockets? No!

‘You do not_how expect me to pull out nothing from my pockets.

Rather you now kno; that there is not anything else in my pockets.

}f I‘did still pull something from my pockets you wéuld not think

that that must be the nothing, rather you would thinklI was wrong in
holding that there was nothing in my Pbckets. Your claim would not

be "so that is the nothing" but "Aha!\“so you were mistaken, there

still was something in your pockets".

So we see that in saying ''mothing" we do not say what there
is or that theré is something. However, when we say that there is
something, althéugh we do not make it clear what there 1s, we do
take ourselves to be making it clear that there is something. Thus

- .

we can easily see that when I say "something" I offer a route that

can be explored further. When howeveé I say "nothing" I do not
offer a route that .can be further explored but I reject the view
that there is a route of something.

Now let us go to”our second question of whether Gorgias
makes the mistake of thinking that.nothing is a route, that is
thinking that nothing is some sort of thing. It does not seem

that there is decisive evidence either way. The major arguments in

favor of holding him to this error are that Gorgias has a propensity



for offering alternatives and nothing and something are contrasted.

The argument against holding Gorgias to such an error is that there:

is not a characterization of the route of nothing, séy as found in
Parmenides where there is a characterization of the route of being
and non-being, thus we are not forced by such a characterization to
say that Gorgias definitely, or likely, treats nothing as a path.
"As well, in éixty—six where the outline of the argument is
given, Gorgias concludes by saying that tﬂere is nét anything.- He
tékes that to be sufficient for his purposes. Now given that'he
.opens sixty-six by saying that the argumént shows that nothing

~

exists and observing that he concludes by denying that there is °

[ * .
'*”*anyfﬁigg, it seems quite likely that Gorgias does not mean to offer

a doctrine of nothing as a path that one can take. Gorgias seems
to take the forcé of saying that nothing exists to‘be the denial

of there being anything rather ghan the assertion of some sort of
thing, namelf,inothing. This point, in conjunction with the lack
of a chatactefizafion of nothing and with the principle of inter-—
pretation that gives the author thé benefit of the déubt where
reasonably avaiiable,’leads one to conclude‘that'it is likely that:
Gorgias does not mean to see nothing as a route that one takes, but
rather as an exhaustion oé‘%he possibilities of there being some—
thing. We have warned ag-:inst the error of thinking to the con-
trary and wve étill must keer in mind tﬁat Gorgias may Qave made
such an error though our evile e is not strong enough to be sure

that he has. v
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2) The Three Optiouns

On the assumption that something exists Gorgilas has offered
three élternatives. He considers in turn the validity of each one's
exisgeqce. Befofe we come to tﬁe specific questlons of whéther
the arguments regarding each of thé alternatives are appropriate,
let us consider éhe three optioﬁs themselves. Given that Qe are’
told that if something exigts it must be. either bging or non-—
being or both, we must ask; do th;se three follow upon something?
are there more? and so forth. This is to suggest that if someone
told you that if there were a carrot,zthen it is either blue or
green, you would be,.then, in a position to inquire whether saying
that the carrot ﬁust be green or blue is appropriate and to inquire
if these alternatives are all there are and so on.

Rather than asking whether the options are exhaustive and
similar quéstionﬁ, tet us deal with some more fundamental questions
abdut this iséﬁé. One question is: are the options offered options
at all?

Prima facjie ig appears that Gorgias has of fered three
different alternatives, the same three found in some readings of
Pa:;enides. Ofhe way to examine the appropriateness of Gorgias's
alternatives (and therefore some_readings of Parmenides alternatives)

"not" and "non'". Let us consider these

is by considering the words
words in isolation and then bring our findings back to Gorgias.
In the remarks on the translatjmn (vide: chapter one) it was

urged that ''non'' be chosen above ''mot" as a translation of me in to

me on since the former sounds more like the offering of an option



than does the latter. This, however, must not be taken to mean that
the use of '"non' does give an option, but just that it seems more

like offering an alternative than does the use of "not We are

now somewhat ahead of ourselves, for it is not yet clear why "not"
is not seen as an offering an alternative.

Earlier it was argued that to séy "nothing' was not to say
what was in my pocket or that there was.something in my pockét. The
considerations here are similar. Suppose 1 say that there 1is a
ticket in my pocket. In saying "ticket" I tell you what there 1is in
my pocket. Now suppose I tell you that there is not a ticket in my
pocket. In doing this 1 neither make clear what is in my pocket
nor that there is something in my pocket. What T do accomplish, in
the present context, is to deny that there is a ticket in my pocket,
but I clearly do not say what there is or that there is something.
Applying these considerations to Gorgias, we find thét were one of
his alternatives to be ''not being', we would take it.that in so saying
Gorgias is not offering an alternative, but only denying the al-
ternative of being. Thus when Gorgias feels that he has offered two
routes, our analysis suggests that all that really has occurred 1is
the offering of one route. The purported second route is not a new
route but only a denial of the first route. Although ''not being" is
offered as if it is a route, in fact, to deny is not to say what the
route isbér to make clear that there is a route; but only to reject

the first route. Thus on this reading Gor ijas's philosophising
: g p
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suffers the consequence of only offering ong route.

The above argument seems fairly clear; it does have an im-

portant consequence that needs to be made obvious. Consider the
two following sentences: (1) esti to mé on (2) ouk esti to on.
By our argument plus 4 translation of me as "not", we recognize

that although the intentions of the author may have been to dis-
tinguish the two; in fact, the forcz of the th is the same.

(That the intention is different though the force the same lends
support for translating as has been done by us, (1) as "it is non-

being'" and (2) as "it is not being". We then see the attempt at a

distinction.)

& :
Let us now consider the word “non''. The ground work for this
word has been done with the case of "this is not a ticket'. Suppose
Sherlock Holmes is looking for the murderer of Lady Evans. In ex-

plaining to Watson his methodology of narrowing things down, Holmes
suggesis that even the most elementary discoveries can be of great
assistance. '"For instance', he says, "even the knowledge whether

the man is a caucasian or a non-caucasian can aid one a great deal

in the discovery of the assailagt”. Our question with this example
is what does Holmes achieve by saying "non-caucadBan''? If one

w;nted to know of what race that man is one has the options of saying'

"that he is either caucasian, negroid, mongolian and so forth. When

1In the above argument it is clear to me that some and per-
haps all the considerations on the force of the word "not'" come from
my association with Richard Bosley. The only thing in this argument
that I can be confident that is my own work, is how this prevents
Gorgias (and presumably Parmenides also) from offering routes at .all.



Sherlock Holmes says that the man is non-caucasian he has not stated
the race but only eliminated the caucasian race. Thus it would seem
that our conclusions with "non'" must be the same as they were with
"wot'. Let us consider what may appear to be a more difficult case.
Suppose that a man has a particularly narrow view on various matters.
Having been raiseé {n such a way that he sees little beyond his own
social group, he suggests that there are two kinds of people, pinks
and non-pinks. In dividing up things in this way does the man by

.
"non-pinks'", say what there is or that there is something,-or is he,-
tqo, only denying something? It is still apﬂarent that in saying
"non-pink'', one does not give the kind, but only eliminates something.
"Non" is not the name of something added to pink, but only‘the
elimination of that alternative. If the man says ''non-pink', we
are able teo con;lude that he means the yellow, red . . . people,

but that is an implication that we draw. One still has not said what.

That is only done by saying "white' or '"red" and so forth.

" " 1A

The point that we made with "not" we also make with non'',
that is, in saying ''non-being' Gorgias, though thinkipg himself to
be offering a second route, is only denying the route of being.1

The question of whether we should keep our distinction

-

Lie is interesting to note that Plato in his Sophist (257d)

though making some progress or at least pointing out the problem with
negation, still sees the issue to be what one is indicating rather
than denying. There he says: ''. . . we shall not agree, but admit
no more than this - that the prefix 'not' indicates something differ-
ent from the words that follow, or rather from the things designated
by the words pronounced after this negative.”" (Translated by Corn-
ford). '
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between "not"” and '"non'" in the translation now arises. Since Gorgias
does not achieve what he attempted with the distinction should we not

drop it from the translation? It would seem to be appropriate to '.

keep the distinction. Since it seems apparent that Gorgias was

trying, bv to mé on, to offer a different alternative and since

non' seems in the spirit of such an attempt; we gain insight imto.

what has been attempted if we retain the distinction in the trans-
lation. Of course, we keep in mind that his attempt was not success-
. ,
ful, but the lack of success seems no reason for excluding the 3
~

attempt; furthermore the '"not'/'"nen" distinction keeps the esti to

me on and Quk esti to on separate. We may argue that they do not

differ i force but we do preserve the di' . +.nt structure and sub-
sequently the attempt made by Gorgias.l

We now must face another question. Although by saying

being' Gorgias does not make the route he wishes to embark upon ar,
are we in a position to make it clear? In the case of the narrow-
minded person's division of people into pgnks and non-pinks, we are
in a position to discover what the route is, namely, the route of
red, green, yellow people. 1Is such filling in available with "non-
being”? Can we say what the route is?

The Eé’ being generic, leads one to believe that the thing(s)

>

referred to form(s) a class of some sort. Unfortunately that is as

lWe could make the above distinction with a not/-not rather
than not/non. For example '"it is not-being" and "it is not being".
However, the way we have drawn the distinction makes that distinction
more obvious to the reader.
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much as we can assume. In chapter one it was argued that we did got
really understand what was meant by "being'. We can be no clearer
about what Gorgias means when he excludes beiff; thusywe can say that
Gorglas offers only one route. The second route is but an exclusion
of the first and we are 1n no position to make clear what would be
included in this. The thir® route also suffers because it is to be
a.combination of the first and the second routes. Since no second
route can be offered, no third one can be sugggsted. To put this
point in a different way; the third route suffers from the use of
"nonﬁ in the way the second route does.

wWwhat we have done, then, has been to turn the issue into a

shambles. The options that arise when something exists are not made

-

L Y
clear and we can do nothing to illuminate the matter. It turms out

that there is only one alternative offered and even that is not
clearly understood. The arguments that follow the hypocheéis of

. S
something become bogus; that is to say, that eveh ‘ere etgxy f "o

A M g

argument against being, non-being and both- being‘nnd nonrﬁeing ngpda, RS

to be correct, we still would not embrace Gorglas 'S canclusioné.w‘ . fﬁgﬁi»

¥ VT Dl
The latter two options (non-being, anﬂ béing and non being) are a 5 N
not really options and have been incorrettky treq;ed as, if‘£;:y' y i’ Eijk
were. Thus the arguments argue about someghig® that cannot be made "":}fi
sense of. | find that we do not »

truly know what the first alternative is; g&hps¥it is not at all

clear what the rejection of being or anywoﬁ (Be altetnatives amoun;s

to.




3) fhe Force of "Being"

Although it is,*%v now, quite clear that the thesis proposed
i{s not sensible, still there is one route that has not been adeq:;tely
examined and so neids further considgration. That is the route of
being. Dealing with being is no longer necessagy from the point of
view ;}‘overchrowing Gorgias's overall attempt--with the rejection of
the otﬁer two alternatives, it is cle@y that the format is inadequate
--but is examined purely out of interest in the discovery‘of what
Gorgias might have been up to. In the first chapter the question of
what being was was iaken up; here we will develop our thoughts on
this mattef further. To some extent we will repeat ourselves. This
repetition is deemed necessary,; for previously it would not be
appropriate to analyze the argument fully (while it was, nevertheless,
necessary to say something about the subject).

Aristotle in his Physics (18&A15—186A3) attempts to deal with
the Monists who view bghngkgs one by trying to put the proponent in

s

a dilemma about what they are saying is one. In'so doing he hopes
that the proponent of being will choose one clear route and then his
work can be exposed. Like Aristotle we want to become clear about
what Gorgias is arguing for but about the word "being''. In our
attempt to become clear about what he might mean by uttering the
word "being'", we will use more than one method of analysis. First we
will examine "being" to see whether it falls in with a certain
grouping of words. 1If it does not fall within a parficular group,

then we do not need to explore that possibility any further. If,

however, "being"skan be found to be a member of that particular group,
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then we may have to ask ourselves further questiohs. Those questions
&

will show whether "being" is: (1) a member of that group; (2) if Gorgias
could have meant this; and finally, (3) does this make any sense.

Before we begin this analysis let me remind you of the con-

text within which we are working-—-Gorgias's hypothesis is "If somé-
thing éxists either being exists, of non-being exists, or both beihg
and non-being exists'.

We should start by limiting the fielq of invgstigation.
There are many things one might QQ with words. We must discover

-what Corgias is doing with "being''. We begin by drawing a distinction

-

between making clear or saying how we proceed and making clear or

1 (2] "

saying ''when, "what", "why', "'where' and "who With the former we
:isclose acts or actions, for instance by "running' we disclose
running. It-is clear that by the use of the word hbeing" Gorgias
does not‘wish to be talking about this SO;F of thing, running. The
point seems obvious enough but we can strengthen our claim with an
arggment. Gorgias attributes place to being. Running, jumping,
velling and so forth cannot have place attributed to them though
someone or something running, jumping OT yelling can have place
attributed to him. Thuis it is clear that "being" unlike ''running"

or "jumping" is not used to say how we proceed.

Since we : w that "being' is not to be placed with words
-

1For the purposes of a linguistic analysis I have chosen to
work within a framework of Richard Bosley. This framework has been
gone into detail in an unpublished manuscript titled "Universals'.
Qur purposes will not require the full subtlety of the framework;
only a rough comprehension of the system is necessary and this will
be made clear as we go along.
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that make clear how we proceed, it must be that Gorgias by "being"
- .

wishes to make clear or to say v "who'', "why'", "when" ér

t

"where'. But which of these N !\‘is apparent that "being' is

not used to say where. Gorgias talks about where being is and hence

it cannot be the case that "being" also says where. Similarly we can

4
3

conclude that "being' cannot be used to say '"when". Gorgias con-

siders when being came to be: hence ''being' cannot itself make the

”when'l

clear. Gorgias never offers "being" in order to explain why
something happens or is the case, so it seems that by "being' Gorgias
does not attempt to séy "why''. There is little evidence to suggest

\

{
/"
" : " : \J N
that "'being'' picks out

who Thus we conclude that Gorgias must be
meaning to say "what' when he talksAabout "being'. Indeed Gorgias's
original hypothesis is set out to find what there is. It is evident,
then, that ''being" is-used to say "what''. Having come this far, let
us look at the ways we might use to say what.

We start this project with cases that are the least likeiy.
Words such as ''good" and '"bad", "light" and ''dark", "large" and

- - .
'smqll”. These we will call O-words.1 Before we gxamine whether

"being' can be placed amongst these words, we need to make it clear

~

1At first glance what Zeno Vendler in Linguistics in Philosophy
(pages 178-182) cails A2's appears to be what we call O-words. However,
Vendler points out the similarity between A2's and some A3's. It
would seem that our way of viewing the subject includes all A2's
and the A3's that Vendler suggests are similar. Indeed if "pretty'
and "'ugly' are Al's, then O-words would include some Al's as well.
It is not appropriate here to shggest that Vendler's criteria does
not sufficiently distinguish some examples, rather let us be
satisfied with the point that fhere are many ways to cut up a cake.

-
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how this grouping of words is to #e” identified. Urmson in his book

The Emotivist Theory of Ethics observed of "good" that it .was scalene;

»

that is, from good we derive the notions of better and best. Put in
grammatical terms 0-word§ ire the posit&ves from which the com-
_paratives and superlatives are formed. So we from "good" get "better"
and ”Best”,~from "large' we get "largeg” and '"largest'. As well as
being the positives from'whiCh comparisons are drawn, O-words are
fouAd in contrasting pairs: 'good" for example, contrasts to ''bad",
""large' to "'small". Furthermore, each of the wgrds of the contrasting
pair is a positive from which the coﬁparatives and superlatives are
derived. So as we have ''larger" and "largest' derived from "large'",
so too we have a comparative and a superlative--in this case '"'smaller”
'aﬁd "smallest"--from the contrasting member of the pair, "small".
Having sufficient means for identifying O-words, we must
mage an observation concerning their use. 1If a fly were to lqok-
at a rock five'meters.inﬁdiameter, he might comment (if we wére to
allow flies to speak), that itq%ﬁgked rather large. The Giant in
i »
"Jack ~and Fhe Beanstock' (who speaks quite well as children are too
well aware) looking at tﬁe same rock would suggest that the rock is
quite small. As observers of both these uttérances, we feel no
kompulsion to suggest that one or the other is wrong. .When we
understand the context and participants of the discussion, both
utterances—-"this is large' and '"this is small''--are quite acceptabie.
A different point that can be made regarding the use of the

O-words is that to assert, using the comparative, is not to assume

the positive. If I suggest that it is getting darker out, .I do not
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necessarily believe, though I may, that it ig dark out.

"Being" is not appropriately cast with O-words. "Being"
does not have a contrasting partner unless we suggest ”non—being"
However, ''non-being' does not seem analoépus at all: the partner o
of "large" is not "non-large'. Furthermore, "being" is hot a
positive that admits of comparatives. Lastly, part1c1pants and
contéxt do not seem the least bit relevant to whether one says of
some thing that it is being. Thus "being" fails all the tests for
O-words.

Although we can see that it is incorrect to think of "being"
as an O-word such a view is not removed elther from Greek philosophy
in general or from Gorgias in partlcular Gorgias in the latter
half of sixty;seven_and in eighty claims that being and non-being
are opposité to each other. The argument régarding O-words shows us
.why‘We must hold that éuch a view is false, yet we must admit that,
at legst pért of the time, Gorglas views belng'and non—being as 1if
they were opposites.

Let us next characterlze two. groups of words together, U-
words and A—expresslons U-words are words such as "color"
"temperature", "height", and "address'". A-expressions are words

such as '"red", "fifty-six degrees", '"four feet" and "twenty-three

Shady Drive". - 98

.

Again, we musé’make»clear how the groups of wofds, U~words
and A-expressions, are to be identified. we might say that
A-expressions are answers to U—words Thus should I asgk for the color

¥

of the table-you could reply by u51ng an A-expression such as "'green"

B 2
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or "Blue” and so fo;th. We can identify U-words by means of a
sentence frame in which these words would naturally be found. The
sentence frame is ''What 1is the of x?" When one fills in the
blank, one supplies a U-word, for instance, 'color", "opinion" and
so on. i;st as filling in the blank generates the U-word so
answéring the duestion generates the A—expreséion. In answering
thé question "what is the color of the tree?", we might say "red"
or "'green''. These are A-expressions. It is quite evident, but
pérhéps it is appropriate to state, that certain A-expressions
?éo witﬁ" certain U-words. '"'Red" and "56 degrees' are both A-
expressionsl However, only ''red" goes with the U—wﬁrd "color". We
must find a different.U-word for '"56 degrees'. 1In this case it is
"temperature'.

We have now provided.sufficient meaﬁs for idéntifying these
two groups of words. Tﬁere remains a danger, however, that arises

. I |
with the use of the sentence frames. If someone desired, they might

put anything at all in the blank as an answer to the question. We
must appeal to a sensitivity to the language-when trying to fill in
the blanks or answer the question. If that guide is followed, there

will be no problem.

Let us now see how "being'" fares as either a U-word or an

lThere are further divisions amongst U-words and A-expressions.
For example "opinion" is a U-word but, unlike the U-words examined,

an A-expression is not readily available. To generate the A-
expressiorn - has to offer one's opinion. This sophistication and

others are ..ot deemed necessary to this discussion and as such are
not included here. ' '



A-expression. We begin by seeing whether it is a U-word. It must

be observed that "being'" will not do in the sentence frame. In
addition to this, even were we to férce "being' in the sentence frame
there are no A-expressions évailable, nor does it seem plausible that
Qe could make :any up., U-words, howéver, do have A-expressions
available or coinable. Thus we conclude that "being" is not a
b—word.'

Although earlier it may have been evident that certain
A~expressions go with certain U—wofds, what was not.made evident 1is
phat A-expressions are expressions within a U;wcrd system. For
instance "red" is one A-expression of the U-word system ''color”.
The U-word system must be present or.able to be provided if one is to
make any-sense at all. Uttering the A—expfession "red" would be
meapingless unless we have the U-system color or some other U-
system in mind; That is to say to say 'this is red" is pointless
unléss we are aware that ;ed is a~col§r or what U-system, if not the
U-system color, ''red" is appropriate to.

Wwith this position in mind, and if we are able to understand

"being'' as an A-expyession, we would want to be able to determine

¥ -

the U-system in which it belonés. If we cannot discover an ap-
propriate U-system, then saying that being exists becomes as empty
as saying ''this is a glurk' when we know that "glurk'" is to be an
A-expression but we do not know which U-system it 1is to be in.
85
Let us now consider the task of finding the appropriate

U-word for which "being" is an A—expréssion. "Something' immediate-~

ly offers itself. If s&}s is so,
€ i)

uld read "if there is
- ~ .
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something, being exists . . ." to be on par with "if there is a
w 1 : '
.color, red exists e
i(ﬁﬁ Although we have, in the above, one means of understanding
e
the ude of the word '"being' we still have a problem. "Something'
is not a U-word. -It does not fit the frames mentioned earlier;

£y

furéhermore, U-words are uttered in order to inditrate what are of ten’
called properties. When we use the word "something' what is under
discussion is not restricted to properties.  As well, when we utter
a U-word we indicate wha# it is that we speak of, but when we utter
"something' we do not indicate what we are speaking of at all. if
1 say "I have something in my pocket, we learn that'there is some-
thing that is being talked about, but thatbis not to learn what 1is
being talked aBout.

0of the hypothesis that "being" is an '‘A-expression in the

U-system something, we need to conclude that the above considerations

must show either that Gorgias has set up a faulty system and thus

his thesis 1is organiged on an incoherent basis--this is a very
attract£ve view for us--or that Goygias's project cannot be this
since this 1is in error.

Rather than now .forcing the above dilemma on Gorgias, let us

go on to examhmine whether there are more appropriate U-systems or

1Clearly this last statement is rather odd. This should
begin to move :’gio the conclusion that this is net, in fact,.an
adequately con cted U-word system. Hence the claim that "being"
is an A-expression starts to loock doubtful. '

-

-~

L e
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whether "being' functions in a role entirely different from that of.
an A-expression. We begin by continuing to look for appropriate
U-systems.

1f someone were to ask what red is, it would be appropriate
to tell that person that it is a color. Here we have generated the
appropriate U—wora for the A-expression. If someone were to ask what
being was, it would be quite difficult to come up with an answer.
Being pressed, one might reply-that it is what exists, or is an
existent, or some other similar thing. In the above model, and
taking ''being'’ to be an A-expression, we would conclude that 'being"
i an A-expression under the U-word "what exists'" or "an existent".
This attempted solution to our proBlem has the difficulties we had
when we tried to see ”somefhigg" as a U-word. Neither '"what exists"
nor "an existent' fits the U-word sentence frames. Also, when we
say ''what exists" or ”an-existént” we do not indicate‘”properties"
as we seem to with U-words. Wwith "what exists'' as the U-word we
have the additional problem that 'what exists" is a bona fide
translation of the parFiciple to on. This would lead to a very
strange U-system in thch "shat exists" is, in effect, both the U-
word and an A-expression in ‘that U-word syskem. From this we can
coAclude, as we did with "something", that Gorgias is either a
maker of faulty U-systems, in thch case his whole prdgram is
. inadequately founded, or he is not in the business of creating
U-systems at all. A s

0f the above two options, the‘fqrmer seems the most likely

.

true, altﬁough that that is the case is not 'as Clear as one might
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desire. On the one hand, Gorgias very much seems like ‘he creator of
the (faulty) U-system something, but on the other hand Gorglas seems
to be treating "being' as a T-expression.

T-expressions have not beén previously iﬁtroduced, so let us
now begin to consider tm;n. When characterizing the U-word iystems
we have the sentence frame "what is the H of x". ”X“ holds place
for a T—expression;1 for exaﬁple:

What is the height of John?

What is the length of the bridge?

What is the color of her hair?

There do not seem to be any prima facie reasons for rejecting
"being" és a T-expression as there were in the. case of O-words,
U-words and A-expressions. _Since this is the>case, our mefhod of
examination must change its direction here.

When we4use.a T-expression but do not know to what we refer
with it, we are in a posit{6n to have that referent made cléar to us.
VSO, as a method of examination, let us see if wg can in(elligibly.
make out "being'' as a T-expression and to what we would refer with
it. 1f we can do this, well and good, for then we have a way of
understanding Gorgias's usage; if not, then we car conqlg@g,tha; we
are not truly in a position.to say whag he means by "beiné". In
the latter case it becomes likely that "being" is either an A-
expression or a T-expression, bué most likely there'is some con-
fusion of these two roles as well as the rq?é‘of O-words. In any

case, what has occured is that the question {s set up in an unclear

way such that the method has gone awry.

1

t

More familiar terminology would be '"sortal predicﬁte".

o
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It is worth noting that in holding "being" to be a T-
expression, we are seeing Gorgias's work as the task of the physicist
(to use Aristotle's way of posing the problem).

As there was Considerabl; attraction for viewing ''being'" as

an A-expression of the (corrupt) U-word system '"something', so
P P y g

also there is reason to see "being" as a T-expression. In his
one/many argument Gorgias divides being. Now one does not divide
red, but the red chair. So as 'chair" is a T-expression, then, on

; . 1
Gorgias's treatment, "being' is also a T-expression.
But if "'being' is a T—expression, what does it pick out?
We are clearly not in a position with "being" to know what it picks
«

out as we are with, say '"chair'". 1In order to come to an awareness

of what we might pick out with the word '"being'" let us attempt'to

distinguish what might be meant. From there we can go on to dis-
cuss each alternative. The alternatives for "being'" as a T-
eXpression seem to be that with the word we pick out: a) something

underlying things, b) the name of all individuals taken tbgether,
c¢) the dontainer of all the individuals, and d) an indiwvidual.

A problem that we have to deal with must be b;ought to light.
When we are examining the U-word hypothesis, the suggestion that
this was what Gorgias was up to, made his position so far-fetched

and unnecessarily wrong that it was safe to conclude that Gorgias

1Since it is Ts that are cut up, divided, in containers, in
places and so forth.
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could not be attempting this. Hpwever, when we considered "being' as
an A—cxpréssign, the hypothesis was not that far-ietched; in fact,
that way ofvgeeing the question was rather attractive. The question
remained muddled, but an interesting muddle ar;d not a howler. In c
treating "being" as a T-expression we certainly seem to run into

both problems; that is, certain interpretations of "being' as a
T-expression are too bizarre for us to eﬁtertain seriously. bther
alternatives are not that bizarre, though seemingly incorrepf, and
likely one of them in combinétion with-the idea of "being' as an-
A-expression and O;word is most appropriate. Ultimately 1 choose

not to decide between three or four views on what Gorgias is doing.
There is not sufficient evidence to choose between them since there

is gOOd evidence supporting each of them. This leads one to conclude
that it is likely that®Gorgias did not have some one target clearly

in mind, but rather thag he confused three or four tasks.

Cognizant of this view, let us see how "being" fares‘as a
T-expression. Of the alternatives offered for "be.ing' as a T-
expression, let us begin with those which seem the easiest to deal
.with. We start by imagining that by "being" Gorgias intends to

pick out an individual in the way that by saying "Plato", I may
pick out a certain man and by saying "the br?dge", 1 may éick out
a certain bridge. On this view, by saying '"being', we should pick
out a thing called being. This view makes Gorgias's work.silly;—
silly in that if Gorgias means by "being" to be like "table'" then

quite cléarly his conclusions are wrong; for he forgot all about

tables, chairs and so forth. Rather than accuse Gorgias of such
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superfictal thinking let us see whetﬁer there is not another reading
ué "being" as a T-expression in ;hich Gorgias's task is more credible.
Let us now take 'being'" as a T-expression for the container
pf the various things that comprise our world. This interpretation
suffers because it Gorgias had wanted to argue this point, then we
would expect him to say "if something,it exists either in being . . ."
‘As well, although being was the. container, he would also- in his'
hypothesis need to hypothesize the contained. Thus according to
this interpeetapion, Gorgias should have said "if there is eomething
either it is _____ or in being . . ." However, since this is not
the manner in which the problem has been presented by Gorgias it 1is
quite safe to conclude thaf this is not what Gorgias was arguing.
We are now left with two alternatives, neither of which can
be cast aside (which we are fairl& safe to de with the above two
interpretations of "being' as a T-expression). The two alternatives
which command our attention are: (1) to take "being'" as the name of
all individuals in total, and (2) to take "being'' as the name of a
_substrate underlying things.
Let us begin by taking "being" to be rhe collective name of

all the individuals that are.2 This weuld in..ude things like the

1This is not to contradict what we said about "being" 1in
chapter one where similar considerations were brought forward. What
we have shown here is that this interpretation would make Gorgias's
arguments suseptable to criticisms that make his work obviously
wrong. These criticisms are criticisms we earlier suggested his
argument could not be- suseptible to. Thus this interpretation is
rejected and more plausible interpretations are considered.

2Thi—s is similar to the hair/hairs example mentioned much
earlier; that is, "being' is a collective now and "beings'' names
the various individuals. : ‘ :
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table, the chair and so on. The list would be {mmense and at ti’esh

r\?m;

complete it. As to what might be meant by ''non-betng" we have -Some j
P 8 8 ¢ iy

difficult to fill in--what of illusions?--but presumedly one coul
indication when Gorgias refers to imagined entites as non-béing..
One is attracted to this interpretation at times (for instance, in
the second section when a relation between being and beings 1is
sought) but there are problems. If this was quite clearly Gorgias's
hypothesis, then we would be completely unconvinced by his argu;ents
that it is not many; for if being is but the name for the many things
that are, then it becomes presumptious to argue that it cannot be
many. Lf Gorgias suggests that "being" is not many, we ask many what?
On this interpretation he must reply that it is the many things that
are not many. Such an answer, however, is not adequate.

So we are drawn in two different directions on this inter-
pretation of "beings'" as a T-expression. On the one hand, 1f we
have anv 1ntuitiohs about what we refer to with ''being'', a collective
name is one. This is one of the major attractions of this inter-
pretation. On this interpretation we would be saying that a
collective name is what he means by ''being', but later we would
have to say that his argument for it not being many is very poor
reasoning indeed. On the other hand, we are drawn, by the error
that would arise in his argument about the many, to say that Gorgilas

could not have meant this by "being".

1We will later suggest a way in which even this argument
could be altered (but note that it is not so altered) such that it
would then accommodate the view of being offered here without making
this argument foolish.
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The othéx.interpretatiq. we canjtry {5 that "being" is the
name of the substrate of the things that are, Sqingvis what subsist;
or undg‘ﬁies everything.l Being, then is like a maierial.out of
which things are made. We might ask from what a certain coat is
made. The answer would be cloth and thread. If we csked‘wﬁnt
cloth and thread was made out ot we might find that it was silk and
wool. If we hold that there must be an end point ia this process,
that one must eventually find the "ultimate building “blocks”--a view
that the Greeks were very fond of--then one might hold thét the
iubstance from which everything came was being. According to this
inﬁerpretation, Gorgias's attempt would have been to show that that
from u;ich things must be made did not exist and thus it is clear
that that which is composed out of being (everything) could not
exist either. There are some passages which indicate that Gorgias
means this. These are passages in which Gorgias uses the verb
.hupokqimai and a p;rticiple formed from it (late in the third

’section of the argument). Here we seen to be getting at something
that underties things. The reservation one has about adopting this
view is that were Gorgias maintaining this he could have been'much
more clear about his point. We would expect him to say something
like the following at the end of the first sectfon: '"'Since being,
which underlies everything, does not exist, thus neither can any-
thing else'. As well, if he had meant to argue that nothing existed

@

because that which underlied did not exist, he would not have to

&

e

1I throw these terms out together and here attempt no dis-
tinguishment. '

-



argue against the other two paths. Yet he does. Thus, once again,
we cannot plunge wholeheartedly into accepting this particular

interpretation.

.
A

Thc;e have been four different views on what is meant by
"being' that we have found which deserve to be taken quite seriously
when Tcadiné Gorgias. Each view has both strengths and weaknesses.
Ogc might attempt to press the point further to see which truly is
the correct view. Doing so would mean that we reject those views
that have very definite strengths and do, at times, seem perfectly
appropriate. As well, we would accept as correct an interpretation ,
that clearly has faults and areas where it is inapplicable.

Rather than that, however, it would se;m best to adopt a course
suggested at an earlier point in this paper; that is, to hold that
Gorgias did not have one particular target in mind, but rather we
can distinguish at least four different things that he, on different
occasions, aimed at. Our claim, then,kis not to offer a final way

! .
of understanding the hypothesis that "if there is something, either
g p g,

2
1"

being . . .. Instead we suggest that on different occasions
"being' is treated as an A-expression, on other occasions as an
O-word, and on still Sther occasions as a T-expression which is a
collective name, qnd finally on other occasions ds a T-expression
tha£ names the material from which\the things that are, are made of,
Such an answer prevents one from having -a nice, neat, final way of
understanding Gorgias, but this solution is probably much closer to

’

the truth.

° We have just seen that what Gorgias mfans, when he suggests

e
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.that being is one of the things that can exist if there is something
is a confusion of four different ehings. 1t appears, then, that

the topic which Gorgias takes up is a confused one.

Gorgias, from the start does not have a proper problem; his

solution thus becomes superfluous. Our other arguments about the

force of "non" and '"not" lead us to believe that even were being

one legitimate alternative, the otﬁer two”hltern@!ivés are not. So
, ]

in this case Gorgias would have only offe;rleg' one:’ltén:attve (being)
andy once again, his question looks unsatisfactory. In addition to
this, we have examined the something/nothing dichotomy and have
shown where it might be in error. Here we were not able to conclude
that Gorgias was in error, but only where thé error might be.

Our advancement so far has been to show that the problem as

set up by Gorgias is not legitimate. This is one way, and perhaps
" the mos t in‘terfés{&mg and effective way, of dealing ;*ith a whilosopher.
: U wr j&q ¢ W’

We now leave this method "of examination behind and assume that ' the
problem does mak® sense and that we do understand the various
alternatives offered. We do this so that we can examine the different

arguments set forth. ,

’

Gorgias proceeds in paragraph sixty-six to tell us that none

.

of the consequences which should follow upon something existing do

follow. Since none of the consequences arise, then it must be the

case that that upon which they depend (something) does not exist. ®

- B
The interlocutors position--holding that something exists--is not
- - g ¥ g

, -
tenable and therefore needs to be rejected., Since one 1is forced .-

> P

“to abandon the hypothesis of something exist%Pg, the alfernative

% .
e

]
position, which is Gorgias's position of nothihg existing, must be

L2

4
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adopted as a result.

At this juncture, the f}amework of the reductio is evident.
Whether the conclusion that nothing exists has been established-—here
_ we put aside our objections to the way that the problem is set up--is
not yet available to us for we have not seen the arguments against
being, non-being and being and non-being. Nevertheless, we can tell
that the argumént would be correct in as much as we hold that
Gorgias can argue against the three aiternatiQes agd that the
alternatives are exhaustive.

Given our reservations about the way the ﬁroblem has been

asked, we now turn to sixty-seven where the arguments against non-—

being, are undertaken. Goré{as's overall intention, you will recall, .

is that one must reject each of his three  alternatives, one of which
.2 :
must follow on their being something.

.One thing that haslyet to bebﬁentioned, bﬁc that becomes
obvious from the way-the iséue'is sét in sixty-six, is that the
underpinnings for the aréu@ent aré very different i; the case of
Gorgias than they were in the case of Parme&ides. In.revealing the
name of the route, in the case of Parmenides, one had alréaayN
brought ta a close the iésue of whether or not the thing exisé&m
Thé name ''being'' not qnly na@ed the route taken,.but also reve;ﬁﬁk\

its existentialk status. The name "being”; for Parmenides, functiqﬂ%

,

not only as a name, but also reveals whether or not it exists. -
R
From this we can see how Parmenides's arguments work and, as well,
. . N

3 2
we can criticize the assimilation of naming with the/qu;tion of

/;ﬁether.the thing exists. Gorgias's work, to a‘limited ektent, is -
g g ‘ ’
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in contrast with this approach. He reyeals the subjects of his
discourse-—being, non-being, and being and non-being~-but does not TR
' ™

take such a revelation to settle, in any way, the issues of whether

they exist. Gorgias's work is not overridden by the (Eleatic)

assumption that the nampe not only names but also that certain names

reveal something about the existential status of the thing. Al-

though Gorgias's arguments-are not controlled by such a thesis, he

- 4

relies on such an assumption at times. Thus although Gorgias begins
to rempve himself from the error he at times falls under Parmenides's

spell.

Does Not Fxist

/The: ;rst ef the alternatives that Gorgias considers 1is the
existehpg of hon—being. One would be fairly inclined to accept that
this does not exist, primardily for reasons of‘common:sense in con-
junction with Parmenldes s work on the three ways Upholding the
altetnatlves of which one's asmdience will most easily be convinced
has the rhetorical advantage of moving the audience so that they
will see the arguer as hdlding an acceptable.poeition. “Aristotle in
the Rhetoric (1356a) would suggest such a course of action. It is
advantageous to put one's audience in a fit state of mind, making
them pleased and frlendly, thus later, when more contentious points
are railsed, the audience w1ll be less likely to balk since they are.
sympathetic ‘with ‘the arguer. -

As Gorgias is engaged in. a reductlo on the hypothesis that
something exists, SO he is engaged alsq, in his first argument ih'a

reductio of non-being. The steps of the argument are: (1) positing : Cﬁ



non-being; (2) claiming that contradictory characteristics folloy,
namely tﬁat it must both exist and yet not exist; &3) Cl;iming that
holding to a contradiction is noé possible agd absurd; and (4)
overthrowing the assumption whicﬁ leads to the conflict, or, in
other words, rejecting that non-being.exists. This is the general '
plan of the aréument. We need n;w take a detailed look ét how the
assumption of non—being leads to impossible consgquences. That is,
we must look at the second move.in the argument.

We stated in the flrstﬂﬁapter that Parmenides saw thinking
and being to be on a par. 'The position of Parmenides was that both
tﬁinklng and being lead in the same way to the path of truth
Gorgias spllts’ghe pair, and sees the two to be impo&dantly

y & . Q

different such th#t they lead tg very different cqnclusions.- For
%

Gorglas when non- belng is ghought of as 1tse1f when one

pu

onsiders

LS

what its nature is, then it is not thought th ex1st The

1‘ a;iongle

is that the nature of non-being is non-being or not eXistfﬁg, so

: )

in thlnking about the subject we tyrn to think about non-being. In
other words, the name non—be{ng , when thought about, reveals ‘.,
Somethiné about its existential status. (Here Gofgias does seem to?
be relylng ‘on Parmenides's way of‘reasoning ) From here it is but a
short move to saying that when we think about it-we think of it as not
existing. )

1f, however, thé considerations of thinking of a {hing‘as
itself are apprOp}iate, why is it that Gorgias can draw the con— -,

clusion . je does rather than starting an infinite regress? For
”

example, we think about noncbeing, » its nature is non—bgingz'(perhaps

N
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even non-existing); but if the: q@festion of how ii (non—beingl) is
thought of makes sense, non—béing2 being.the manner, then why cannot we
also ask abou? the status of that mannér (noﬂ—beingz)? " One could go
on in this fashion indefinitely. The problem is this: one may aék
of a tree wheéhgr it exists, and one may go on to investigate that’

’ .

question: Howgver, if one sets out its essence or itself, as.is

the case with non-being, in answer to ghe question of whether it

s -
«tqfq&rer that question.

>

stsedy finding out what

REESY . . e
%;'.'é~r‘not the thing exdists: if we used the word

»

might reveal

-

"tree" not onlyf geveal what was under discussion, but also to
‘ -

reveal something about that thing. We are now playing with the word
(tree) such.that the word is not only the name but also a description.
To do this is to put too_ma‘d‘emands on a word, and we must dis-

Y,
tinguish. the two roles suffjgiently so that

e one rolescannot
hold to the coat ta}}s of the other.' "What is i and "Qogs‘it
exist?f are, and musé remain,.digtinct questions which req dis~-
tinct answers. Coggias's argument -asks the for&er qﬁestion and
hopes that thinking of_whaf it is will answer the latjfr question./}
But ''non-being'' cannot have the two roles. The latter question,

then, gemains open; in knowing that it is non-being, bne is not in a

sition to know whether it exists (at ieast without further

arguments) .

Let 1t_be pointed out again that if thinking about non-

o



befng as itself is sufficient to show that {t does not exist, that

is, if we allowed that from thinking about non-being as itself one
revealed it as non-being--here taken to mean not gxisting--then,
because we have- here legitimized the confusion of the two questions,
"What is it'" and "Does it exist', we are in a position to ask of the
non—beingz,the 9oes not‘exist, its existential status. We have s .
moved the argument  one step back; we could continue to do éo. g}
Qorgias'has givenmlicense to a confusion and we continue the project[
Thus the argument thét Gorglas begins, if applLed'properly (and
granting the confusion) does nQS.Lsad to non-being's not existing but
raiher to an infinite regress. iﬁ regress whose completion is both
necessary and {mpossible in order to discover whether non-being

exists or notr. By not allowing the confusion, we split the two

»

queﬂons and the latter: question, the ques;@of existence, has-

>

nof yet been considered.

There is a different way of criticizing this argument. We
see Gorglas a§suming that non-being exists and then asking himself
whether it exists. That however does not seem “ght. The very

»
. assumption of existence makes fruitless a discussion of the gort

i

where we ask if the thing exists or not. An example will help to
i{llustrate this point. Suppose 1 wish to paint my room red. I

might assume it to be red and wonder whether or not my indigo couch
~ ,

will go with the room. This sort of discussion makes sense. It
Cos
does not make any Sense, however, to assume that the room is red and

-thén to quefy whetheriif it is red it unld be red. We already

-~

assumed chat.mﬁch; There is no need or sense in discussing whether

N\
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a
or not it would be red. Similarly, on the assumption of non-being's
existence there is no point in discussing the issue of whether or

not it exists. If one did not make the initfal assumption there

e

.

would be an issue to discuss, but with the assumption there 1is not.
Thus,.uflthis argument of Corgias's we can say that the considerations
he gives make no seqse'ac all; the argument is neither right nor
wrong. |
ﬁaving dealt with the translation which holds that non-being

is thought of as non-being, we should also consider .the alternate
“translatien where non—béing is thought .of as non-existence. bn this
translatioﬁ the analysis is différbnt.‘ Firsthgf all,‘we no.longer
have. a case of self—p‘di'cation. The result of this is that there is
no Lénger a prima facle reason for bringing in infinite regresses.
Similarly there is not the conflation between name and description:
"non-being" is the name, non-existence is the description. The
criticism of the(argumer' as glven earlier, that is valid here is
) thé remark that the dis us-.on of the existence of a gubject is
fruitless when the aSSUﬁpALOH upon which the argument rests is that
it dogs exist (the indigo couch case). Thus we must.still hold that
Gorgi;s's way of deriving the non-existence of non-being is not
correct. It needs to be made clear thatrif he were to- say that non-

being is non-existence and not make any assumptions about its

existence, we probably could concur with Gorgias's conclusions.

LS

lThere is something odd #bout Gorgias saying non-being is
thought of as non-existence. Is he saying this to identify non-
being with non-existence, or is it that non-being is thought of as a-
non-existence? Since the examination of the argument as construed this



We have now tinished with the first prong ot the argument

against non-being. Gorgias, havxngf}ﬂﬁﬂﬂgﬁig_non—bving, bgginé
to talk about what ft is. This leads to the opposite conclusion
trom considering qon—bcing. When talking about what something is,
one 1s assuming that it is. Thus.non—being exists. That is since,

nof-being is non-being or since non-belng is non-existence-—here 1t
will not make any important difference which of the readings is used--

we are saying thdt it is something. Even when what is iahnqn—exis—

i

o
T
tence .or non being, it remains the cases that it is that. We are

thus holding that it exists.

Lae 4

Y - This argument is gquite interesting for two quite different
«. ) :

rgasons. The first field of investigation is the use of "is" in

“non-being is non-being" (or alternately ”ngn-existence”). The

second field is the issue of seif—predication that occurs only on
<3
-our ¥eading of the text.

Let us begin with a very general criticism of thae second

prong. This criticism we take from our discussion of the first

prong of the argument. There we suggested that assuming the existence
. .
of non-beirg and then asking whether it exists or n-’ -as lncorrect

“hethodology because the- assumption renders the questiocn meaningless.
The case of the indigo couch was offered to help us see the point;

that point appliés here. Upon the assumption of non-being, we cannot

o

way 1is only to augment what we already know rather than a detailed
examination, I will not go into the issue. It will not make any
difference to the objectiom offered.

7

9

=P
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ask whgthor it exists or not; that becomes an inappropriate
question to ask.  Hence we need to conclade that Gorgias reductio
is improperly arranged, which leaves the conclusions not

binding.

If we hold to the reading ot Gorgias that is recommended by

us we have before us the first example of self-predication. Self-

. .

predicating non-being of non-being was depended upon in the first
pronyg, but here he is quite explicit about 1t. If this is true, then
Gorgias seems to be the originator of the problew in Greek philosophy.
Often this matter is‘th0ught to have originat;d ;ith Plato in his"
theory of the forms. Howevef, from this, it is clear that the "honor”
goes to Gzrgias.

Discussions of Plato on self-predication revolve on the issue
of whether it is clear or not that he is guilty of self-predication.
It {s assumed that if he is using self-predication, then he has mad&%g
a philosophic blunder. That self—predicaéion is an error is some-

thing that is well-worked out in the tradition; for instance that

quickly leads to an infinite regress. Because of this there is litfle

responsibility on us to point out that self-predication is an error.
Wé_can almost point out that Gorgias is using self-predication here
and, in cda‘:nction with the remarks on this in our examination :f

the first prong of the argument, take it that the argyment is

fairly evidently "incorrect.

v

We say "almost" for i%‘mi ht be worth pointing out why self-

predication is an error. One way of getting at the problem with

self-predication is to examihe the accomplishments of the speaker
. . , h
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when sayving "non-being s non—being".l l.et us take a slightly
“

ditferent example. For instance, "non-being is a tree'. When we

say "non-being' we make clear what it is that we are talking about,
namely, non-being. Qhen we say ""i1s" we make it clear that we are
going on--thus there is something that needs completion. When we
utter the words "a tree' we say what it is that non-being {s. Thus
the speaker starts to say what he is saying‘continues aﬁd iﬂppletes
successfﬁlly. In the case ot.self—predication the story is somewhat
different. Again, when we say ”non—bei;g" we-make c¢lear what {t is
that we are talking about. When we say "is" we make it cléar that
we are going on. Again it is cvident that there is something that

needs completion. The listenct now expec the speaker to finish off

by saying what it ig that non-being is. er, his ekpectations
are not fulfilled. Rathé than saying what it is that non—be}ng is
the speaker tells us again what it is that he is talking about.

'Thét, however, was perfectly clear alréady. .The speaker has not
gone on té complete what he was say}ng, rather he has started
continued and then started again. Thus we see self-predication to

" be inadéquate because the speaker faiis to complete what he started.

This failure to complete saying something c;n hardly convince one
that, what 1is ‘being talked about does 'not exist.

1f the "non-existence' translation is correct then the

—— e R s .

'Y have come to'appreciéte the value in this method of
examining issues through my association with Richard Bosley.
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criticism of selt-predication ls not relevant to Gorgias. On this
account Gorglas does go on to complete what he was saying; namely
he goes on to say that non-being can be identitied with non-existence

(or be a non-existent thing, depending on how one takes the force of
- e

i
Yoo

the claim). In any case, we need a fgrther argument against
Gorgias, 1t we are to disagree with his concluéions.

In countering the claim '"non-being is non-existence' or
"hon-being”--for the moment we will suspend the problems that arise

from selt-predication--which leads one ko conclude that non-being
must exist because {t is something, that is exists, we must consider
the force of uttering the word "is". J. S. Mill, among others, hasv
suggested that there are at least two senses of ”is”, the copulative
and the existential. It is suggested that the Creeks often confused
the two; moving from the copulative to a conclu%ion about the
existential. “

Let us examine this approach. 1t is not clear that one
sh;uld say that in English there is an existential use of "is",
however, in Greek esti can be read bothes "is" and "exists'". Yet the
confusion in Greek need not arise because the two . uses can be
differentiated- by accentuation in written work, (which doubtless
reflects a difference in oral pronunciation). Thus that there 1s a
distinction.ought_éo be. as clear to the user of the Greek language
as the user of the English language. As we suggest that there seems
to bé prbblgm; in holding to am existential sense of "1§x3 we also

*'&‘-.‘

suggest that there is difficulty in calling a use of.ﬁis‘




v

figurative) with the use ot "{g", for it {s hard to see what a
joining whether It be predicates, things, or concepts would be 1ike.
And {t that joining could be seen, it would be hard to undero&

what that has to do with saying "x is y"'.

With these criticisms of Mill's analysis of the igp

N

can now use what is behind Mill's work and what seems to P e.

-
We must make a distinction between the use of "is" in "He {a here"

and "exists" in "He exists'.

A

In saying "he is here’ we ter "is"
in the process of going on to say where he is. By doing this we
make no ¢laim regarding his existence, although it may or may not
be‘assumed. This point is much more perspicucus in saying "'love
is everything'", or "truth is beauty", or "the square circle is
self-contradictory', or "Snow White is very pretty”. In these
examples it is quite clear that by uttering the word "is" one has
no :;ason to believe that the subject exists. Mill would explain
this point by saying that the "i{s" of copulation (which g holds
to be found in the above examples) gives us no room for one to con-
clude an existential statement.

Gorgias has made the logical move that both Mill and we
show . (though in different ways) 1s {llegitimate. We can then
conclude that from the statement that "non-being is non-being" or
"non-existencel we have no room to conclude that the subject; non-—
being, exists. Thus we reject the conclusion of this argument of

Gorgilas. . .
* 4.

Corgias now takes the results of both prongs to force us

to drop the assumption'of being existing. On that assumption we



-
were lead to }wllt'v«- that (t borh exlsted, and did not exist. The

assumpt fon then leads nn’,g'u hold p & -p.  Since this s fmpossible,
,
the assumption upon which ft rests are glven up.

Of this argument {t (s necessary to say that {t {8 reasonable
to abandon an assumption that leads to contradictory consequences.
This {s Indirect proof and is a legitimate way to argue; however,
the means by which Gorgilas Rets the contradiction s, as argued above,
{ncorrect. Thus Gorglas's arguments should not persuade one that
non-being does not exist.

Let us examine the second of Gorgias's arguments against the

i
existence ot Qon-being. The argument {8 given i{n sixty-seven. We
will examine it by criticizing the argument as well as otfering
further objections after this.

The issue is still whether or not non-being exists. (Corglas
begins by assuming non-being to exist.’ Once more, the stage is set
for a reductio. Gorgias grants his adversarics' posttian and from
that position attempts to draw a conclusion that his opponent cannot
accept. (It might add some life to the argument were one to
imagine the argument directed against the atomists view that non-
being exists. This is not to suggest that the only target of

Gorgias's is the atomist, but is a ploy we can use to bring the issue

into sharper foeus).1

.

1Let us not forget to view this argument, as well as the
previous argument, against non-being in the context of a reductio
against those who would hold that anything exists.
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y assumlng that non-being exlsts (thch is to also hold

that i{iiii:ii,is épplied to qon—belng) we find that its “oﬁposgte",
being,ndpés not exist (which is to hold th@t non-existence applie; to,
being) . - o C IR A?‘ s

There are»three moves to this pbina in tﬁe argdment. The

first is to bold that being and non-being are opp051tes. The -

- . > -
second is to further expand the talk of the ex15tence,of being or

’ . v
non-being 1nto conslderations o0f existence and non-existence applying.

. ™

to. these sub]e&hh'@-The last move ;s'to hold that opposites have'

opposite characterisths. We will discuss‘two of these moves before

going‘on to give the rest of the argumént.
We begin with the question.of beimgfgnd mon-being as ‘//’i'

: -t
opposites. Earlier, when we were attemptlng to discever what "being"

aculd mean, the view that being and,non—belng were opp051tes was.
N . . . . X

considered. There it was found that being ‘and non-being were nog

opposites. Since this is the cage, Gorgias argument must be in-’

M

.

correct; it relles on false premises.
Let us constder the view that opp051tes are app11ed to
> : .
oppusites: This view 1is offered in another placet - In paragraph
eighty Gorgias says: - "For opposites occur with-opposites, and non-

being is the opposite of being This passage reaffirms ‘the rinciple
g 1 PP P P

I'e

of opposition ment ioned above and the contention that Gorgias sees

b .
being and nondbeing as opposites. . As well, we learn that not only

¢ ) o ‘ o

Thls is one. of the Places where it 1s quite clear that at

times, Gorgias treats "being and non—belng as O—words.

This view will be known as''the principai of oppositibn”.
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. 3 .
are opposites applied to each other, but also, that they occur with
each other. Tﬁef@'is, in addition to thisg int®enal evidence, a

precendent for the principle:;?\Bbpoﬁitiéﬁ.in Gorgias's predecessors’

’
’

- 4

- and contemporaries. 7
t S e : - .
Parmenides -saw being and non-being as having opposite charac-

.

teristics such that one was and the other was not. In‘Parmenides's

work the-two, being and non-being, are radically distinguished and a

. .o -

claim that the two can share no characteristics seems to keep the

.

) . . . '
spirit of his work. Heraclitus talks of the necessity of there .-
Co '
being oppgﬁites.' He .also’ suggests that posites arise from each

other, but  that it is death to become.the other. This point }hat

it is-death go become ﬁhe other seems to be iﬂ operation in.qugias's
work. 'The keeping ef the characteristics separaie so:that whaﬁ one
says aboutTone subject is not to Eé said about itg opposiée, (in-
deed, only the oppo;ite things can be said of tﬁe opposite) séems‘
:ofbe a development of the notion that death arises when one of

the opposites bggins to share of-phe other. The Pythagorean table

of ogposition is that'which is the primciples of things. Neither

this table, however, nor Alcaemon's view that health is found as the

méan between opposites, seems to bear on Gorgias's work on opposition.

[

Empedecoles argues tHat with earth we see earth, and water with
i .

water. Such a view seems to keep the opposites separate. Clearly
the intent is different in-the work of Empedecoles, nevertheless,
the notion of separateness is common-to both Empedécoles and_Gorgias.

We see from this that Gorgiads's princiﬁle of, opposition is not

. foreign .to Greek thinking. Cert;inly Gargias has expanded and



a

.

developed the princﬂ%le in his own way, but hebhas relied on ideas

i . , . -
'alreaéy under cor’sideration. His special indebtedness to Parmenides

would make the principle that much‘easier to accept since Gorgias's
N - . - -~ .
work is ‘centred on Parmenides. Gorgias here appears not as one who ¢

is offering new principies4but one who is depending on old ones

and‘showing that they lead elsewhere than suspected. . ' (3

B ° v -

We cam see a historical precedent for the principle of op-

gposition and as sych why G rgias would be able to persuade someone by

appealing to such a princgplev We must now questioh whether we should
be pérsuaded by this. We put aside tﬁg point that being and non-

M .

being are not opposites. For the mgmentfwé‘assume that they are.
In general, Gorgias's clgim regarding opposition seems to
: ' . ) ]

lack support. If am opposite George in temperamént it does not
. . .

follow that his charaqteristicé and mine are opposite. 1f 1 draw

‘a_conclusion opposite to vours it does not follow that all Yyour

- .

arguments are din opposition. Obviously we may share much common
- . . . L
ground, Some sort of plea for egsential versus incidental properties
L . .
must be brought forth. An attempt must be made to bring out the

respects in which we want to say opposed things are opposed;

. .

Aristdtlg's work on an essential/acctdental distinction, though
perhaps p}oblematic, was very necéssary to Greek thought. .
We have reached the point where since'ndn—being has ‘l

. -

existence applied to it, being must have non-existence applied to it;
© . -

hence being does not exist,--the principle of opposiiion being Gdfgias's

guiding rule. The argument goes on to hold that this conclusion M
derived from Gorgias's.adversaries' position is not possible. This
: P . A

-
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- . .
-

is an*appéal to ourwsensibilities. Who would think to deny that”

being exists? " Have we not learned otherwise from Parmenides? No.
» - ' " ‘ . . o .. a ' - - B .‘
one, not even an atomist, 111 want to holdito such a position.

Since WeQuknow" that being is not non-existent we drop ‘the as-—

sumption that it }s non-existent and, by'the_princyﬁfe of opposition,

>

also drop the asipmpcion that non-being exists.}
- Now that we have seen. the ‘?ole argument let us take up the

discussion of existence and ‘non-existence. Gongias's first. argument

/ »

)

- ’
against non-being s

uses_the contrast between noein and einai as a

device to-draw his conclusions. In the argument now under dis- ’

w
-

. . : . . -
cussion, he uses the device of talking about the properties of his

subjects. Gorgiés's‘device per se is quite. legitimate. In falking
of the leaves of a tree I might talk about their éolér. The color is

seen to be a property of the leaf. That much is fine. Hervef,athe
) e . . ~
property that.Gorgias’wishes to talk ahout is exietence, and, what
5 ’ : . .
is, worse; the property of non-existence. It seems to make sense (O

. }Notiéesghat in this last part of the argumeﬁt Gorgias

has not gone so far as to claim that being does exist. The argument
under consideration does not focus on being and hence is not inter-
ested i making any claims about it. By putting his position in
‘this way rather than saying that being exists, Gorgias avoids contra-
dicting his later conclusion that being does not exist? Although there
"is no explicit contradiction between the assumption here that being‘
does exist and the conclusiqn, offered later, that it does not exist,
"stilhl (when Gorgias argues that being does not exist) one. feels that
he cannot hold both that conclusion gnd the argument against the
existence of non-being--one must go. ‘

Val

) . N

»
38
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- say of this leaf that it exists or jthat the; g&lden mountain does te
i
exist: 1It-is ano{het step, h‘weveﬂ to clqim ‘hat these things have

[l '/ v
.the property of’éxistence or non-existence), or#ko say'thag existence

]

or non-existence applies to these things. \ ﬁ
, A

Two'ques%ions immediately arise. First\kven if existence

. Y A ,
makes headway as a property does non-exhstence’ \SECond, is existence

1

a propertﬁ? Let us begin with the firsk issue. |

. |
From our previous remarks on Vhot" and‘"n%n"’we do have a

method for an.analysis of the claim ghat non—exiskence‘appiies to
being. In tréatiné non-gxisseqce as a property w£ are, once agaiq,
thinking of non-existence as something that contr$§t§ with existence.
- N ! :
In thinking of non—existencé §§ aﬁplying to some;ﬁing we gps; think

" that there is something.to gé applied. IJ this v?ew if one were
.: | able to put e;istence in one's pocket, so also‘on% could put non-
existence in the s;me poéket. However, our work-%n‘"non" shows that

we do not name something with "non", rather we de somethi of
32 -4 y thing

\ something. This makes it clear that nbn—existenc could never go intd‘

the pocket, could never be applied Thus Gorglas,s claim of apply—

Aing non-existence to being is corrupt even if applying existence 13
not. As such the argumént fails by depending on ithe view that non-

existence is something.
,

. Let us now see what we can do with applyiﬁg existence. The

dlscussion centres on the issue of whether or not existen9e is a

N

predicate of a thing. Gorgias s stand is quite clear; he takes

istence to be a predicate and, in fact, he seems to think it a
propertj or thing that can be added to somethiné. A very involved
-~ : ) )

" /
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P 4 . [ d

discussion of whether or not existence is a predicate is not

appropriately taken up here; for it is an issue that, if detailed,

wduld take up too much room. - I would suggest existence 1s not a ‘
) . . - L

predicate. Let me support this claim in a short while by con-

siderations of "applyingﬁ. Here let us deal with the view by a
: °

)

quotation from Kant: : *

something that can be added to thg®Concept of a thing.
It is merely the .admission of a thing and of a certain . '
detetmination in it.l : : ' )

Being is evidently not a realsprediEate, or a concepf of

Thus ends our rather short discussion of existence as a\predfhate.

..

If. it can be agreed.that existence is not a predicate, then
N, » C . : ‘
Gorgids's argument cannot be set up in the fashion he "uses'". N

He has used a ﬁrin ple of opposition-—-one pair is béing and non-
vbeing, the other psir is existence and non-existence. I1f existence

is not a predicate then the latter pair ‘cannot be appropriately

”

construed as a pair and hence: is not subject to the principle. - *

4

<

Thus Corgias's argument cannot proceed to the point where being 1sb_

v

non-existent and non—Being is exigtent.

One might attempt, to. defend Gorgias from the above criticisms

iy

LI
by suggesting that in denying that existence is a property we do no

harm to Gorgias's argument. For, after all we rejected the

1Kant_lmmanuel; Critique of Puré-Reason, translated by Max
Muller, page 40l1. ’

ZLet me émphaélze my regret at not taking @p this pfobléq in -
‘more detail. However, to say any, more on this issue would either

mean writing another thesis or fooling ourselves with a simple
solution.- : ’



. . A - . .
"properties” translatian.’ Thus the issue/must be argued by -
L \

o / -

considering 'applies to" and not ”properffes”.. Examined in this’
te . . »

way, we do allow that one can say that the leaf exists.® But were

. ] N .t ¥

we to's§y'that existence applies .te the ‘leaf we sound, at the very 1\
" . N . ’ ‘.

least, liketwe are talking of some property that the' leaf may or

\ ’ s

may not have. ''The Qgry least' is suggested since, when one con-

.

siders paint '"'being applied” to the house one is not applying a
property but a bucket of paint. Claiming~thac existence is a
propenty is contentious enough——as we have seen——but gPouping

existence in with buckets of paint is 51mply wild.

3

When one thinks about what -it is thdt can be applied it
becomes clear that existence. is not that sort of thing. One is

not going to see the existence, - Existence is not like péin:. It

is .not a substanee. Thinking that it is is confused and so is an

atgument that uses this manner of- speaking. From our examination
we gather that Gorgiaseis, at 'least, thinking of existence as a

property. This has been argued to be incorrect. However, it seems

'

‘quite likely that his’dopcrine.is even worse,“for hié'télk of
applying puts ex1stence in phe realm of substance5°rather than
‘properties. éuch doctrlne is- undoubtedly false.

1f - we put.these problems behind us, we co;; across another

fssue that in mapy ways is much more serious: One wonders why .

B}
- v

Gorgias's appeal to sensibilities works; (that is, why is it the

case that everyone is to balk at the claim that non-existence

applies to beiﬁé? Clearly there is the appeal to Parmenides. But

does mot this mean that in depending on this, Gorgias' is committing

37



parmenides's a&rrors? Earlier we distinguished between the use of
a word as a name and as a way of telling us something about the

subject; with ‘a name vune-names and does not describe.nor reveal
things about the named. Yet Gorglas must be relying on just this

confusion, otherwise one would not think being existed. Gorgias,

at this point in the argument, has not removed himself from the

errogaﬁnf his forefathers.

The pcint herve, then, is that we ought'not’balk at saying
c P 3° .«

.

non-existence applies to being (if we ca way at all).

}
Rad, .
1f one does not .balk at this, then the absurdity does not ariss

one is not persuaded by Gorgias's argument.

This then ends SE's recording of Gorgias's first part of .
the arguments against anything existing, the conclusion of which

Gorgias takes to be the non-existence of non-being. Gorgias, in

his arguments, Seems to have picked out two major opponents:

(1) the followers of Parmenides—-noein and einai--and (2) the atomists

——non-being and not existing.  The argumenté are set out to convince

all, but as well' spodighl aiteptidn is given to the misleading work of

Gorgias's rivalss

.

1f we have dealt with SE's a;count,bf the "easy'' alternative,

l

let us study some related remarks made by PA -(979a246-33). Here is
Loveday agd Forester's translétion of the argument. This argument
is recorded here because 1 think there b no- coherent argument

offered. Untersteiner and Loenen seem to mention no particular
problem with it, however, neither dglthey atfempt anything but a
. [} B -

superficial analysis of the argument. -Since 1 nike a quite different

-
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stahg than they I think it important to see 4ll the evidence.
. . . . after first stating his own special proof that it is
not possible either to be or not to be. For, he says, if

Not-to-Be is Not-to-Be, then Not-Being would be no less a
Being. For Not- bcing is Not-being and Belng is Being, '

® -so that things no more_ are ‘than are, not. But if Not-to-be
is, then, he argues, To-Be, its opposite, is not; for 1if .
Not-to-Be is, it follows that To-Be is not. So that on
this showing, he savs, nothing could be unless To-Be and Not-
to-Be are the same thing. And if _they are the same thing,
even so nothing would be; for Notfbeing is not, nor yet

Being, since it is the same as \ot—hexng Such, then, is
his first argument.1 :
. : - : N . S

The procedure that will be followed is that we will attempt to

lexplain this argument until we find cither that no explanation is

3 I3
«

possible or that we can give an ekplénation. As well-as doing this

we will make reference to where we see the same or similar con-

.
.

siderations in SE. TIC should be noted Fhat since this argument is
importantly different than-any some one argumeqt—found in §E,
finding 3 platé ta {nclude tHis argument such that we augment our
worklon SE isidifficult: We choose this spot since. thee argument we
are cons;dering‘bofrows heavily from the argument just coqsidered.
The solution is not, however, completely satisfactory; for this

argument has parts similar to arguments in SE we have not yet con-

sidered. .

The argument as found in PA gets us to agree to the.folloding3

(1) Not-to-Be is Not-to-Be (25 Being is Being (3) Not-being' is Not-

being: From (1) Gorgias draws the conclusion that not-being is in

Here we will not bother imp lementing our translations. of
the infinitives and participles. Since the argument breaks down
anyway, nothing turns on -it.~

- >
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the same w@y a8 being. And this is thought to mean that not-to-be

exists. - (This is similar to the point brought up (n the second

M -
- .

half of sixty—seQen of SE. The‘}roblems with 4this have already,
1

been discussed and we need say no more about the use of "{g". ")
’

Gorgias.next'suggvsts that the opposite of not-to-be is not. The

principle of opposition seems to be the reasoning here. (Once
L. - L]

again, the reasoning and its-errors are quite familiar to us.)
Gorgias now suggests that nothing ¢@kists unless existence and
non-existence are the same. The reason for-this seems somewhat

o

obscure, but it must have to do with our discovery that being and

not-being exist in the same way. That they exist in the same way
- :

somehow suggests that to exist existence and non-existence must be
the same. (Whgn we exarmine SE's remarks on being and non-being, we
will see a clearer argument feggrding the notion of the same.)
However, even when they are the same, nothing Qould e*ist; for non-
being is not and since being is the same as this, it also does not
exist. Thus Gorgiag concludes that nothing @ exist.

This argument seem; to lack a central thread such that it
is not exactly clear ;ow all the parts relate or follow.v Theré are
within this argument'parts‘of'fouf different arguments that we. see
in SE; thusytbat we see no somé one thread is not surprising, for

-~

there is none to be seen. One must conclude that although this

. %Here, however, there is the further difficulty that Gorgias'

'is moving from the infinitive construction to the participle con—
stfuction without any reason.

2 .
-“This last move seems similar to the argument recprded by

SE against the existence of being and non-being.

.
.
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argument does seem to be moving to a conclusion, it does so {n no

~clear way. PA has condepsed (or has heard a condensed) ver-lon&

Gorgias's argumbnta: The -condensation, however, has made the argument

. : )
quite unintellfgible; we can see the argumefits mugh more clearly in

SE.1

The nuppo-ediy "griginal" argument of Gorglas turns out not

to be an argument at all, but only parts-of differant arguhcncs, We

,,6"

heed not concert ourselves with an analysis of the argument for’

there is no argument. What merits there are in the various parts of

.

“the argument we have discussed and will distuss in our comments on

-

SE's version.

-

. _We should also mention that PA critici;es the '"argument"
‘that he re;qrds. Thefe are- two things that are vorth'mentioning.ﬂ
The first is that PA notes ghe mi;;se of "is" implicit in Gorgias;s
argument. THat is not to-sayxhe griticizes it adeéuately; but he .
does see the Qiffigulty. The second point is that PA remarks that 1(//
fhings no more are ;han'are not'then why do‘we sax evéryth*hg is,
rather thal noihing is. This point we will use later when cons}dering

A

SE's version of the réjeqggion o{ being and non-being.

, .

. ~

lKerfe’rd makes a very valiant effort to make sense of this
argument. 1 am not prepared to discuss his remarks since his
procedure involves emending the text and.,, as well,‘assunes Gorglas
‘to be talking_about our ability to predicate the verb "to be".
In our introduction we suggest why wé do not take the latter point
and since our work om PA is supplementary it is not our business -
‘here to start to emend that text.



5) Being Does Not Exist

a) The Spetlal[Teupornl Ar .g!g

At eixty-etght SE. recards Gorglal [ ennlynil bf his eeéondﬁ

altegnative, which is that being exiete The first et;u-ent

agqinut the ex{stence of being 1. complex and'den.thy Ne must
_recognize at the beginhlng of thio ergu-ent that Gorgias's gosl is

to prove that beth doés not exist; :his he argues for in the
follouing,manner In sixty—eight Gorgias sets up the reductio
format.* With the hope of showing that being does not exisg, Goxglas
tries to find’ wh;t some of being s properties would be, if it wvere

to exist. Gorgias concludes that‘being, were it to exist would be:
(a) everlasting, b) created or (c) both created and evetlasting.
Gorgias suggests that none of these alternatives are correct he
'ther;g; toncludes that being does:not exist.'

. Providing that tbe three possibilities do foellow upon

being's existence and are-exhaestive, %here is tﬁe framewoxk.for‘a
;alid atéﬁnent. .Ic would,'tben. only remain for Gorgias to ohaé

why each of tﬁe three.altern;tivés fail, Byt whi are these three -
options the only options? .Gocgies gives no ergdment for this, thus
;e are asked.tofieke the poini to be obvious. We must see how ob‘}ous
it 1is.
" The problem under'consideratioe is the existence of being.
for the moneﬁt we assume it to.exist. If.being existe, a questicn

i
arises regatding when and/or if it came to exist. What _sort of.

[

" temporal existence does it have’ One answer to the ptoblen could

be that it never came to exist. That leaves open two optioun:
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sonething seems.r;asonlble and is in. line vith prevtouo tﬁought

(a) it nlwny' axt-tod or was, in other words, everlasting, aidep; .
(b) it dool not exist even now. *Although Gorgias is, in the final
analy.tn. nttrnctod to ﬂn that option is not cosidered here u:hlt

it overchrov- the assumption made concorntn. being's cxtutcuco. _ T.

AlternatTVe (a)., howcvcr. must bc one of the contcndcru for bctn; .

tc-poral ixt.icnc.. . ’ o

A different alternative to the idcn of everlnlttng is that N
being was created at some ttnc; hat is there is a tjme‘ybcn it | o
does not 'exilt and -a fime when 1& dq\el exi.t.'ﬂ’

. Having the above two oﬁtionp for the tcnporal existence of

L3

by.G}eek philosophers,‘on-the matter. Of a different subjeqt, -gtion.(\‘

Anaximander comes to similar conclusions. He‘says:‘ "Did motipn
come into being at some time . . . oy did it neither come to be
‘nor is destroyed, but it always exinted and vill 8° on fo;cver 1 ¥Jr

But what if it should prove that being can be neither of the

two bptions? Are there other options about the coning to be of

¢ o - »
being when we suggest that being exists? Gotginc offerl a third

c

alternative by combining the previous two 0ptions. This'alternative
. A .

is that befng is everlasting (afways existing) and crgatéd (there

is a time at vﬂicﬁ it did not exist)

Lp)

-

We have alr\zdy seen why the first two alternatives arise

and why they are bona flde altetnatives Now ve need’ to considet

the third option to see if %there is any more to it than rhe apparent

‘o . . E B .' ‘.

v

. Lirk and Raven, The Pre-Socratic Philosophers, 7118, ﬁ. 127.

[8Y
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sttraction that Gorgias has for offering twe alternatives and then
combining thex in order te produce a third altermative (e.g. being,
non-being, being and non-being).

let us undtrtake a conceptual analysis of Gergias's third

htd

“alternative. The phrase ''everlasting and created'" oav be =eant to

signifyrmcré +han one thing. Jhe first thing it —ight signify is
Similar to one of Kant's alternatives when ne 1s ~cnsidering the
acoticn cf infinity. This conception is of something that 1is

| ]
created at some tize and goes on forever Irom that poiﬁt;-thué

created and alsg everiasting. The,problex with this view is that

i5 ner trulv a third choige. The alrernative of created, (b),

oS
(&4

does not excliude the pessibility that created tnings could go on
rhereafrer. On this reading of the third alternative, we do mot have,

in fact, a third qlCernative, but two cptions with the introduction

,

-¢ a subser of the first altermative SYrought in as if it were a new.
-onsiferatrion. FurtHermore, ancotter problem with this view is that

it is unlikely that tnae Greeks cculd allow that there was a time

Yefore the everlasting began. In the above quotation from

.

Anaximander, for example, theré is no hint of such an idea.
A second interpretation of the everlasting and created al-
- o

rernative is that being always was and will be, vet it was created.
o - . . N
However, here it becores impossible to make sense of its creation.

/‘-‘;’

I1f being is created, it is created at a time} it makes sense (O speak

L]
1 . - - - : S .
Found in the first antimony in the Critique of Pure Reason.
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about the moment before creatior, in which casa there was a time

N

when it was not and the thing is not everlasting -except in the
) . .

Kantian{sénse. The only other‘way to prese}be the idea ofbcreation
is to hold that time begaﬁ and at the beginning of time beiﬁg was
created. One thereby holds that there was np tice béfore creation
and time, vet this move isvconfused. The hands of the clock may
L 4 .
start tc move, we may begin to keep track of time but that is not
for time to begin. Time itself Jdoes not begin though we begin to
measure the time.l Thus the attempted second interpretétion eithef
. ;

reduces itself to the first alternative, in which case it should be
progerly listed with the first alternative; or else it is based on '~‘
the false assucption that time begins and thus is not an adequate
alternative. L4

An interpretation 7 Gorgias's third option that need not be
taken too seriously is one which holds that being is "outside' time
and vet created. This alternative seems both incomprehensible and
foreign tc Greek thought. If one considers this alternative, one
begins to wonder how something is created (at a time) if it is outside
of time? What is creation if not someihing that happens at a time?
How does one still maintain that the thing is everlasting if it is

I

outside time? Interpretations that take this direction are beset with

too many insoluble difficulties. Thus the "outside time" inter-

pretation needs no more entertaining than has already been given gp it.

4

S

1 . . - L . . .
If there is persuasiveness in this point, it cannot be

properly attributed to me, but rather .to Richard Bosley.
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N



The first two interpretations of ‘the third alternative seem
to be the only serious-bontenders,'but even these are not adequate.
One is not really another’altérné;ive;'the other is ﬁot entireiy
. o
coherent.
Let us leave tﬁe question of which éxplanation Gorgias in-
. N
tended at this point until we come to Gorgias's argument against
the tﬁird alternative. Gdrgias;s reasons for rejecting the third
alternative will illuminate what he means bv !'created and ever-
lasting'.

\ Gargias now begins an analysis,of being as everlasting.
Presumably, he hopes to %how that thi! concept is internally iﬂ—
consistent and to forcetus to rejecp-any notion -that the thing
exists. If being is everlasting, then Gorgias sugéests that it does
not have a beginning 4Hefe Gorgias makes a parenthetical.rémark
) Ny ) rs _
which is a pun on the argument beginning here which concludes there
is no beginning for everlasting being. This pun glsé seems to be a

bit of a jibe at fragment five of Parmenides.) Thé reason why

lA review of the progress of the argument would &helpful
here. Gorgias is arguing against being with'a reductio. He
supposes being to exist. TIf it is to exist, Gorgias claims that it
must be either:. (a) created, (b) everlasting, or (c) created and
everlasting. We have attempted to explain why these options arise.
On the question-of the temporal nature of being we see the need for
the first two options. The third option does not seem appropriate
because it does not seem to make any sense. There do not seem to
be any further -alternatives needed beyond 'the first two. If ’
Gorgias can legitimately deny both of these in regard to being,
then we hold his argument against being's existence to be successful.
In advancé of the argument we should say that his method for dealing
with the third alternative is likely to be agreeable to us .in that,
he, like us, does not argue against the alternative but rather for.
the coherency of this position. -
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alternative (b) does not have a (temporal) beginning must be assumed
~

to be clear via a'COAEEV(ual_ADaLXEis of the terms involved. This is

to say that if something is everlasting, it could not be thought to

have a beginning. "For .if it has a beginning, then there was a time

——

before which it was ‘'not. But i! there is a. time before’which some-

thing was, then 6ne would not think that the thing was everlasting.l

Anaximander provided Gorgias this conception of the everlasting

haJing no beginning when he said ". . . of the infinite there is no

lThe discussion of everlasting and a beginmning has been &
temporal discussion; later Gbrgias also talks of being as boundless.
The difficulty with these notions is that one easily slips-from a
temporal discussion to a spatial discussion and it seems clear that
Gorgias on one occasion does move frob talking in awte&poral sense to
talking in a spatial sense. We must be aware of this in order to see
the difficulties and virtues it introducés into Gorgias's argument.

It seems that so far the discussion is temporal. Gorgias
of fers as alternatives everlasting and created. "Everlasting' if
understood in a temporal manner, cam be seen as offering an altern-
ative to “"created'". The altérnatives seen exclusive of each other
and do present a reasonable choice (vide: above). If, however we
read "everlasting' as a comment on the physical stature of being;
then there would be no appropriate contrast. why being is eithe
of a particular physical stature or of a certain temporal origin
makes no sense without further explanation (and what that explana-
tion would be is by ro means obvious). Since there is no such ex-
planation and since the contrast is not readily understandable, we
abandon this interpretation for one that is (here) solely temporal.

Related to this discussion is a point about the relationship
Gorgias's argument beéars to the argument of ‘Melissus. Gorgias has
argued from aidon to ouk ekei archon. " Melissus in his argument
progressed in the same way and in a temporal‘mannet.'”Helissus
progresses from this point to apeiron (which §s thought to be a
spatial comment). As we will see, Gorgias also does this.
Y From Ebe apparent similarities in the two arguments we see

that Gorgias, once again, takes the premises-of his prédecesso;s_
and-uses them to his ownsconclusion. As. well, by the fact that
vGorgias's-argumenﬁ is using the same terms as Melissus we would
suspect that heé® would be using them in the same way.  This will
further confirm the point that the argument of Gorgias as so far
considered is temporal, but that it will soon be spatial.
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beginning . . .?1

Gorgias's next step in the argument, found at the beginning
of sixty-nine, is to make a quite general point. Gorgias suggests

- phat all things created have a beginning. Doubtless from this we

é;HLinfer that i{f being which is one of all things, is created

(alternative (a)), then it has a beginning. »Whymélternative (a):

. » . .
(created things),  -would have a beginning must also be assumed to be
. v

obvious via an analysis of the terms involved; that is to say, 1if.
‘ _ , - )
something is created, theh it must be created at some time. . The

time at which the thing is created is thought to be the beginning
. i

: . . . »
of the thing, so éverything created has a certain beginning..

v ) o -
Gorgias has, at this point, established the following

premises.

~

o~

1. 1If being‘is everlastiné, then it ‘has no beginning.
2. Everything created has a certain!beginning.
From the second premise it -follows that: .

3. If being.is created, then it has a'certain beginning.

From what has been stated so 'far, being as created and being

‘

as eveflasting conflict with regard to whether they have a beginning.
In paragraph sixty-nine, when Gorgias says: "But the everlasting

-« ...", he seems to expand on premise (1). Gorgias suggests of the
everlasting which is rendered uncreated--uncreated because if it
always is, then there is not a time at which it was_c;#ated—fthat it

does not have a beginnihg. It has hb‘begiﬁpiﬁg because it always

lKirk and Raven, The Pre-Socratic Philosophers, #110, p. 114.
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was and as unqréatéd cpuld‘nbt begin. One might wonder whetﬁer the
statement of thisvis necessary, for is it not just a réifegation of
premise (1)é It seems rather that it is an expansion. True, i;
rd-emphasizes the claim that the eyerljgting has né beginning, but
i aiso introduces the point that the everlasting is uncreatj‘.
This talk of uncreaﬁed is a congequence of the premise given’, but
‘-the point was previously unstated. Thus the stétement is an
elaboration of premise (1),-35 elaboration which focuses on tﬁe con-
flict between the everlasting and-the created iﬁ regard to a be-
ginning. "~
Gorgias's next move‘is important for a number of reasoﬁg.
But before discﬁésiﬁg these réasonslit.is appropriate to point out
that ;o far Gorgias has been &evé10ping the notion; of,eyerlésttng
on the one.hand and breatedhon the ;thér.  Gorg?as now takes up the
everlasting until paragraph §evenCy—oné, at which point he take up
the created alternative. ;.‘ ‘
Gofgias draws a furtﬁer‘consequence in regard to being: i%
it does not have a beginning (or in'otger Hords_Sging as everlasting)
Gorgias claims that it is boundle§s, aggiron. The reasoning fof this -
‘is that yhen a thihg has no spatial'beginnidg and,spatiélly goes oﬁ
forever, the thing is said to Pe boundless, or on prefers,,infinité
in si?e, fhe argument, understood‘;n thié way, fits in~vich the
up;oming_discussibn where Gorgias begins talking of somewhere and
ﬁthere. Gorgias's p}eyious remarks, however, have not‘beeﬁ talking

in spatial terms, but rather tempofal termms. Thus Gorgias has no

legitimdate ticket to conclude spatially as he now wants to. L He has

E AN
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slipped from a temporal argumen; to a spat}al one.\-

But possibly the argume;t also works temporally. Suppose
being does not begin, (there was not a time before‘w ich it was not,)
yet it (iemporally) goes on forever. We would think of being as
boundless or, if one prefers, of infinite duration. But does this
make us think of being as nowhere or somewhexe? Tt doés not seén
réasohable to think that because' you have been around for a long time
that you really are. not in anyplace; thus, this 1ﬁterpretat16n'of
Gorgias s argument is advised against.'

Of Gorglas's argunent we are saying that the argument begins.

\bas é temporal one and then becomes one which confuses. a spatial and
temporal sense of 'boundless . Clearly, at some p01nt, there is a
shift from temﬁoral to spatial. }t ma¥ occur as late as when Gorgias
says "bodndless" in "But 1if- it is boundless, then it is novhete

* or as early as whgn he - says beglnnlng in "But the everlasting set
dowm as anreated does not have a beginning". For reasons of satire
e;peEial;y satiri;iﬁg Melissus, the former is recommended.

Let us consider the imﬁortance of the shift fr&m a‘temporal
discussion to a‘'spatial ome. Insofar’as this is Gorgias's owm
‘»position, we must hold him to be making the same mistake his pre-

decessors make. When we see Gorglas in the llght of the remarks of
the PA, that is as one who combines the things said by his fore-

- u&\

fathe%é but to _a different end (or as one who is riding a manner of

s,

philosophlsing.into the ground), then our opinion has to alter.

Gorgias, then, does not seem to be one who, as his’ predecessors,

-
~

blunders on a particular point, but one who carefully picks up on

.
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their blunde;s. He Qhows‘that even given these mistakes, they
canqyt argue successfully to the conclusion'that they have ar%ived
at. Gorgias's point might be put Ji.will givelyou your own mis-
guided confusioné, if;you like, but ;ven with:these you cannot
prove the point you try to; rather yow must conclude as I have'.
Guthrie sees Gorgias toyimg with Meliés:s when he says.
The argument that it (being) cannot be eternal depends on )
identifying temporal with spatial 'infinity and then contradict-
ing that what {s cannot be'infinitg. Since Melissus has said
that it was, and‘moreovgr reached the conclusion by the same
confusion of temporal with spatial it seems likely that at
this point he is the butt of Corgias'sdsophisticated wit.l1
Our only reseryatioq about Gu&hrie's reAarks is that ‘although
we can see that it is likely that the place of confusion is with
aEeiron;—for this makes.things folléw in thé besg :;y andi as well,
makes Gérgias's play on Melissus that muph stronger--it is still
possible that the confusion arises earlier. If the confusion did
come ga;lier on; then it would make Gorgias'g,argumént somevhatflesg
interesting, but we stiil cannot rule o&t this possibility.2 |
When-it is rémembered that Gorgias”was one who disﬁlayed his
talents in the market place, we see that his imageuas a dialectician
would be all the more renouned if he defeated his opponents when he

used their assumptions. That undertaking is surely more difficult

than pointing out their blunders.
i

l . o

1Guthrie. History of Greek Philosophy, vol. 3, page 197.
- '

2

That it is difficult to locate exactly where the shift
from temporal to spatial arises is more a comment on Melissus than
on Gorgilas.



. We are at the point in the argument where the everlasting

~

(the referent is understood to be being, though the argument is

made in a more general form) is without Ngounds. T‘&s lack’ of bounds,
as has been suggested and as we shall see, is a lack of spatial

.
bounds: our sué%ect_is infinite in size.
. N . .
Gorgias claims that the boundless would be nowhere. The

argument for this conclusibn is another reductio. Gorgias imagines
what it would be like if boundless being were somewhere. The

suggestion is that if being were somewhere, then being and its con-

tainer would be different. The container, which apparently is

,

ﬁlace, surrounds being and as a consequence def ines boundaries.
The doctrine that what resides in a place has boundaries set out for.

it is a fairly standard view in pre-Socratic philosophy. Consider
R &
“Parmenides when he says: = °

. [

Abiding in the same place it rests by itself, and so abides
firzm where it is; for strong necessity holds it firm within
the bonds of the limit that keeps it back on every side .

2
The thing that surrounds being, however, is larger than being, but
being as unbounded has hothing larger to surround it. That there is
something larger, the container, comes from the assumption that being

‘has a place. Thus'Gorgias suggests that It does not have a place,

o

-~

1Here one might expect Gorgias to say that the position of <

his opponents holds the boundless, on the assumption of place, to
be bounded. Howeyer, he does not take this tact, but carries the
arguiment a step further. ’

<

2¢irk and Raven, The Pre-Socratic Philosophers, #350,
p- 276. » ’ s
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trom which it follows that being is nowhere.1 .
An observationm about part of the argument is in order. Thé
argument purports to show that being) - if unbounded, can be no place.

1f, however, this section is correct, its conseﬁuences are even more
4

staggering. The rargument does not depend on th§'characteristics of
. ' ) .

Some physicists would not be amused. 3

: -e' persuaded by

e is nowhere.

We need to ask ourselved wh

Clearly the first objgction is the shift from temporal to spatial \2
censiderations. This»éistake is obvioué; no more needs to Sé said
concérninb,‘t. "The next problém we need concern ourselves with is

how convinced are we that tﬁe boundless can be in no place? There

are a couple of objections that need to be’ ased about ’the argument.

Ome way. to challenge Gorgias's argumeﬁt is by seeing whether place

o -

and contdiner bind.~ The othefrway‘féftvwask;gygn if place and cton-

tainer do bind, does #t follow that it would be in no éiéét?z

lThere is another way one might want to take the last few
remarks. What we called the "step further' in Footnote 1, page 106
might be construed as the reason why the unbounded and bounded con—
flict. This would then be to see Gorgias pointing out. the con-
tradiction between unbounded and bounded. But this interpretation
is wrong for two reasons. Firstly, Gorgias does not mention the
unboupnded/bounded contradiction. And if he were interested in this
he would not need to justify the point with a "larger" argument.
The conflict is inherent. Secondly, the "larger" argument does not
really propel ‘the unbounded/bounded conflict any further. .

2Although these two questions have been separated they will
be considered together. : -



v

Jf we can ;rguo_lhat that which is samewhere need notvhave
4 container, then we can-escape the p}oblem by not having anyshisg )
larger or binding being. SJppose for example :here 1s a monkey,
(something) in the room (somepléce). l1s there a container for
the-monkey? Well, one might say that thevroom—is the contaiﬁer.
Ne%t put the monkey io a fiéldr Is there a container for .him
there? One might replyl that altﬁough thé notion of container does
not seem quité appropriate here, theré ig‘a surrounder nevertheless.
1f no}hing else, the place he occupies plu; a bi} surrqdnds him.'
This surfounder, taking thke point back to Gorgias's argumen}, is
ali that Gorgias needs. One's intuitions suggest that place 1is
not a surrounder (but le; us let that pass for-a moment: we villi

return to it later). We have some idea of what our Gorgian opponent

s will use as a reply. So far we have not been ahle to overthrow him.

’
[

We have shown that the notion of a container was not adequate, but
his defense was that a surrounder was all he needed. )The first
round seems his. Let us take the specific case of the unbounded
and see whether or not we éan pose a problem for Gorgias here.

Let us imaginé we are on somethiﬁg unbounded.- It goes on and
on and on . . . Now, in order for the Gorgian to show that there

is a surrounder; the thing has to stop. 1£ it does not stop going

on, it is hard to see how we could ever have something that surrounds

1One might say this, but if one did, one would be wrong. This
will become clear when we discuss "on" and "from''. However, for the

~_purposes of exploring Gorgias, here we will assume that one can
correctly say this. ' »‘ .
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this unbounded thing. Remember the claim is that it does go on

and on . . . Furthermore, a claim that our capabilities are limited

and hence we cannot find the aurruuéder, though it- must still exist,

y%ll not do. . The point was that the unbounded goél on and on and
on. Taken.serigusly_[his must exclude a surrounder. Faith in a
sorrounder will not heal the argunent: A reply might be that if it
goes on and on, it is not truly in a place; however, this is not a
good teply sgpce the thing is here, there and everywvhere. A further
" ploy that it must be in some one pfﬂée do;; violenc; t; the original
hypothesis since Gorgias from finding the thing 1n\\o place, con-
cludes that it does mnot exist. A poiag that it is not in some one
place, but in many, does not dllow a ticket to the conclusion that
the thiﬂg does not exist. From these considerations we conclude
Ehat‘?e havé a vayigé defeat Fhe argument that the unboundea has no
place. Physicists may be :elieved.
A second way to deal with the Gorgian épponent is to }magine

once again the "unbounded going ou ahd on, but this time to grant
_that, it ‘ends. (Properly speaking- we should not allow this, but here
we do so in order to further examine the position.)» In this case

it would bé suggested that the thing was bounded. Wé now ask what .
is on tHe other side of the object. ”Nothing' must be the reply

'since we know that this, the unbounded, is the thing that exists:
there are no others?‘ Thus nothin§ is vﬁat surrounds the upbounded;
but that will not do, for nothing is not a go-e:hing'that can
surround——reéail ourxhnot" and ''non” and "nothing".discussions.'

Hence on this way of vieuihg the issue we must conclude that there

is not a surrounder of the unbounded.

1 4
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The prob?em that we have been dealing with has been
dtlempt(to imag ine sumethlng being somewhere wlzhout bei
surrounded. The above lrgumentu support the conclusion that -on.thln‘ .
.can be somewhere w%;hout being surrounded. These ar ents although
trying to argue against Gorglas and accomplishing that end, have 1n
a‘sense bewn playing along with Gorgias. We have been arguing with
_Gorgias on his ground. We need not do only thL;f It seems clear

‘that we can say where something  is lﬁ a number of ways. Only one
. way linvolves the notion of container or binder.ﬂ ‘That way il the hse»

of "in" ié for example: "She is in the room. As well as this,

wve can say wvhere so-cfhins is by using "on” and "from'. Take éor
example; "it is hanging from the ceiling” or "It is on the Aesk".
In neithér of these cases does the notion of container apply. Thus
wWe see.tha; Corgias's considerations on saying where something is
‘aré superf lcial..

Our arguments have attempted -to examine Gorgias's notion of
somerhing being unbounded and having a surrounder. Gorgias suggests
that problems arise from this such that we have to conclude that the
thing does not exist. We suggest that the unbounded does not need a
surreunder, that things in general do not need a surrounder and éhat
were théte a furthest limit to the unbounded there would not there—’f
fort;. be a th’éxg that is larger than it. It must be clearly po;;ted
out, however, that the tradition within which Gorgias was working

felt that,the unbounded did have a surrounds; and they saw no

problem in this. Parmenitdes says:
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{t {s without beginning and end . . . stropng necessity holda
it ttIn within the bounds of limit that keep it back on every
side. '

He also says:

But since Qure is a turtheat limit, it (s bounded on every
side . . .7V

We hope we have shown that such a view is not adequate, .

Since the above arguments are not sufficient to show that
there is a lurround@r for the unbounded, we need not conclude
that there is something grl,gtev and binding the unbounded. The
absurdity which Gorgias tugsestl} arises from the hypothesis of place,
does not,'then, a'rlle.

A completely different way of dealing vith Gorgias is gy con-
sidering the a(r‘g\-ent in toﬁ- of a linguisttc amlyg.ts. of the key
terms deployed in the ar;uhcnt.3 We might say, for instance, that
paint--"paint” is a T—expresolon‘-surro\unds a cer&in object, however,
"tbe colog—-"color" is a U-word--does not surround (although the p:int
of a cet'taLn color does). Suilarly:}ue aight think tl}at the army—-
“"army" is a T-expression--surrounds the eneay, hovcver; the miagni-
tude-—"nagnituq_ie" is a U-word--~does not {(though the army of a certain

magnitude, number and so forth does). Thus it goe\ with the dis-

tinction between U-words and T-expressioms; in accordance with this,

L]
lllirk and Raven, The Pre-Socratic Philosophers, #3506, p. 276.

2yirk and Raven, The Pre-Socratic Philosopherg, #351, p. 276.

R 3He use the U«word and T-expression distinction drawn on page 61-
" 67 of this thesis.
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clene will not do--""place’ is a U-weord. It cannot

surround. Thus we do not get the problenm cf agsurrounder of the un-

0]

Gorgias offers us scmething to do the surrounding.
This, hewever, cannot be place.

rom thinking that

[ o9
ey

Wwe are now, in various wavs, protecte
the unbounded cannot, be in anyplace. The Gorgian position has been

driven to claiz that place and noghing are surrounders. Neither

will do; thus the problexm generated by Gergzias has been Jdismantled.

Gergias now takes us back a step or two so he can fend off

objestions to-the iast arguxzent. Wwhen it was suggested that being

+~ surrcund would be larger than the surrounced. He here, in para-

graph seventy, entertains the possibility that the surrounder of

being is being-itself and nct somethning different. Presumably

ollowing tvpe of reply:

p—

rt

Gorgias is defending himself from the

being suﬁrounds'itself aﬁd as Sgch the container and the eontained'
are tTé‘same;.since they are the same there is now no surrounder or
o - .
container larger than the boundless. We are prevented from the
difficultf of holding to the contradiction of having a larger than
the boundless and hence the assumptigh of a place dées not need to
be abandoned. . .
Gorgias's argument against the view that unbounded being
surrounds itsef{ is to point out that the container and the contained
will be the same. If this is so, being ;ould be two things, b;th

place (container) and body (the Fontainedj. This, however, is felt

to beAagéﬂra; Once again, the reasons for the absurdity are taken to

112
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be obvicus. The point 1is, one supposes, that . one ana the same
thing 1is said to be t;o different things. To hold that the body is
the place is surely absurd. Thus this anticipa;ed objection tb
Gergias's argument is not éood; for it rests on a confusion.

An interesting feature is'that in his repiy to the anticipated

obiecticn Gorgias is breaking  away from the Parmenidean belief that

since there is a furthest limit, the thing is bounded cn every

side. This h:tfm veryv view Gorgias seemed to-be relving omn in the
previous argument.\ . . 3
Gorgias by arguing against tbé’idea . ng ‘surrounding
‘itselt appeérs tp-take‘the correct position. at speak of
somecne  beling §urrcunded in his own misery, buct ut is not helpful

since it is but a figure of speech and in any case, it is the misery
that does the surrounding. The person is not surrounded by himself.
The closest one can come to surrounding oneself is the notion of a
self—;cntained unit. There is theé éxample of a camper's pot gét,
but even here we éannot properly say that the pots surround them—

selves;'rather, we must speak‘of the set as not requiring a container.

It is even more obvious that the identification of place and body
* 3

will not do. That is to identify a what with a where. Gorgias is

right in maintainihg a position that keeps these two separate.
Although we find that we agree with the conclusions of the

jast argument, there remains much to disagree with. A difficulty

involwed with this argument is Gorgias's assumption that container

is place. In the previous argument we used the distinctiont between

k)
U-words and T-expressions in order to show soue errors in Gorgias's



-thinking. The problem arises here again. The container (“con-
tainer"' is a T-expression) is not a place ("place" is a U-word). -

o, s . 1
Thus such an identification will not do. o

"The poin® we have reached mow, in the middle of séventy, has

brought us to the conclusion that unbounded being is found to be in

~

no place. Gorgias now gogs back and summarizes his progress so far

on everlasting being: "therefore if being is everlasting, it is un-

.
¢

bounded. 'But if it is unbounded, it is nowhere." This much we have

already seen, but now we come to an important step. Gorgias says:

"But if it is nowhere, it does not exist." This is followed by a
Iv .

summary of this part of the argument. He sayg ''So if being is

everlasting, it is not even being to begin with."

Ihé reason for the claim that that which is 'nowhere does not

exist is thought to be apparent. Supposedly we see it on analogy

with looking for somethi;g. If you cannot find it and have looked

in everyplace and have not been deceived by appearances, then one

concludes that thing does not exist. This ieasoning only works if’
being is understood by means of a physical model.2
.Understanding the issue by means of a physical model seems

to be legitimate. Since it is clear that‘Gd%éiés is taking his

subject from his predecessors it seems reasonable that being.would
- > : -

——

lThis objection is an objection to the role assigned to
place by both Gorgias and his critics.

2Quite clearly this is one of the places where "being' has

to be understood as a T-expression.
-
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have the properties that Parmenides and Melissus ascribe to it.l

Gorgias,thus, can understand being as if it were a‘thing thafvhad a )
[ .
place. If it turms out that it cannot have a place, then the claim
that béing exists, is incorrect.
Gorgias has eliminated one of the three alternatives for
being, if it is going to be said to exist. At parggraph seventy-one’
he again takes up the second altefpativé which is that being is
created. (Earlier arguments showed that’ whatever is created has a
beginning). :The.argwment againsa"he existence of created being
is much shorter and quite clever.~ It also gets us away'frém the.

spatial/temporal shifts.

We are to imagine the creation of being. Corgias asks us if

being is created, then what is it created out of? Here such a.

question seems appropriate.’ Gf a certain thing one might ask what

it is created out of. Finding the -answer to that, one again may

ask what it is méde of, and so on. To carry on such a project.
continually ig‘ho go. on too long.. One cannot keep up the projeét
indefinitely. However, Gorgias does not seem to be ghiity of this
mistake. ée is considering the hypothesis that being is created.

Since it is said to be crgated, it is fair to ask out of what it is
p ) ) ¢

created—-although it mayigbtube fajr to ask of the materials from

1See fragment 8 of Parmenides and fragments 2" through 6 of
Melissus. ‘ t ‘

The argument that what is nowhere does not exist is
reminiscent of Zeno's argument that what has no size does not exist.
what sort of relation there may or may not be is unclear; therefore
this point must be mentioned and then passed over. :
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which being is created what they‘themgklvés are created out of. A

designer hawving created a new dress pould go on to reveal out of

what he made tgat d;ess. To ésk him to do so would not be unfair.

Similarly it is notunfair to ask‘from what created beiné is made.s L
Two sources are offered as the materials from which created:

being is made. They are being and non—béing.1 We sﬂould consiaer

what these algérnatives amount to. This does not réquire‘new

”argdmengs but a reliance>on old ones. The noﬁ-being altern;tive

fails since '"'nmon' is not a name. With creation out of being we

have the problem of a 1éck of clariey, oh Gorgias's part, regarding

just what being is. Other ghan this; howéver, there do no;“séem

to be further difficulties. ‘The idea of creating being out of

being may seem to have the absurdities of self-predicatiom, but it .
does not. In fact, the notion seemws fairly reasonable; e, for

- example, parents creating their children.

Gorgias first considers the ﬁreégiogrof being outrof"beiﬁg.
”If.being were to se created out of itself, théﬁ being would'not be
created; It would.not bé creétéd, for in order to explain its
création we already assume its,existence; Thus Gorgias.shows that
tbdse who explain the c?eation of_being in';grms of being ax; holding °
a cifcular ppsitioh. 'They presuppose what it is that they would
"explain. Gorgias's arguments pdintAto the fact that the best one

_could do with this sort of position is to explain alteration but

-

lIt is atypical of Gorgias mnot to consider the combination
of the two. As far as drawing 3 conclusion, this loss does not seem
serious, yet it is puzzling that he does not have a thir& alternative.

>



not generation. . R

Although the idea of parents begetting children makes the '
notion of creation out of se}f intel{iéible, it is not adequjte for .
Gorgias. The begetting version of the argument would‘redﬁire that
beingl, the child, be createé by‘beingz, the parents. Gorgias, how-
‘ever, wants to use "being'' in the same sense. The relation between
parent and child will not gelp us with .this. If it aids our under-
standing we migh; see Gérgias not to be asking about the'creatibn
_of this or that Qén>but asking about the creation of the first man,
Adam. Hhatiis he ;reated.from? : |

The argument next takes up the attempt ‘to exélain the
creation of being out of non-being. This atgempt is also un-
successful, Non—be;qg is not able to create. For in asking being '
tp,bé Ereated out of non-being we afe asking.non—being to crea;e.
But Gorgias feels a creatdr needs to exist if it is to create--to
bake a cake out.of non—existent ingredient§ would be, to say the
least, very difficult. Thﬁs ﬂon-being like the non-existent in-
gredients can not be the'generator~of aﬁything.

This argumeﬁt would seem to be successful 1frwe.afe willing
to allow that non—beiﬂg dpgs not exist. Gorgias now can rely on us
hol&ing thét non—béiné does not exist, since his firét set of
arguments were désigned to prove this. Were the presentAarquent
foered before he sh;veq nénfbeing did_not exist, this argument
would persuade few excépt those who- made Parmenides's miéﬁake of

confusing the role of name and saying whether someching exists. As

it is, however, all (inclﬁdiﬁgqthe atomist) should be persuaded.

[




Greek myths and much of Greek philosophising are not con-
cerned “with the question of where the original "stuff" of the
universe came fr?m. Gofgias stands out as a thinker, if for no
other reason than that he asks that questiion. N:Fh his argument
aboug/being as created, Gorgias discovers that gﬁete could be no
being, no "stuff" of the universe. .

Gorgias has rejected the view.that being is created. It is
interesting that the aréﬁﬁent can be generalized into an argumént
against ctéation and not just against béing as created. This is
similar to the wa? in which his argument against boundless bging
-could be expanded into an argument against the boundless.
| Ihe third and finalloption.that Gorgia§ has offered for the
existence of being is that being is both"everlasting and created.
Earlief we attempted to explain this, but found that we could not
adequately discover what was meént._ By examining Gorgias's argument
we hoée to come to understand Qhat.is meant by "created and ever-
lastiﬂg". : \

The argument that these two notions are i Eompatable is
given in-seventy—two. For if-ﬁeing is everlasting, it is not

created and /Aike versa. - That Gorgias draws such a conclusion should

not be sufprising to us. When Gorgias set up the pﬂpblgn the two

were thought to be exclusive of each other. Recall dur earlier
remarks that a created thing is created at a time, but an evex-

ilasting thing must always be, encompass all time. With a created

S

* S ’ '
The remarks in quotation marks are to be seen as metaphors
at best. :
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thing there is a time before which it is created; thisAis not so
for an~everlé§ting thing. As we saw earlier and as Gorgias now
suggests the two are incompatable. Our work and his lead to the
same conclusion.

We might draw a distinction between laying out an option
and discovering whether that option is ''true to reality" or "fits
the facts".* In offering our views, we may go wrong in at least two

. : \ :

ways. If weqset out to give an optibn we may faii because the
alternative makes no sense, is incoherent, is seifécontradictory and
so forth. Alternagively, we may succeed in laying out the option and

o

then find that it does not "fit the facts'". In this latter case,
_the option remains an option but is said to be false. !
Gprgiasrin the last argument fails to respect this distinc-
tion. He treats tbe failure to give an option as if it were an
exam;;; A;wfailing to "fit the facts". Since the third alternative
tg:ned out.to %é”sélfécdnifadiétbry Gorgias should have Tejected
this a; an alternative instead of acting as if it were an alternative
that happened to be wrong. Rather&than offering three alternatives
and finding errors with.each Gorgias should have done this with two
but found one of the hypothesized options not to be an alternative
at-all. |

Gorgias launched his attack on the existence o = hv

suggesting threé things, one of which must be the case - to

<

?

« .
.. The remarks in quotation marks are to be seen & &
at best. - ‘

©




exist. He na- now argued against the three alternatives. Gorgias
thus draws the conclusion that being does not exist.

- The version of the argument that PA giyeg us contains some
differences although none are of great importance. Again,uthe
argument is of a more general form so‘that it is not an argument

againgt being, but an argument against anything.1 Here the argument

does not have.three options of created, everlasting and both created

and everlasting; rather there are only two alternatives: created and

uncreated. Since with SE's version the thi;ﬁ alternative was not an

alternative at all, one suspects that PA or someone else has

N

eliminated that which is not strictly necessary. Removing the

argument is not particularly harmful although one likes to see all

)

. 2 - N
of Gorgias's considerations. Also omitted in this account of the

=

argument are the moves from uncreated to being boundless; the reader

is referred to Melissus. Again, the loss of this is not terribly
important though it becomes clear that what we are seeing with SE is

closer to the full argument. The argument that what is nowhere does

o :
not exist is here said to be similar to Zeno's argument about space.

< o

Q

L]

:1The arguments are seen by PA to be of a more general nature.
That view of things is-attractive insofar as in that case the
aggumentsvapply to a larger class of things. However, the more
general application of arguments is unattractive insofar as the tri-
part distinction gives the thesis more sophistication and it fits
better in its historical context.

9 .
That SE's account is more complete leads one to believe
that it is a better account.

-
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What argument is being referred to is not at all clear. The con-

clusion of this half of the arggg:?t (the half dealing with the un- i
created) is not that there can not ﬁe anvthing uncreated, but quite
surprisingly, that being is not created. This conclusion does not

follow from anything said; and that this is the conclusion forces the

_point that the argument of SE is the more accurate and that generally

PA misrepresents Gorgias when he records the arguments as directed

-~

at ti. We conclude that the uncrgatéd argument should be cast as
SE has,cast it, namely as an argument against being.

Both manuscripts agree sn why nothing is éreated out of
being. The version of PA has a mo;e sophisticated argument for why
there is no creation from non-being. SE's argument.sugge53§ that

' ' $
things do not come from non-being because non-being does not exist.
PA's argument suggests that things do not comé from non-being if non-
~ being does not exist because what does not exist can not qreate_(no—
thing from nothing). However, if non-being does exist‘still things
c8n not come from it (as with being) for that would not explaig
generation, buE only alteragrion. This vefsion of the argument is
somewhat more complex and r8warding. One suspects in this casecit

j¢ SE who has been superficial.

b) The Ome/Many Argument

We have studied Gorgias's first argument against the exist-
ence of being. At paragraph seventy-three SE records an argument

1
against being using the notion of one/many. The assumption granted

lHe will not need to consider PA's version of the argument.
The text is too corrupt.




for the sake of performing the reductio is that being exists;
, 1
assuming that, Gorgias inquires whether it would be one or many.

In his Philebus (at 14d through 16b)7P1ato ment ions that

!
trying to decide whether a thing is one or many is child's quibbling.

Plato feels that the appropriate way to talk is to speak to one man

f
\ h

havi many parts, for example. lato sgems to present a solution
ng Yy P P ge P

-3

to the problem by t¢laiming that the problem is pseudo-problem.
We are here concerne@ with Plato's so-éalled seudo-problem.

Zeno is gengrally considered to be the first person to re-
cord an argument concerning the one and the many. élato in his
Parmenides sees ‘Zeno as cndeavéring to show that by their doctrine
the pluralists end up in hopeless contradictions. This attack on
pluralism is a defense of monism, specifically Parmeﬁides, in the
‘positing of a one.

Gp:gias'§-a?gument-goés in a different direction: he hopes
to ;rgue against both a one and a man} so that we need to abandon
the view that anything exists. Gorgias's argument is close to
what Eudemus is thought to have said gbout‘Zeno.

As Eudemus . . . records’ieno . . . used to tfy to prove that
it is impossible that existing things should be a plurality
by arguing that there is no ynit in existing things and that
plurality is a sum of units.

Gorgias's argument differs from the above argument in that
-- R

Gorgias concludes that in no way can there be a one. In Eudemus

1

Kirk & Ravén, The Pre-=Socratic Philosophers, #367, page
. 290. .
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it 1s only held that there is no unit in existing things.

. On the assumption of being Gorgias's reductio argues that it
must be one or many. These alternatives are seen to be exclusive

of each other and exhaustive. Gorgias then denies that being 1is one
or many. If this is the case, then the assumption that being exists
m;st be given up. The-assunptioé of béing must lead to one of the
two consequences offered. Since neither of the consequences turns

out to be the case the aﬁsu-ptions\backing the alternatives up must

be given up.1

o
)

Before examining the defdil§ of the argument, let us examine
the form of the argument. Already we have mentioned Plato's
criticiSms of the one/many argument. It seems correct to hold that
there is no need to see the two as exclusive of each other.

Whether we say it is one or many or both seems to do wiih our
intereéts when examining the subject rather than any inherent
properties of_onenéss or m;nyness in the subject. Ignoring this a;'
a criticism, there sééms a serious problem with the conclusgion

drawn iﬁ tge~argument. Gorgias feeld that the conclusion should

be that being does not exist. But rather than. concluding in that
radical way why do we not draw a ﬁore noderafe coﬁclusion such as
being cannot be characterized as one or many, or that we ﬁave not

yet offered a correct qharicterization of being?

. ] i
Gorgias's one/many argument could draw the conclusion it

1It-should be pointed out that the argument here depends on
"being” being seen as some sort of T-expression.

- . emmw e owaae
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does draw if it argued that:
(1) If being exists, it is one” Oy many.

(2) But, indeed, it is neither one nor many; for when one
(/ examines the relevant phenomena they are neither

one NOr many.

(3) Being does not exist.

What bears emphasis in the above argument is the examination
in step (2). Here an imagined examiner has checked the phenomena,
which could have been one or could have been many. In this instance,
{t turns out to be neither of these but something other. Nevertﬁé—
less, it remains possible for the phencmena examined to be one or
many. In the argument Gorgias has given, the secbnd premise 1is not
like this. For Go;gias's argument does not hold that the relevant

fnomena are neither one nor many, but that there is no possibility
ert is conceptuallyiimpossiﬁle) for the phenomena to be one or naﬁy;

Since this is what he argues, Gorgias's remarks reflect not on

whether being exists or not, but on the analysis of being. Thus his

argument only‘proves (if anythihg) that the concept of being that he
has of ferred is not adequate and not that being does not exist.
Let us consider a vulgar example that will help to illustrate

the point. Suppose we argue in the following manner:

(1) 1f it is a car, then it is green or white.
(2) But it is not green or white.

From here we could conclude that it is not a car. However, should
the second premise be that there was no such thing as the colofs
green and white, then one would not think that there was no car
(although there might not be one) but rather one would think that
the characterization of a car as the sort of thing that is green oOr

—

white is inadequaté.
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Corgl.l has not just ruled out the possibility that something
that could be one or many is one or many, but has ruled out that
the thing could E!ii be one or many. Thue the argyment does not |
show that being does not exist, but that being {s not the somt of
thing that can be one or many.

Having considered these objections‘to the way the argument
is set up, let us turn to the details of the argument.

Being as one 1is considered first. To consider tHis alterna-
tive Gorgias sets up another reductio. Gorgias argues that if being
is one, then it must hgve one of the following properties: a certain
quantity, continuous, a magnitude, or body. It has, however, none of
these, for these are all divisible. Therefore it is not one. Thus
the reductio on being as one, which is part of the reductio on being
is completed.

The alternatives 'for being as one are thoyght to be exhaustive.
Are they? Obviously they are not exhaustive when an other than
physical interpretation is given to being. That is to say, if being
is a concept, or a metaphysical entity (whatever that may be), then
thé argument will not work. When, however, the arguiént is seen in
a tradition along with Parmenides and especially Melissus, then the
object is thought to be physical: hence the alternatives seem ex— °
haustive. - j/,f”

' Gorgias 1 using our knowledge that physical objects are
divisible to argue‘igainst the ona, The agcepta;ce of this would be
very easy for a é;e’k, for they had already had Zeno tell them

not just that physical things were divisibie but that they were in-



.

finitely divisible. Gorgias simply argues that something is divisible
L 4
and thus more than one.

) Some of the steps of Gorgias's argument bear some wmore
pondering.. We have suggested that the alternatives seem gxhaustive
th let us 1061 closer. When Gorgias talks of the continuous or a
quality or a magnitude being divided is he correct? 1Is it these that
are divided or is it rather the continuous thing or a thing of a
certain quantitg, or something of a certain magnitude? One reads
that it is the former that are to be Aivided, but suspects ' iat only
the latter can be divided. The issue can also be put this way: Has
Gorgias really given us more than one option? fér is it notr the body

e
that is divided? Gorgias's argument, hbwever, is amenable to’
alteration. Given that he takes being to be a body, it is approp-
riate that only body needs to be divided. Our point here is to make

clear what is being divided and to show why Gorgias's argument,

as it stands now, 1is somewhat misleading. For at present we have an

ST

dHd conglomeration of universals and Bodies éﬁéi are to be divided.

Concerning this issue of whether Gorgias is reall& 5ust
dividing body and yet offering some univérsals such that it appears
Dx is o£§ering different alternati?eg, it séems likely that he has
confused the issue. Gorgias has not separated the two at all, yet
his positiorn is open to being construed as dividing bodies and thus
the argument can be saved from the above difficulty.

Gorgias has attempted to ;how us, that being can not be any

of the alternatives he has offered. But td claim that being, when con-

sidered one, is none of tﬁsﬁe, is surely absurd. Thus Gorgias con-
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cludes that being is not one. Gorgias here has completedgon half
ot this reductio on being.

Next, Gorgias seéks to complete his reductio on being by
attackihg the thesis that being is many. This he does by suggesting
that the many must be made up of ones. Gorgias, here seems to have
learned from Melissué's claim that: "If therg were>a plurality,
things would have to be the same kind as 1 say the one is" 1 So, if
there are no ones there can be no many. There is nothing’ make the

many out of.
N .

There is a slight problem in knowing whether Gorgias hopes
tovargue that being (ong thing) can not be made out of many parts,
or whether he hopes to argue that there cannot be many things. That

®is, it is unclear whether the hypothesis is that being is many things,

or that thereg are many parts that constitute being. 1f the a;gument
is the latter, ghen one might argue that as an army can be made up
of many soldiers--something other than army--so being might be

thought to be made up of something other than being. Thus Gorgias's
7 4
initial argument, directed against being as one, is not relevant,

for the parts here are not being at all. Such a counter only fore-

-

stalls Gorgias's -ent. He now would only need re-work his
argument against being as one sO that it is applicable to whatever

you say the ones, the parts, are (since these parts are said to be

something other than being). In this interprgfation, Gorgias's

1Kirk & Raven, The Pre-Sogratic Philosophers, #392, p. 304.
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aFgument as given 1is not adequate, but can be. easily adjusted to
be adequate. In the former interpretation that there are not many
. .
beings because there is not even one being to make up the many, we
should say that given this way of viewing the problem the argument
works. One can begin to escape Gorgias's cbpclusions only if one
does not look for a one and many as parts or things in the world.
The criticisms to be directed at the one/many afgument'fall
in line with Plato’'s. Plato is right in pointing out that the same
thing can be ‘seen as one Or many. If one gets away from the notion
that one aﬁdkmany are things that inhere in the object and instead
moves to the view that we see this as one or many depending on our
interests, circumstances, and so on, then one removes oneéelf from
the difficulfies that Gorgias has suggested. ’
The force of the last sentenée in seventy-four, "But.tﬁét
neither being nor_ non-being exists is manifest from this",'might .
be somewhat misleading. One might suppose it Aéans that the one/manx
argument applies to both being gnd non—-being. However, éf that were
the point of this comment, then Gorgias has been quite vague. After
all, in giving the_arg;ment he meﬁtions only being. Furthermore,
if Gorgias meént the one/many argument to apply to being and also //
non—being,.then we would wonder why Gorgias did not also include
being and non-bein& Surely it would not have been any less
appropriate ghan either being or non—being. " Furthermore, why, if the
argument is also to apply to non-being, is the argument found in

the section on being?

Fortunately, there is a better way of understanding the 'last



sentence in seventy-four. if we view the statement not as drdwing a
conclusion in.reférence to.the'one/many afgumenp, but rather as
making the more general point that the arguer has now effectivély
eliminated two of the three qptions originally bffered, then we are
relievéd of the difficulties.of vagueness and lack of inclusion of
the third option. This is to say that the statement Qe are now con-
_sidering d9es not refer to the argument completed .in seventy-four

. i
but rather it sums up the progress made with all the arguments so

far introduced.

The manuscript of PA introduces an argument (980al-8) that
is not seen in the text of SE. This argument holds' that nothing can
be moved, . and motion must mean that the thing does not exist,

Untersteiner in his analysis of Gorgias_has Suggesfed that it is

likely that there was another argument which held that neither could _

<

it be unmoved.; This would make G Rs claim that things couldv
neither be moved nor quoved. Presumably, as with the one/many
_ . -

argument, this would allow one to conclude that nothing existed.
Untersteiner's point is well taken; hence it is appropriate to con-
clude that we have only one half of the argument recorded.
B . o .
The first argument is that if something moves, it no ignger
. . s : -
would be in the same condition it was in. Motion seems to imply

change. Change means that being comes to be non-being and non-

being comes to be. An underwritten assumption is that things

lUntersteiner, M. The Sophists, p. 150.
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changing from what they are to something else is impossible be-
cause they are what™ they are and not something else. Thus things
cannot move. they must be and remain what they are. Without this
undervritten assumptlon it would have been appropriate to conclude
E;nta rei rather than that nothing can move. k

) The argument gets its force from the move . from motion to
”no—longer—in-the—same—conditlon.V And from there the argument moves
to things (belng and non-being) no longer belng the same thing
0f something moving, it Qould seem to be stretchlng a point to say .
that it is no lomger in the same condition it was in. I m;ve my
pencil and it seems to be in the same condition, though clearly it
is not in the same pléce. If in éoving ﬁy pencii I break the leéd,
or chip the wo&d or damage.the eraser, then it would be apéropriafe
to Speak of it no longer belng in the same conditlon Mbvemen; it-
self however, does not seem to requi;e our speaking of a thing
no longer being in the samé conditlon ~ Having ‘suggested this
criticism, let us allow thaﬁ p01nt to pass.

Let us guppose that moving a thing is to alter i;s condition,
just as breaking the lead is. If the‘thing moves ‘and if we say’
tﬁe condition is altetea;_do we then move to conclude ;hat it is no
longer the same thing? Clearl& not. The pencil, though no longer
in the same condition, remains a pencil. Damaged it may be, but,
nevertheless, it is ; penéilf Here there is rodm to'Speak of
aécideﬁtal ver;us essential characteristics being changed. We see
that tﬁere is no reason to move to conclu@ipg that non-being would

-

come to be or that being would be non-being. There is no legitimate



.

move from motion to no-longer-in-the-same-condition and from that
point there is no move to the suggeétion that it is no longef itself.
Thus we prevent from arising the impossible situation in which things

<o

- are no longer what tﬁey are. In doing this we stop the first
argument‘aéainst motion. | i
| We need to say something more gbout Gorgias's shift from the
same condition to not being the samé thing. _This is a problem with.
which Gorgias has conside%ablé difficulty (as we will see when ;e
examine the argumenfs against beigg and non-being). Had Gorgias
been clear that there is a considerable difference from saying
something likg "This is not the same thing 1 wore yesterday' and
"This book is not .in the same -condition it was yesterday' the
pfoblems that do arise would not have arisen. In the first sentence
we are doubting that the subject is what we had identified earlier.
In the second sentence, we speak of an "aspect' of the object as
“having altered, but from this we cannot con;lude that itvis not the
same object, ra;her'we.speak of the color of the objgct (or something
like this) being differen;. The.issue of whether or not it is the
same subject does not even arise. Gorgias's discussion about the
‘movement of being and non-being iS similar to our example. We speak‘¢
of the subject having altered its positiqn. But here we ought not
(on analogy with our éxample) conclude that it is ﬁot the same sub-
ject, rather we speak of the position of the subject being different.
But what has been done by Gorgias is to have considered'a case of the
second sort (considered an "aspect') but, then, drawn a concl8@sion of

the first sort (concluded that the thing is different). Yet it is

l
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clear that as there is no neéed nor licénse for moJing from the change
of color to concluding that{the thing i; not the same thing, so

there is no room to move from the motion of a thing to the.thing

not being the same thing.

The second argument Gorgias gives against motion depends &n
division. At first glance, ig is not apﬁarent why motion involves
division. One can, however, imagine a case where it does. If we
take an orange and move a part of it, then Qe need division in
order to have motion. _Gorgias suggests that at the point at which
a thing is divided the thing &o longer exigfs.l It is as if, in
dividing the orange so that part of it can move, a 'segment goes out
of existence. What applies to the part applies to the whole éo

o«
that when the whole orange is moved, all the parts are divided and
hence the whole orange goes out of existence. Héncé if a thing moves,

then it does not exist. Thus the thing cannot be moved.

This argument is quite obviously saphistical. The move. from

parts to whole is quite inappropriate. Even though we might allow that

scme cases of motion require separation, there is no need to think

that all cases of motion require separation. If I pick up the whob

thing and 1lift it, it is quite obvious that there is no division.

Similarly there is no need to think of a sphere spinning as involving

separation. That conception (a sphere spinning) was quite familiar

to Gorgias via Parmenides remarks on being. Even if one were to

1 ' :
PA attributes this move to Leucippus. Again, Gorgias is
depending on the work of his predecessors.
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get one's ideas of motion from division, it is not apparent why.one
would suspect that.moving the érange dould“éompietely divide 1tf' If
_one divides an orange in two and then moves both halves, oﬂe moves
everything to be mowed without Aividing the thing completely. In
addition to these criticisms Gorgias was wrong in the first place
when he atceptedLLeucippus's point -that division involves somethisg'
going out of existence. After all, in cutting an orange in half the
weight is not diminished. Division might involve the diminishing
of the thing if one used a laser beam (as conceived in the comic
. -
books) but that hypothesis is unnecessary and unlikely. We find
ourselves not being persuaded in the‘least by Gorgias's argument.
Thus ends the discussion of Gargias's argument against
motion. As has been suégested, it is suspected that tﬁere is
another argument arguing that things cannot be unmoved, however,

that argument we do not have.

6) Being and Non-Being do not Exist

At seventy-five Gorgias begins to consider the last of the-
three»alternatives that something could be if ;t were to exist.
Gorgias naturally_has to consider the'béing and non—béing hypothesis
because it is in the tradition from Parmenides as an alternative. ad
Perhaps one reason that this is seen as a serious alternative in

the first place {s that this route seems to be in line with Anaxa-

goras's view that everything is in everything.

Gorgias argues that if both exist, then they must be the same
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with respect to existence.1 The above méve is to have changed
talking about whether the two things exist to claiming that there is
something, namely existence, which they are the same in respect of.
Earlier we argued that the treating of existence as a property or,
what is wofse, somethingbthat was appliéd is 111 conceived. There
~is not a tree and also something else, existence, that, when applied,
makes the tree come to be. Because s;éaking in this manner 1is confused
~we hold that to talk of the same in respect .of existence, is not
appropriaté. We thereby prevent the progress of the argument.

For the sake of examining the argument, let us put aside
thi; objection and talk as if "the same in respect of existence" did
maké Qénse.

After claiming that they are the same in respect of existenFe,
Gorgias claims that thus neither exist. This céhclusion is arriveJ
at by holding that it is obvious that non-being does not exist. :
Thus since the twobare said to be ghe same in ghe respect‘of exist-
ence, then it also must be the case thaé being does mot exist. Thus
hboth.do not exist.

But, to reviv; a by now old point, how can Gorgias suggest
that non-being does not exist? If he hopes it is obvious because
of the nature of non-being, it is not. Another way Goréias might

expect that we should conclhde that non-being does not exist is by

our knowledge of the arguments he gave in the section on hon-being.

.lIn the argument Gorgias quite clearly distinguishes the use
of the articular participle and the articular infinitive. With the
former we refer to the subject of discussion, with the latter wve

attribute something (existence) to tHe subject.

14}
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Neither of these ways is satisfactory. The argugent via the nature
of non-being we have exposed and held that Gorgias must also be aware
of (otherwise his arguments agai;st aon-being would be superfluous).
The dependency on the previously given arguments against Pon—being

: ‘ o
will not work; (1) because we have shown these arguments in error, .,
(2) because then the third section would then not be offering any-
thing new, but Gorgias takes himself to be giving new arguments.
Thus it using either of these ways to prove his point, Gorgias fails
to give an adequate justification for the belief that non-being does
not exist.

PA criticizes a similar argument in the following manner. If
the two are said to be the same with respect to existence and since we
know that being exists, then we must conclude that both exist; The
argument, then, can be taken to lead to either of two opposite con-
clusions. Such an argument must be in error and hence is insufficient
to the task of showing that the coﬁfinaﬁion of being and non-being
cannot exist. The argumeqt then fails because: (a) it treats
existence as a property, (b) it does not adequately prove the non-
existence of non-being, and (¢) it fails to appreciate the point that
the argument can be taken in either of two.opposed directions.

In seventy-sii Gorgias presents.his second, and last argument
against the existence of being and non-being. In the previous
argument Gorgias argued from the assumption that being and non-

.being are the séme in respect of existence. Here the argument begins

from the idea that being and non-being are the same. One has no

legitimate ticket to move from the same in a certain respect to



136

being t;e séme, Buﬂ Gorgias makes that move. As we showed in an
earlier argument, Gorgias is ﬁot all aware of an accidental versus
essential distinction: henée we must bring that point to bear here.
Yet the error of the argument is even more glaring than ignoring the
accidental/essential distinction, for Gorgias moves fro; the same in
one respect to the same in all respects. One might tr; to defend
Gorgias by suggesting Fhat for some reason things that are said to
exist must be said to be the same. There is, however, no reason at
‘all to think that this tree and that cane are the same. The most that
one might think is that they are the same in respect of existence.
Our remarks re-introduce the point that Gorgias is making a dramatic
jump from the same in a certain respect to ideﬁgical.

The poiﬁt that Gorgias goes on O make is that even were they
the same, they would not both exist. The first argument for this is
that if both exist, then they cannot be the same, for we still speak
of a both and this, the word "both" , must indicate some difference.
The hypothesis was that they had to be the same for both to exist.
That they are not the same, then, indicates that tﬁey both do not
exist, though one may. The second argument is that were these the
same, then there is not a both to speak about and if there is notaﬁ.
both to ;’eak about, then this is no longer the third hypothesis. In
other words if there is no longer a both, then -there can not be a
both that exist.

One might want to see this latter argumént in the following /;'
way. Suppose I suggest that‘this is the same pen I used yesterday.

We do not then have two pens, yesterday's and today's. ‘Rather there
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is a pen which was used on two occasions. bebeing, then, is the
same as non-being there are not tyo things, not both. If there is
notﬂboth, then thére are not two things that can be said to exist.
Thus the third alternmative does not work. Apart from the error of
the hypothesis that they are thé';ame, if both arxe to exist, the
arguments are interesting. The second argument that two things 1if
said to be the game (meaning the same in all respects) cannot’bé two
things seems correct.1 This points out the importance of the respect
which things are said to be the same or identical. The first
argument, thever, is not compelling; for we do not take the fact

that both exist.in any way to force the point'of identity.

Gorgias has now argued against the three options (being,
non—beiné, being and non-being) he initially offered. He has re-
ject.C each of them. Since there were no other options that could
be thought of, Gorgias concludes that the hypothesis that something
exis£s must be rejected. We are thes'forced to conclude :;at nothing
exists. The success of the argument depends on the initial set-up
of the argument and the intervening steps. We have shown why the set-
up of the hypothesis 1s faulty as well as the problems with each

\

individual argument.

1This assumes that we are speaking of particulars that are
said to be the same and not a genus such that they are said of the
same thing. '

s



Chapter Three: It Cannot Be Thought

Gorgias, for the sake of argument, now considers the problems
that could arise if there were something. Gorglas seems to have more
than one goal in mind. The first aim is to enhance the reductio on '
,those who imagine that there is something. This lends support to
his conclusions that’nothing'exists; by allowing the position he has
argued against, Gorglas dr;ws'conclusions that té urd thus show—
ing the position to be absurd. The second aim is to aw the con-
clusion that we cannot think about or speak about anything.

what the scope of the second and third sections of his work is
to be presents a problem. 1In the‘first section Gorgia; was seen to
be arguing against the view that anything existed. ‘In the second
and third sections it is notoperfectly clear whether he means to
show that being cannot be thought or spoken about or that anything
cannot be thought or spoken about. 1 will argue that Gorglas
embraces both conclusions for they come to be seen as equivalent.
This argument will depend on a relation between ''being’ and "beings".

The conclusion of the first argument in the second section
is that being is not thought about. with this conclusion, Gorglas
seems to have narrowed his ﬁa?get to being, yet, as we shall see
Gorgias‘also argues (premise 1) (a)) concerning.beings and not
being being thought. As well, h;isinitial hypothesis is that if

anything exists, it cannot be considered. Thus we can see that the

target of Gorgias's argument is, on the one hand, that being can not
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be thought about, and, on the other hand, that nothing can be thought
ab?ut since beings can not be thought.

It seems perfectly clear that there are.both these threads of
thought in this work. So whaf are(ve to say of the argument? The
~.c1a1E that does the most damage to Go;gias is ,to say that he has
both projects in mind and does not édequagé&y distinguish §etveen
’ the two projects. The claim that does the least harm to Gorgias is to
say that the two projécts are complementary. In this case '"being" is
a T-expression that is a name for all the beings. This is to be
seen on analoéy with "hair" and "hairs".; In this case, showing that
being canhof be thought is to show that all fhings cannot be thought,

and showing th 11 beings cannot be thought is to show that being

canbt be thqug
A di roblem is”the manner in which we are tpo under-

stand the hypot s that even if something should exist, it would

. () »
be unknowable and inconceivable to a man. Loenen argues that the - "‘
apparent position of Gorgiag must be reipﬁ%rpreted S%cause, as it is
classically taken, Gorgias is holding a contradictory view. The

impact of his remarks is to discredit the most obvious intdrpretation

of Gorgias. Loeren says 'Indeed if one first grants that something

o

actually exiéts, one can hardly argue that it cannot be known to
’ t IS ! - -

= ~
then one gets a haircut,’all the hairs are cut.

2This issue will be discussed at various pointé throughbut
the rest of this thesis. ‘ ’ ) -
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, 1
exist". Loenen's argument does not seem to be very persuasive.

Indeed, there seems to be little reason to move from this part of the

. o e S
classical position to what he suggest®. -

o .
One might well grant, for example, that John is in the room,
but hold that one could not=know it because he has had a face life,

is very quiet; is hiding where one€ would never suspect and so forth.

Allowing that something is the case but that it is unknowable does not

seem a contradiction, especially when we are ! learn why it could
not be known. Since Gorgias spent the wholz argument Jefending the
view that it cannot be known he does make cle:r whyv 1t could net be.

As a conseguence, there seems little room to hc .1 Loenen's position
that the classical interpretation is impossible. i lassical view
is correct.

Earlier on we set out the reductio style of arguing. This
type of argument derives from an interlocutor's premises a conclusion
which is unacceptable to the interlocutor. The premise from which
the absurdity arises has to be abandoned. It is this sort of argument

1 ~
that Gorgias is using here. 1t may be remembered that in.our earlier
) : 2 . . . .
examination of the reductio  there was a special twist. The twist 1s

no longer present. The section \indeét study shows that if one imagined

that anything exists (be it being or béings or ndﬁ;being e )

1Loenen, Jj. Parmenides, Melissus and Gofgias, p. 187.

2See pages eleven and twelv?‘of this thesis.
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unacceptable consequence
clusions; these cannot h

exist.

s will arise. This is the first set of con-

elp but reaffirm our belief that nothing can

We have already made some general remarks about the relation

between the previous sec
sider this further. By
now arguing and how the
solution to £he_problem_
and thgee, would come as

Gorgias dealing with mon

tion and the following two. We mﬁst now con-
doing this we will see better what Goréias is
thesis as a whole hangs together. One

of the relatién between section one, and two

a result of the striking contrast between

. , . . 1
on in section one and onta 1in sections two and three. We would see

ism in the first section and pluralism in the

latter two. This is in many ways an attractive view. It is, however,

incorrect. That it is i
1

)

Gorgias deals with being

Now this ig not the posi

It is true that containe

on is what is is critici
>

" attacking other views in

_therefore, a repudiation

#

that although section on

tained in this section 1

ncorrect is evident becaut%e in section one

, non-being and both being and non-being.
tion of the monists--—-they only posit to on.

d within this first section the view that to
zed, but the point still remains that he is
this section as well. Section one isbnot,
of monism. In light of this, one might urge
e is not just a repudiation of monism, con-

s. an attack on monism. This is to be seen

when Gorgias overthrows being. But even this point does not hold.

lThe issue now being considered is different from thg'pre—
viously qentioned issue of whether the target of the second and third

section is being or beings or both. ,,,/‘j}g . S
~

-
-y
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Q&' i to argde it away.l
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Gorgias - asks whether being is one or many. If he took this work
to be an attack én monism, then there would be no need to consider
the many. .

The conclusion that we must draw is that although there i; a
definite contrast with the use of the word "being"“in section one
and "beings" in sections E;o and three, we are not able to surmise
that Go;gias first deals with monism and then moves on to consider

pluralism. . . Y

If, however, the above is not what Corgias has attempted, o

what has he attempted? Alcthough Gorgias is not contrasting attacks on

monism and pluralism, he surely is in the first section deaiing with

being and its variations (for example non-being) and in the latter
N /

sections with beings and their variations (as well, mention is given
to beiﬂg). The contrast seems to be'betwegn the works of the érudi;e
cosmologists in the first section and the more "practically"
oriented'works of philosophers in the latterxtwo sections. fhe
practically oriented.works are thoseﬁin whichvphilosophers speculate
about the world as we might normally think we know it; for example,

-~

Plato and the atomists. This latter group also speculates in the

@4
lofty manner of the previously mentioned cosmologists, but as well,

they seem to admit what we normally believe there is and do not wish

(4

a

1Seeirig the atomists as less erudite may, at first, seem a
bitter pill to swallow. But it is not really difficult at all when
one has allowkd that their work also encompasses erudite work. As
well, it seems a more reasonabl sition when we remember Aristotle's
remarks on Leucippus in On Geneggigon and Corruption (325A2).
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Gorgias, then, first deals with those who argue in the‘more
spectacular way. He defeats them. One might think that such a victory
is a uictory for common sense. But it is not. Gorgias's method of de-
feating the erudite speculation has been to demonstrate that nothing
exists. He next shous that even with the assumptions of the less
erudite, the conclusions of the erudite, there ‘are serious problems
such -as %pe cgyld not think or say what the less erudite think they
think\ mi‘;&‘“ *Thus Gorgias does a reductio on the hypothesis of
the less erudite even though he implies this is unnecessary, given
the conclusions of the first section.

The picture of the tradition that Goréiasileaves'to usvis
one in which the first camp is of a much more profound nature and
really the only one that needs arguing ags_inst. Theirﬁ*lusion'of
something existing is necessary for the less erudite. fhifosophers
" such as Parmenides become &in one way or another) the philosophic
underpinnings for all philosophic positions. For the sake of the
disbeliever Gorgias argues further, but it is unnecessary. Such en

arrangement on Gorgias's behalf certainly demonstrates a profound

respeot for the work of Parmenides. s

Gorgias‘begins the second section at seventy-seven by offering
the consequences of something existing. These consequenees, it 1s
unknowable and inconcei&able to a man, are clearly not what we would
normally accept. Gorgias is arguing that the assumptions of the\leés
-erudite philosophers lead not to a defense of the world as they suppose
it; rather the assumptions lead to something entirely different to

conclusions that would not be acceptable to those who hold a rather
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garden vafiety world view, For surély in thinking that there was
something one also believes it to be cqncelvablg and knowable.v Those
that hold thege‘to be SOmethiﬁg must’refuge Gorgias.
Lef us turn to dbrgias's argument. The next étatement, "ei

gar ta phronoumena, phé€sin ho Gorgias, ouk estin onta, to on ou

"phroneitai” deserves a great deal of thought. Two points need to
be brought out before we try to understand the statement. One
point is the force of the contrast between on and onta. The other point

is the use of the verb phrones. .
»>
We have already said a good deal about to on and ta onta

but it is also appropriate to say something herg.l Up until this
timevdorgia;'s concern has been ;;th-being, ngn;being and so on.
Here is thé first infroducéion of the plural participle. Its in-
troduction should not be construed as éhowing that the previous
arguments w;;e incomplete. - Although we can not say as much as we-
would like gb about Parmenides u:g of to on, it is at leastrcleér
that were one to deny it, one wo@ld aisd deny ta og!g.
It does not seem that we shall be able to get much further

~in pdr characterization of fhe singﬁlar articular participle from
the verb "to be" than we have already, but we have yet to consider
vthe plural. The translation of thig is "beings". Gorgias seems to.

think of onta as in "various beings': this one, that one, the one

‘over there. The visible, the audible, a man running on the éea and

~
lIf Gorgias at this point in the text cannot be understood to

mean ta'onta, he certainly can later in seventy-seven. The endeavor
"here is to capture the difference between to on andgta onta.

.
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so forth are all different onta.

The verb phgones also deserves comment. It seems that itois
ambiguous. One way it can be taken is as "thinking about" as in "I
was thinking about you'. The other way it can be taken is "thinkigg"
as in "I thought out a mathematical problem'. The problem arises when

we come to consider imagined entities. Gorgias may trade on thinking

the non-entity and as such bring about its existence, and just

thinking about it. Augustine in On the Teacher observes that when I
say "lion" no lion issues from my mouth.’ When thé verb ghronea is
_is'used, say with regard to the chair being over there, in one way
it might be thought to mean that we are just'thinking about this
chair; howévér, taking the verb in another way, we might be led to
believe that our thinking has in some sense cre;ted something ana
one might move ﬁo thinkingvthét one created the chairs over there.

The persuasiveness of Gorgiés's argument may depend, at
times, on this ambiguity. We must be well aware of‘this so that we
can avoid falliqg intobthe s ame trap;

We hiye had enough of,é p%e—amble and now we are in a positioﬁ
to take up the first main argument id the argugent against things
(Gorgias's second section). tTh-is argﬁment is found from seventy-
seven ;hrough ta seventy-nine. A conditional is given.

(1) 1f things thought are not beings, then being will not be

thougﬁt{l

lThe analysis is done with the translation suggested in
chapter one. Later on we will bring out the force of the argument
on the alternative reading.



" ”"” 1"

and "'non
o

Let me first suggest what the various uses of 'not
are. 1 take the force of "are not things'" to be to deny that the \
things are beings. The force of "non-being$" is an attempt to name !
-things that at least have a different sort of existence than this
chair or that man. It may be the case that they have né existence
at all, but that, no doubt, will only become apparent--if at all--
later. In our congiderations we must set aside the objection that
"non'" is not a ﬁame. It is not that this objection is felt to be
invalid, but that after recognizing its force we drop the point so
that we can better see what Gorgias has attempted to do.

Premise (1) is suppsrted as a sound piece of reasconing with
an argument by example. The example is that: ”

(a) if it happens to things thought that they are white, then it
happens to white things that they are thought.

Let us explore the wmerits of this analogy per se to see whether or
not it will guide us when we examine premise (1). 1If we read thg
phrasei"if it happens to things thought that they are white' as a
comment, the aim of which is that ideas themselves are white,

’
rather than the object thought about being white, then the hypothesis
is but an exeréise in mental gymnastics that incorrectly attempts to
ascribe colors to ideas--you can have the idea of a white horse,

" but not the white ideé‘of a horse. Thus this interpretation of
Gorgia; needs to be :ejeéted. The opening phrase must be read as
a comment about the ot-. thoﬁght about being a certain color.

This will clear up the gbsurdity.

One difficulty w8t the way the argument has been put is
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that we do not know how to “quantify" the claim; thus we do not know
the scope of Gorgias's argument.

The argument might be read as ""if it happens to all things
thought . . . to all things white . . ." Although this is perfectly
intelligible {t is a poor reasoning. From the claim that all things
thought are white it does not follow that there are not many white
things that are not thought ébout. For example, 1 never will think
about my wﬁite grandmothér and never have. The second "all" is just

too strong. - -

If the argument is changed to "if it happens to all things

. . to some white . . ." or "if it happens to some things . . .
to some white . . ." and we can assume that there are things thought
about, then the argument would seem to be sound. The problem with

these interpretations is that there is no evidence for either uses of

the word "some'. The hypothesis, (a), does lend itself to being

4
filled im.with the word "all", however to fill in '"'some'" is to .

stretch a point too far.'

Even were the analogy, (a), oé;n to being filled'in with the
word ;some" we still would have a problem. The analogy may be able
to show that some white things are thought, but this would only show
(on analogy with premise (1)) that part of beingl was not thought.
Such a conclusion is ot wh;t Gorgias desires. As a sceptic, Gorgias

wants to confront his audience by.showing that they can not think

&
l"Being" here understood to’'be one of the three T-expression

alternatives discussed at the outset of our linguistic analysis of
"being" in chapter two.
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about things, not just that they can not think about some things.

The above remarks begin to clarify a problem of disanalogy
between the example (a) and premise one. We might cariciture premise
one with:

(1) 1f A that -Bs, then B_ that -A.
However the example that is presented as an analogy 1is:
. .
(a) If A that B , then Bs that _A.
The point of this 1is that even were the white analogy persuasive it
would still need to be shown why the example proves premise Q)
correct.

The.most jmportant difference between the two cases is that
in the example (a) we can talk about all or some€ white things. But
such a mﬁve is not truly available to us with premise 1). Further-
more, it is not even ciear what it would mean to talk about all or
some being.

-Regarding the analogy we have shown that it does not show
that all white things are thought. We admit, however, that the
claim that some white things are thought, given certain conditions,
does follow. However, th% problem is that a "some" conclusioﬁ is
quite clearly ndt intended by the author and 1is jnsufficient for his
task. As well, the analogy is not even applicable to (1) for in (L)
it is being that is not thought, not. beings.

our considerations have brought us to the point where we know
that the exam?le (a) in no way supports premise (l); This, however,
leaves open the jssue of whether premise (1) is a legitimate inference

on its own merit.
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The model for this argument to be made best of is in the case
in which being i{s the thing that is and yet beings are the various
things that are. Being must be one of the three T-expression al-
ternatives that we offered as one of the things that Gorgias might

mean. On this interpretation it is not a dendron/dendra thesis but

a hair/hairs.
when considering the analog; we rejected the interpretation that
held that "things thought' refers to the idea itself. Now that we
are considering premise (1) per se that rejection (since the
analogy and (1) are not analogous) cannot be assumed here. Thus
the possibility that the "things thought" refers to the idea itself
must be considered here.
There are four examples of what Gbrgias means by premise one.
A. if the objects of thought are not beings (e.g. not the tree
or table . . .), then being (a T—expression) is not thought

about.

B. if the objects of thought are not beings (e.g. not the tree

or table . . .), then being (a T-expression) is not itself
a thought.

C. if the thoughts themselves are not beings (e.g. not the tree
or table ... .), then being (""being' is a T-expression) is

not thought about.

D. if the thoughts themselves are not @Pings (e.g. not the tree
or table . . .), then being (''being" is a T-expression) is
not itself a thought.

Both interpretatiogs, (A) and (B), of Gorgias's claim
take Gorgias by ''things thought' to mean objects in the world that
we think about. The hypothesis then is that objects in the world

are not beings or, on the alternate translation, not in existence.

Yet Gorgias goes on to imagine a man flying. At this point he is



just thinking of imagined entities. He is not seeing a man flying, he
does not know that one is there. Gorglas's referent is clearly his
thought and not the object itself. Thus it becomes clear that we can

not understand Gorgias to ﬁean the objects when he talks of "things
thought".

Allowing that the use of being as a T-expression is intellig-
ible (D) would seem to follow. If the individual beings are not
themselves thoughts, then the name for the individuals as a whole
would likely not be a thquht either.¥

Although (D) follows it is unlikely that this is what Gorgdas
wanted to argue. His arguments do not seem not so much to point
out, Ewhat seems correct), that the object being is not the thought,
(perhaps meaning the concept), being ana.thus the objecgs, beings,
are not the thoughts (perhaps meaning concepts) beings. Such con-
ceptual ;nalyéis may be illuminating but of little benefit to his
argument. What Gorgias wanted to point out is that one is not in a
position to think aboﬁt the thing being.

Let us turn to (C). This does not follow. Because it is not
the case that beings are the thoughts themselves we do not thereby
rule out tﬂinking about beings or being. One might be able to argue
this, but such a claim is not apparent. Thus although (D) seems

reasonable it is not of .interest to us whereas (C), which does not

>

lWe are assuming that what follows for the individuals
follows for their collective name or the name of their substrate
or genus. There seems to be no reason to object to such a thesis
though quite clearly it could be otherwise. )
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follow, is probably what Gorglas is intereétediin.

what Gorgias intends by premise (1) does not work at all.
But at least we can see how it is to be understood.

Earlier we rejected the following ;ransl.;ion of premise'(l).

’

"If things thought are not in existence, then being is mat thought™.
1t has béen argued that this translation is not adequate, yet the lack
of the definite art%cle with the plural neuter particiﬁié leaves eme
somewhat uneasy; thus we must consider the premise when transléted in
this way. It seems that the same reasoning holds on this reading
of the premise. That is, we can set up a complementary set of inter-
pretatiohs and deal with them in just the same way. Alternatives
(A) and (B)-fail for the reasons suggested. Alternative (C) fails

:(’
to get Gorgias his desired conclusiom. Ajternative (D) though not

thought to be true seemé to be what he retting at.

From the above considerations we seem to be in a po to
conclude that Gorgias's reasoning in premise (1) is inadeq and he
has not substantiated the point. -

Gorgias introduced the earlier considered example (a) to
support premise (1). But after using the example to support premise

(1), Gorgias, still in seventy-seven, suggests 1t supports:
la) '1f it happens to things thought that they are not beings,
then according to necessity it happens to beings that they
are not thought.
This latter statement. is again different from (i)——here we are
only talking about being; and not both being and beings--and the ex-

ample. Premise (1a) has the form:

If A that -Bs then Bs that —-A
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In premise (1) Gorglas seems to be establishing a relation between
being and Seings. Being seems to be the being of Parmenides and 1is
not this or that object.1 Gorglas seems to have in mind the erudite
cosmologists. The example of fered, howeveﬂ&lurns out not to be ’
analogous to premise (1) and when Gorglas, apparently, restates the
premise, after offering the analogy, whét he states is very different.
This premise (la) keeps dﬂ a relation between beings and thiﬁgs that
are not beings. Thus it is somewhat clearer than (1), however, it

is no more supported by the example (a) ' that (1) is. As well, ‘
premise (la) fails because, like the white analogy, it does not deal
with ghinking about my white grandmother. That is to say, we saw

that the analogy only works when "some'" is read in the apodesis.

The general intent of the argument in both (1) and (la) makes the
reading of "gome' in the apodesis inappropriate to the author's

aims. Obviously a conclusion with the word '"some'" in it vill*jpt

get a nihilist his conclusions. That nihilistic conclusions are
- -

sought is quite apparent (qse for example the opeﬁiig QSib&venty—‘w “
: : FE Mttt U !
. ” X ST . V -
nine). S ot v,\;_\‘fv}f, , E P '
. . {:";*‘) .

At seventy-eight Gorgias states whgy hgitskﬁgT;o i?v 'yﬁOQPQ
. - . *«\p . . o 1 _.i_‘r.

Here he goes back to his original ,&e&!qe, (1)}\gn&dsgems gp be

dropping considerations about (la). 3 W e T , B
e . -3 P ,‘.;_v\ .
S
LMhis premise requires the rela ' ip Eetveeng"being" and

"beings" to be like the relationship befg o8 "hair” and “haixs".
» b4 B .

utr‘?}v{, ‘.~ ’ : )
zln fact this last statement i!@ owewhat misleading. One

of the respects in which statements (lxh #d N1a) differ is in regard
to being and beings as the subject of ‘@stqirse. Altho@gh Gorgias
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Gorgias goes on inlseventy-eight to state qbat he can prove
that the things thought are not beings. This is the second premise
=
of his argument. Lod
2) Things thought are not beingu.

)
’ . -
Given this premise and by means of modus ponena we could conclude

tKat being is not'thought.1

2. modus ponena)

NS
We are not persuaded by this argument since, as fas been

3) Being is not thought. (1,
\

shown, premise (1) is 1nadequ<te1y defended. The argument Gorglas

gives fails to confirm the premise in any way. Furthermore, the

premise, (1), does not stand on its own merits. But even if premise
(1) were shoun‘lo hold Gorgias still has the hurdle of showing
pr?mﬁ§e (2) to be true. He now goes on to do just this.

In seventy-nine Gorgias begins to verify his second premise

with the following argument:

i) 1if things thought (about) are beings, then all things shoul& -
exist in whichever way someone should think (about) them. '
. b 1{

«

no longer considers statement (la) he does continue, devertheless, to
argue on some occasions about beings and conclude about beings,

while on other occasions he argues about beings, but concludes con-
cerning being. Hence Gorgias seems to preserve two trains of thought
throughout the argument.

lThe conclusion here is quite clearly that being cannot be
thought about. In the opening of seventy-seven Gorgias said that he
was going to show that if anything ti) -should exist it cannot be
thought. It seems likely then that Gorgias is now taking "being' to
be the name of everything that exists. .Hence it becomes clear what
Gorgias 1is meaning by "being' and that beings must be the things that
go to make up being. Since this is so, we can see that the two trains
of thought are compleémentary to each other because of the relationship
that has been established between being and beings.



We might suspect that (i) is in some Qay derivable frq&

) N
premise (1). It does not seem to be, so as yet we do not have a way
of founding (i). Furthermore, because there is no internal support

for this premise (i) we must assume that Gorgias felt that the point
was an obvious one which stood on its own merits. Though it is not
obvious that premise (i) can stand on its own merits, it is clear
that Gorgias has engéged us in another reductio.

g Does premise (i) stand valid? Thé opening phrase of

premise (i) may.be thought to imp}y that: (a) ideas are beings, or
(b),Ehé objects thought about are beings. Interpretagion (a) must
be rejected since it does not follow from the fact that ideas exist,
that the things thought about exigt. Indeed Gorgias can be seen to
be cognizant of this by‘virtue,og‘his remark about it being trivial.l
1f the protasis could be supported, then interéretation (b) of
premise (i) is what Gérgias needs in order to further his argument.
On this second interpretation it should follow that if I thought
about a tree with yellow stripes, then there would need to be that

tree "out there'. Yet, one does not think that the premise, under-
stood in this way, is true. The only way to get the argument going
in Gorgias's way is to confuse the two interpretations ((a) and (b))
such that one applies the argument in the second way (b), but scrutin-

izes the valic.ty of the premise in the first interpretation (a).

Since the verb easily leads to such confusion one can have sympathy

lWe will have more to say about this later.
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~

with someone holding Gorgias's argument. Still we must hold the view

'

to be incorrect.

Althoug)h Gorgias- ' m%has confused th;nki.ng about and
thinking the thing, he now goeé on to show that he can be very clear
about the difference. This can be seen.in his denial of the apodesis
but for the trivial case. At this juncture Gorgias must be perfectly
clear about the distinction between the thought existing (the
trivial case) and the object existing. That Gorgias bases his
argument on the confusion; yet appears to be clear on the distinction
leads one to believe that his major concern is to take his predecessors
assumptions and show that their methods and mistakes lead only to
an enigma. |

Gorgias suggests that the above is unlikely except for a
trivial sense in which it is true;1 that is, Gorgias conéedes that
if one thinks of a tree the tho&gﬁi of the tree exists. Tﬁis is the
trivial sense which is not relevant to the case at hand. That it ‘is
the existence of the thought which is trivial is made.obvious by the
phrase Jin whichever way one might conceive thgm" and the fact that
Gorgias goes on to look for a man on the sea and not the thought of a
man on the sea.

When Gorgilas suggests that it is unlikely, he might have one
of three targets in mind. If we see the premise'(i) in the following

way; p> q, then what is unlikely is either: (1) p; or (2) q; or

-

" 2

1Gorgias means by "the above the apodesis; that this is true,
we shall show in a' momgent. -

.
K
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(3) P24- Clearly Gorgias is zfg'denying p for later Corgiag ﬁalks
about Scylla and Chimera.' As well, one doubts Goféias objecﬁions.tb
the whole relation set forth in p=>gq. If this weré his‘project, then
he would have simply undercut the work he has set forth. Whgn it is
realized that the conclusion drawn at the end.of seventy-nine is
"things thought are mnot beings", :E,-and'when we re—examine his
justification for what'ié'unlikely; then we see that Gorgias_held

o

q to be unlikely.

~

The steps of the argument are then:

i) if things thought are beings, then all things should
exist in whichever way someone should think them.

ii) This is unlikely except in a trivial sense. That is, it
is not the case that all things exist in whichever way

someone should think them.

iii) Things thought are not beings (i,it. modus tollens)
(vide end of 79)

Gorgias in seventy-nine has correctly used the modus tollens
method of arguing.'ggf the premisesAwere true, the conclusion would
'foll?q. We have al;eady c?iticized the argument by showing that’ '* s
premise (i) rests on a.coggﬁiion; now we must exa@ine premise (i1).

Thé argument maintaining tpat all things do not exist in
whichever way someone imagines ehem comes from a very ‘simple ob-

servation.1 This observation that if we imagine something that does

not imply that it is so. Because I imagine 1 get a job, that does not

1The argument is put by Gorgias in terms of thinking. The
point holds equally well for imagines and is easier to understand.
Thus for our purposes Wwe will talk about imagining.

1S



mean 1 get one. Gorgias's point is fairly obvious and well taken.
The onl& counter to it might be ''Well, it exists ‘(the job, the flyiﬁg
man, etcetera) in your imagination". But Gorgias has taken care of
this objection in two ways. First, he pllowéd-for just this sort of
case'when he allowed for trivi;l cases.' These cases; as we ment foned
before, rest on a cogfusion of having an idea of a man apd then con-
cluding that there is a man. One collapses the two and speaksg of the
man in the mind. But no man is there, but only an idéa--if oﬁe can
speak of an idea being there. Second, Gorgias guards against ;ﬂe\
thing existing in the mind is his attached ridér_"in whichever
way one éonceivgs them".. When one conceives, one brings about the
cqnception of the thing at most, so the way or manner is a -conception.
Thﬁs this-qualifier makes it'pérfectly clear that the thing does not
come to be, but rather the trivial conéeption comes to be.l Premise
(ii) unl%ké premise (i) seems to be true.

The conclusion, (iii) in this sub-argument is very important
to Gorgias's purposes. This Gorgias takes to be proof of premise
(2) of the main argument.2 Since he also believes hiﬁself to have
proved premise (1) of the main argument, then these fYo premises by
modus ponens ential conclusion (3)rthat being is not thought. We
do not draw this conglusion along with Gorgias since we criticized

premise (1) and Qé'dapnot see that he can hold premise (2). We

4

1Let me emphasize a point already made. Premise (ii) Gorgias
i{s clear on the confusion that does arise in premise (i).

L]
i34

2 5
See pages 145 through to page 153.

4
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need to further consider Gorgias's justification of premise (2).
That is, we need to say more ;bput thé sub—argument. When Gorgias
draws the conclusion, (iii), he does not add the rider which points
to the trivial case. Thus evén without the error already discussed,
the étatemgnt that things thought are not beings is very misleading.
That this étatemen; has been put in a misleading way becomes even
more important when the conclusion of the sub—argﬁment is used in
the main argument. For were the second premisevof the main argument
to be what can be jusgifiably concluded, namely that things\thought
are not beings except in a trivial sense, then this would effectively
stop the main:argument.1 For the trivial sense, though trivial in
the sub-argument, is important in the main argument as it is the
very thing which allows that being is thought.
" Regarding the charioteer example in the sub-argument Leonen

says:

From .this example the wgole drift of Gorgias' argowment

against Melissus becomes clear even if it is grgnted that

something that 1is might in principle exist, the.fact of it's

being thought is no evidence whatever for its actual existence,

because it is known from experience_that not all that is con-’
ceived fn the mind actually exists.

This remark is interesting because'it'seems to put a much too
strong interpretation on the argument. Loenen feels that Gorgias .is

holding that being thought is no evidence whatever for a things

existence. That seems a little harsh. Gorgias certaihly is hoping

1 See page 153 of this thesis.

2Loenen, Parmenides, Melissus & Gorgias, page 193.




159
G
to point out that thinking a thing does not prove that it exists; but

there is not enough evidence to show that he further thinks it false

that it has any relevance whatever. Loenen seems to have *taken a -
very radical stand, yet the stand is unnecessary. The point would .
- .
“
rather be that thinking is evidence and that our sources (thinking, 4

see;ﬁg, and so on) lead us to contradiction. Thﬁs we have'to give K
up scmething. This keeps the harmony with Gorgias's view that
thinking and-thevsenses are parallel.

A point that bears mentioning regarding Gorgias's examples is
what is used to underwrite them. If we th}nk tha; the charioteer
is there and.yet know that he is not, then we must have a means of
justifying our knowledge. Intuitions are clearly not adequate. The
manner in which we know must be by our seeiﬁg, hearing, and so foftﬂ.
These modes must be being relied in the case coﬁsidered. In the
example, we had a conflict between modes of knowing and here we .
depend on seeing aﬁd heariﬁg. That these must be our means of
knowing will become important later on.

A very attractive way to view this argument, in seventy-
nine, would be to see.Gorgias dependiné on the theory that thinking
and the other‘metﬂods of knowing as equally valid. Then pointing
out that they lead to different results (i.e. seeing showing that
there is no chariot, but thinking showing that there is a chariot).
Thus because of the inconsistencies within the system it is apparent
_that the system is not adequate. Thus we abando,Efgr methods of
knowing so tﬁat‘we cannot know things. This. argument would take

the conflict to the conclusion of -the second section. But Gorgilas

-

4 &, =
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does not see this argument taking us independantly of the main one
;o‘the conclusions of the main argument.  Rather Gorgias ﬁas used

Y .

)Ehe conflict of the sub-argument to support premise two (2) of the
main argument. Such a way of construing Gorgias, though very
attractive, cannot be accepted.

Although this last interpretation is»hot tg‘be accepted, it
does bring to the forefront the contrast that Gorg;as is‘giving to ' .
thinking and (likely) perception. One method leads to one con-
clugion, the other to another. What he does with this contradiction
need not concern us for the moment. Parmenides offered a different
opinion regarding thinking and perception. "Fér he regards percep-
tion and thougﬁtxas the same".l Empedecoles also holds such a view
"thought and perception being different, not, as Empedecoles maintéins,
the same."2 It is not right to suggest that Gorgias is the first to
maintain that the two are different. It is, however, appropriate
to suggest that Gorgias makes clear that the two are different and
as such shows that the direction of his masters is wrong.

In the sub-argument Goggias attempted to establish that things
thought are not beings. That was to establish premise (2) of the main *
argument, whicﬁ in turn led by means of modus ponens to the con-

clusion that being is not thought. In paragraph eighty Gorgias again

attempts to prove that being is not thought. Here Gorgias argues

§ 7

Kirk and Raven, Pre-Socratic Phildsophy, #3528
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directly for the ‘clusion of the main argument and is not supportive
o£ the main argument. The methodology of the argument is one that we
have already encountered. Gorgias‘brackets what he takes to the case,
uses someone else's assumptions and then shows that even these (in-
correct) assumptions yieldvGorgias's conclusion.

Premise (1) in the argument at seventy-seven, (the main
argument}, was that if things thought are not beings, ‘being will not
be thought. Here Gorgias's premise is "If the things thought are
beings, non-beings will not be thought". Gorgias doubts that things
thoughf are beings; thus Gorgias now argues with his opponengg
position. Aé well, this assumption complements the "main argument"
just discussed insofar as Gorgias now proves his point on both the
assumpption that things thought are not beings and things thought are
beings. This move makes his attack on thinking about being more
persuasive because of its completeness. In addition to this, Qe
fina that with the prEmise now brought forw;rd, we consider the
trivial case dismissed in the sub-argument. Clearly Gorgias has
attempted a thorough job in which no gaps have been left.

VThe reason the premise is if things thought (about) are
beings, non-beings will not be thought (about), may be'because of the
principle of opposition discussed earlier. That'is, if being thought
goes with beings, then the opposite of being thought, not being
thought, goes with the opposite of not being, beings. (Here 1in

fact the construction is not perfectly sym%?trical because of the

" "

attempted distinction between ''not” and "non'".) Earlier, in the

argument against non-being in sixty-seven, we also saw the reasoning
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of opposites applying to opposites.1 Such a view‘h‘en seems fairly
entrenched in Gorgias's work. Let ug not here take up the issue of
tha£ principle, nor let us take up the point that being and non-
being are not opposites. These, in addition to the point that this
premise cannot be derived from premise (1) of the mainlhrgumentz
lead us to conclude that there is no adequate internal support for
" the hypothesis. However, we do need to consider the validity of the
premise independently of Gorgias's defense of it.

Can Gorgias support the claim that if things thought are
beings, non-beings will not be thought? It doeé noé seem to have any

L)
" apparent validity. One feels pressed to conclude that the only way

to support the ;laim would be by means of the principle of
opposition. However, the reasons why that principle will not help
us out has been mentioned and argued earlier.

- ° \

Having statﬁg that opposites belong with each other Gorgias
considers the case of Scylla and Chimera. We seem to be able to
think about these yet they are not beings. This then brings up a
difficulty that needs to be resolved. ’ ‘ ‘

These are the premises of the argument: F A

A) If things thought (about) are beings, non-beings are
not thought. (p>q)

B) Non-beings are thought, e.g. Scylla and Chimera. (-q)

4
-,

lsee page 85 of this thesis;?? :

Even if this premise couldzse'derived from premise (1) of
the earlier mentioned main argument;fit would be of no help, since
have shown that premise; (1), to“rest on ‘a confusion

3See page 60 of this tﬁesis.
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C) Therefore, being is not thought. (A&B, modus tollens) (-p)
Strictly speaking, modus tollens ought to conclude that things thought
are not beings. He has drawn an incorrect conclusion; for quite
clearly "being is not thought' and 'things thought are not beings"
are different claims, even with what we might want to say about the
relationship between being and beings.

One way of dealing with Gorgias is quite similar to the
earlier mentioned way PA dealt with thé hypothesis that nothing
existed.1 Gorgias could equally well have pointed out that the tree
and the chair are beings that can be thought. (We do feel equally
confident to hink about chairs as we do about Chimera.) Thus
depending on which examples one chooses one can take this argument
to be: (1) po>q, (2) -q, (3) -p, or, (1) p2q (2) p 3) q.
Obviously something is wrong. One suspects, as we argued above,
that ghere is no reason to believe that ¢ follows upon p. As such
the whole proBlem has béen inadequately,stated.2

At eighty-one Gorgias launches his third argument'proving,
in eighty-two, that being cannot be thought nor apprehended. Gorgias
argues his point on anaiogy with the manner in which the senses

work. Here Gorgias understands the mind to work in a fashion -

ISeé page 136 of this thesis.

2A point that needs to be observed about this argument is that
the argument argues that being is not thought rather than that some-
thing is not thought. Gorgias leads us to believe he was going to
argue the former yet concludes the latter. This, as with the argument
beginning at seventy-seven leads us to believe that "being' 1is now
being used to cover everything that there is. We further believe that
"beings" must be understood to cover the various ‘individuals that 'in
some sense go to make up being.
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parallel to the operation of our senses. Alternatively, we might
G
suggest that Gorglas takes the operation of the mind to be one of the
sense faculties. In any case, the two are considered to operate in
the same fashion.
We must carefully distinguish the view that the operatiig of

the mind is on a par with one of the senses from the earlier denial

that thought was perception. One is not the negation of the other,

the views are very different. Earlier Gorgias showed, against his
predecessors, that thinking 1is not perception. He now takes the
view that thinking is a sense. Gorgias is involved in no incon-

sistancies here.

We do need to consider whether Gorglas's present thesis is
correct. Do we see the use of the intellect to be on a par with the
use of the (other?) senses. The hypochesis seems unlikely. In
examining the defails of the argument we will show some of the
differences between the operation of the senses and the operation of
the intellect. This conflation of the intellect with the senses
may seem quite unusgal, but it is not soO difficult to understand when
it is remembered that oida is the perfect of horaa.1

In eighty-one Gorgias begins to lay out the theoretical
basis for his argument. Gorgilas observes that the objects of sight
are said to be visible because they are the sorts of things that we

see. In a similar manner Gorgias claims that the things heard are

lIn this thesis we will not attempt a systematic analysis to
show wherein the intellect differs from the senses. We will assume
that it is obvious to the reader that the two are radically different.



audible because they are heard. Again, it is held that these are the
only sorts of things that we can hear, there are no others. What is
arising here is a view of what is appropriate to which faculty.
Gorglias is pointing out that the things seen are visible only
insofar as they are seen. It is not because the object ts of a
certain height, width and so on, that it is seen, but because it is
seen that we claim it is visible. The same type of reasoning applies
tovthe{other sense.

Gorgias's point may seem trivial or uninteresting, but, in
point of fact, it is much more interesting than just obvious.
Suppose someone were to give the following ayggﬁent——and it seems
some do. The reason why you see that object is because the light
waves struck the object, were then reflected into your eyes. These
waveg, because they were of a certain length, cause the cones to re-—
act in a certain way which excited various nerves and via synaptic
response effected an area in your brain such that you saw a red tree.
Such a view gets sé engrossed with the mechanics of light waves or
sound waves, nerves and so forth that.the notion of seeing what is
seen is replaced by the above.

Gorgias's rather simple observation prevents us ft;m such
neglect. We might still feel it is interesting to talk of waves of
a certain frequency, but we are not allowed to forget to talk about
the seen (because it is what we see), or the heard (because it is

what we hear).1

1A point of interest gegarding Gorgias's connecting the
visible with seeing and the seen is that in holding that there is
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A conclusion Gorgias draws from his argument is q;:t we haves.. -
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to judge the given object with the appropriate sense. If Ve want teo
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know what this feels like we must feel it. Using a dffferéa‘ﬁéégae
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will be of no aid in anyone's project. Listening wifligot tel
. .

anything about how it feels. Similarly, if one looks at, the object,
that puts him in no position at alll to judge that it makes no sound.
For this one has to listen. Naturally by means of what one sees one
might want to infer that it makes no sound. The handle is not
striking the gong. Nevertheless, the final court of appeals as to
whether or not it makes a sound will be through the faculty of
hearing.2

Gorgias now applies these considerations to our ability to
think. Taking only what is written in the text Gorgias argues "thus
too the things thought will exist even though they shound not be
looked at by the visual faculty". Bdt understanding there to be some
deletion such that this argument remains parallel to the previous
claims, then Gorgias would argue: "thus too things thought will be

thinkable even though L

seeing we necessarily hold to a thing that is seen. Similarly in
holding that there is a thing seen we necessarily hold to a seeing.
This pointed is not explicitly stated in the argument, but does
underwrite what Gorgias argues. '

Mhe "at all" is probably too strong. This will be dis-
cussed later on.

2Empedecoles seems to have brought this up already when he
suggests that one sense cannot judge the other.
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Arguing from the vantage point of grammar only, either trans-
lation is?ay§te acceptabl‘. We mugt, then, exdmine the question f rom
a 41fferentipoint of view. In order to decide which conclusion 18
qugias's we should examine the end to which he tuakes his argument.
In paragraph eighty-two Gorglas imagines a case {n which one thinks
that chariots are running on the sea, but one does not see these
chariots. One is, because of the above .i'ument, to conclude tH.g
there are chariots.

1f we choose the more literal translation,'then we need
criticize Gorgias in eighty-one by saying that’because the analysis
of thinking is not parallel to the analysis of the other senses, we
cannot conclude that there are no chariots.1 In this way we reject
g;e development of the argument in eighty-two because the argument
is based on an incorrect analysis of thinking. I1f we take the inter-
pretation that assumes deletion then we agree that the work in
eighty-one is quiteﬁacceptable allowing that the mind to be another
aénse or at le;st working on the same principles. We then‘ctiticize
" Gorgias's argument in eighty-two by saying that the per;‘,on i'sl' obliged
to believe that he thinks that (imagines that) chariots are running,
but ihaé does not méan he has support to hold that these are chariots.

Such thoughgs set out the problem but they do not sélve it.
In whichever way we are to understand Gorgias it is clear at least
that Gorgias in eighty-one attempts to apply the thesis cogcerning

the operations of the senses to the operation of the mind. Nofhing ;

lA more detailed account of this argument will be given shgfgly.
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but thinking can judge what is thought about as only seeing can judge’
the visible.
N ‘In ordrr to facilitate the discussion of which of the two
~readings is correct let us,eﬁamine the opening phrase Sf our’ prob-
lematic sentence. It can be read as "Thus too the things fhought coe
and "Thus too the things thought about'. The latter reading better
captu;es-Gorgias's point. ‘This passage is offered to show a
parallel between the mind aﬁd the senses. In the passages concerning
the senses one begins by talking about the objects of perception. So
here we too are also talking about the objects, but now objects "pf
"

thought, the things themselves..

Iﬁ setting out the cases to be parallel Gorgias would need
to argue that the things thopght about are thinkable.l No; in
holding that something was visible we saw the import of this remark
to be that thcre'was both the seen thing and the seéing. Here
Gorgiaé is arguing a parallel poinF. In getting the thing thought
to be admitted to be thinkable we ;nd up with both a tHinking and
a thing thought. Thus one sees that as it éould be argued that if
the chariots weme visible then there was both thle seeing and the
existing things, similarly here in allowing it thinkable one gets
both that one thinks and that the thing exists. |

We now see the thrust of Gorgias's argument. The issue of

AY

which is the correct translation is not decided upon. A decision

is no longer vital. 1If one reads the argument as ""exists', then, -
g 4 ’ s

5

{

N 3
- This is the interpretation that assumes deletion.
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in Yiew of the claimed parallelism between the mind and the senses,
one must hold that the claim of being thinkable because it is thought ;
is understood. If, however, one Teads the argument as 'is thinkable"
then again, in view of the attempted parallelism between the mind and
the senses, we see that thinking proves that the things thought exist
in just the same way as see}ng the visible proves that the thing

L]

. 1 .
seen exists. ”~ ” v .
*

R > - @ :
Gorgias, in paragraph chhty-UWO( shJ- ,wh&re fhese considera-
b O™ ,

‘tions lead. Were we to think about chariots running on the sea, we-

would have to assume that-these chariots are there, even though we may
not see them, By an appeal to our normgl sepsibilities Gorgias
suggests that our belief that there are the chariots is absurd.. Since
the argument has followed logically to an absurd conélusion, the

premise on which the argument rests, that being is thought and ap-

<7
, 4 '

G&rgias takes his argument to reject the view that being is

W

thought and hpprehended. This, however, is an odd thing for him to

reject. His argument has not argued so much about being, but beings.

¢

1 et us review Gorgias's progress in this argument. Gorgias
has claimed that the objects of each sense is judged by that sense
only. Thus seeing is the ~only thing that can make any decisions about
what is seen. This sort of reasoning is applied to the other sense as
well. These considerations are next applied to.the realm of the
intellect. Hence what is thought is to be judged only by the thigking .
Furthermore when we had seeing we had a thing ggen so similarly, when
we_have thinking we have a thing thought. As tA® thing seen 1is "out
" go the thing thought is "out there'. 'go %y:ﬁbglhg we prove the
object gxists and by thinking we prove its object edists. As well,
only the\ faculty appropriate to the parficular obggct ‘can be dﬁld to
make judgements. W "
“-
h

[}
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Indeed, being bas not even been mentioned in the argument before he
draws his conclusion. So one would naturally expect him to reject
the view thét one can think about beings. That the conclusion that
is drawn is drawn, again, brings forth the (by now familiar) claim
that Gorgias must take "being' to be the name for all beings. Hence
he can argue concerning Seings and conclude about being.

To defend our abilities to think and apprehend from Gorgias'é
attack we must poifit out that the argument has not logically reached
absurd conclusiéns. There are a number of incorrect movés that
lead Gorgias to his conclusion. Identifying these errors will save
us from Gorgias's predicament.

At no point does Gorgias consider that the reason for the
absurdity might be either the assumption that thinking is a sense or
the principle of the separa;eness of faculti:;. The.question of
separateness we will take up latgf. Let us begin with the problems
of disanalogy between the senses and the intellect (which we have

already considered to some extent). Gorgias has argued that

thinking x should lead us to believe in the existence of the thing and

not just the thought. Gorgias depends on the fact .that thinking yields

that what one thinks exists. That claim, however, is jusW¥.false. To
counter Gorgias we begin to forge a distinction between thé eration
of the mind and that of the senses. When 1 think about a man unnigg
on the sea 1 may think.about him running on the sea, but % ay or

may fOt' think that he is there. Thgp we have two ifgaitantly

different cases to consider: 1) thinking 72225/6/;;n, and 2) thinkd»
. . “ [

ing that man is there. .Gorgias has not at%all distinguished the two

-
- ¥ 2

]

«
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cases; in fact he has assimilated all cases of thinking ébout to be
cases of thinking that. However, the two cases are distinét. We
should alscfnotice that there is no parallel to‘ these two cases with
-seeing.l Thus although it is plain how the argument might be ex-
pected to go in the case of seeing, because of the distinction we
have drawn, we know that there is no reason for Gorgias's argument
to go ;hrough in the case of ghinking.

Perhaps a different way to consider the same objéction is to

bring forth very well known operations such as supposing, fancying,

pretending, as modes of thinking. In cases such as fancying one does

At that what one fancies is there, whereas one does suppose
Bone is there when one thinks that . . . So to fancy is not
to makeg any commitment about what is in fact "out there". From
o 4 '
. fhig¢ we again see a disanaldgy with the semses such that one can
. / ‘
think about--in the case say of fancy--and yet not be led to believe’

e
that something is there.

.
Having attempted to expand and extend our analysis on our
thinking proéesses so that we are not drawn in by Gorgias's argument,
» .
let us examine a point at which his~argument is not as susceptable
to as much criticism as might otherwiée be expected. In order
to combat Gorgias one might suggest that the argument is correct but

only proves that there must, be a thought "in the mind" instead of

showing that there is something "out there". Thus one avoids the -

1Of course one might see that everything is in order, but

here "see" is not being used as a verb of perception. Rather, it means
something like ''make sure'.
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problems that Gorglas foresees. \

| Gorgias could reply'to this argument by suggesting that, in
the case of vision, the hypothesis of seeing showed a seen "out

there'' and incidently & mental image in the mind. Similarly, this
argument shows'aq object thought about and incidently a thought 1in

the mind. Such a reply then would require his critic to argue against
mental images and so forth. Such a task may not*be impossible, but
certainly difficult and intr cate. Thus the easier and more per-
spicuous methods of above ought to be adopted.

A different tact and one that seems to have some force.
*—thougiﬂgfrhaps ultimately unsuccessful--concerns allowing the
analogy wiigktge senses, but then showing that ev‘“’iﬁ this case it

s
would not follow that think&tg x implied the existence of x.
We begin by re—gbnsidéring‘thini}ng, hearing, seeing, etcetera.

». .
Suppose I hear the sound of a bell. Do I#conclugg that ghe bell ”
N . ‘-1‘“ -
: _ , H
exists? Clearly 1 can conclude that I hear its sound, but the “further

.

conclusion that the bell exists may be disputed’ (This Gorgias hits not

disputed). For instance, one might urge that although one has5hear’

the sound of the bell, one cannot conclude that the bell exists, for

what one,heard may have been a taperecording.1 gince in the case of
.
hearing we can allow the perceiving without the object thereby existing

we should move these considerations to thinking. Here we can con-

-

clude that there is the thinking, but one does not necessarily draw

_'____‘__________-———-——-" A Y

1 . )
Similar-stories can be constructe&*for the other senses as
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Therefore if someone considers chariots running on the

sea, even if he does not see them, he is obliged td be~

lieve tllxat chariots are running on the sea. But this {is

absurd.
Gorgias offers the separateness of faculties in a very serious way.
At no point does he take this back. As such, it would seem that ”.
Gorgias has no resources to find the absurdity. That he holds theére <

L4 ! -«

to be ap absuvity clearly shows that Gorgias is not consista_‘lm in
Dogy 4 T8,

~his own methodelogy. Gorgias concludes that only the thinki;g can ‘*"{x_’
judge the ‘thought, ‘yet his practise is di“fferent. Seeing and all the
other faculties judge the ’_thought. (How else would he know that ‘ a
when he thinks even sti# Phere is no chariot?)

In contrast to G’i’gi@s's predicament you and 1 can know of
the absurdity in holding the view that because we think of chariots

running on the sea, tMlere must be these chariots. When we judge that

there is a bell, one of the methods u%is via a consenses of the

»>
4

senses. That is, one notes that the object looks like a bell,
feels like a bell, sounds like a bell. As well, one observes that
there are not peculiarities such that one may be led to doubt that
w

it is a bell--for instance: it smells lip; an apple, is on a movieq ‘ .
set, is in a hall of mirrors and so on.

Gorgias éeparation of the faculties does no‘r. allow for the ‘w
consenses of the .faculties and, as well, cannot take in the impoftanqe

-

of peculiarkties. Thus separateness hag ‘gone too far. It is true

1Sextus Empericus "Against the Logicias', #82, translated
on page 7 of this thesis. S
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that through seeing x we judgé that a thing is seen, but in order to
judge whether a thing is there (which is, after all, another issue),
we use what we see, smell and so forth in combination with what we
know abou£ the situation ;Ha what wé know about the thing which we
think is there. 1f we did not do some such thing, the problems one
wou{d have in a movie house or gazing atqa rainbow would be insoluable.

‘ X ’
As such, if we think about a chariot and if we want to know whether it

exists, then though we may think it to be there, to be sure, we must

listen, look and so forth. Gorgias, as suggested has no room to do
this. 1Indeed his doctrine of separateness specifically prevents one
. . ¥y S e - o " . .
» " >
doing this. That Gorgias himself does in fact resort to such an

inter—dependisF% in order to sée the absurdity shows us not that we
can not think about things, but only that the principle of separation
is not legitimate. When we become free of this principle of
separation, then there is no reason to think ;hat the chariots must
be out there in the first place.l

. Let u< . w bring out a way of criticizing the view that being
and beings are,unknowable that has application to sceptics both
ancient and modern. Our attempt is to criticize scepticism,
specifically Gorgias, in what seems to be a mistake of methodology. *

Since our subject is Gorglas most of our attention will go to him,

but because this is a problem that seems to be entrenched in much of

lAs Plato, in his Sophist (244b-e), pointed out that monist

are unable to state their position and remain monists, we have
pointed out that Gorgiéq_is unable to notice the absurdity and main-
tain the principle of separation (which generates the absurdity).

175



176

~

scepticism some notice of other sceptics must be given as well.
Gorgias has argued via the contradictory results offered by
the ways of knowing,1 that nothing can be known. Yel even wWere we
persuaded that the results of the faculties were in contradiction
with each other--we did not know whether or not there was a man w
running on the sea--nevertheless, it remains that we still know
things. Gorgias wishes us, because of the contradiction to conclude
that the system is inconsistant and thus we must deny that we know
-

anything. ‘Yet by his very argument we know quitewell that we do

not see a man running on the sea. Why does a conflict force us to w

N

AR

give that up? One may be very unimpressed with such knowledge and
claim that it is of little use, yet it remains knowledge. From this
we learn that we do not need to make the radical jump that Gorgias .
has made. Gorgias--if anything--has shown us a problem about what we

&

know; we have learned that there are problems in drawing certain in-

ferences that we normally do draw. Although Gorgias may have shown

that the structure of knowledge 1is not as sound as it might have
. L]

‘otherwise seemed, he has not (as he believes he has) offered us any-

thing like a reason to believe that the structure has fallen to the
-
ground.
The move from the discovery of a certain number of problems in

knowing to the claim that we know nothing whatsoever seems to be a

It does seem to be the case that%Gorgias takes each faculty
to give us knowledge, rather than just form the basis from which we

- can know.
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standard ploy (?nd error) with sceptics. Descartes moves from the
different reports of the various senses and his ability to imagine plus
his need for certainty to the position that he does not know anything.
He also has forgotten tu bring forth a great deal that he knows, for
example: his ability to reason clearly and precisely which includes
a certain dependency on the consistancy of meaning of terms, that
certain rules of logic apply, ﬁhat jen hours later it all still
holds etcetera. So although Descartes alledges that he does not
know anything, the argument itself demonstrates that he knows a great
deal. C. I. Lewis is another epistemologist who, when using écepticism
to foréx a problem he hopes to consider, forgets or ignores or does
not under;tand the implications of some of the things he knows when
]
he talks about the things he knows. Lewis feels that altﬁough
practical certainty may be reached, theoretical certainty is not

available to the individual. Yet different considerations mus%ﬁ3

govern his argument. Lewis is quite-persuaded that.his argument
works or, at least, can be made to work. Here he has cut off the
possibility of error. His own argument is refined, or can be, such

that there is no chance it is misguided. We see then that while
advocating the lack of ability to be certain that very ability is
assumed to draw the conclusion. This failure to be comsistant,
thé-*pendence on certainty or knowledge in order to exclude certaioty
or knowledge arises in the cases considered and seems quite general
.in scepticism. '

The error that e find in Gorgias seems to be an error that

scepticism is often guilty of. This error is quite perspicuous in

.

4 «



Gorglas and trom the examination of the problem here, it becomes
markedly easier to see that error in later upizfemologists.

A point concerning the argument of Gorgias yet demands our
attention. We need to explain why Gorgias has argued concerning both
thought and apprehended. By these two terms it seems that Gorgtlas
{s wanting to cover both the active and passive operations of the
mind. By ''thought" Gorgias covers the cases in which we sit down
and think something out. By "apprehend" Gorgias covervhe cases
where a thought strikes one or comes to mind. Obviously if the
argument‘works for the one, it shouzd also work for the other.

PA's recording of this second section of Gorgias's work is
short. So short that it tikes only 12 line§ to record the argument

(980a7-19). In reducing the argum this size a lot has been

left out i.e. the whitg analogy, th ast between things thought
I .

and beings. A more unfortunate consequence, however is that the

-

account has become unintelligible. Unlike PA's redﬁétion‘in‘the

first distinct proof, here we can no 1onger separate the elements to
see a semi-intelligible argument. Various classicists have worked on
the argument with varying degrees of success. The most successful
attempts, however, require,to quote Loveday and Forsfer, "considerable
changes in the text".1 Since the text or argument is in such rough

shape and since we have a sufficient account of the argument and

lLoveday and Forester, in their translation of Pseudo-

Aristetle in Volume 6 of The Works of Aristotle Translated into
Carlioh FAantnnte 5 at 980A.




since we are only looking tor supplementary fntormation,®let us not
concern ourselves any longer with PA's recording of the argument.

We have now finished the second section of Gorglas's work.
He has shown us that one cannot think about being and beings.1 We
take ourselves to have shown we have shown the problems in‘é%e

arguments to these conclusions.

1Both conclusions seem intended.

s




ChagterrfgprEE_}p Cannot Be Said

In finishing the argument at eighty-two Gorglas
of the view that given being's existence one could think.
(and beings) as well as apprehend it. At eighty-three s main-
tains the assumption that being exists and, in addith‘; sumes that

= .
it can be thought about. The point Gorglas argues l-'ls that even
given all these (false) assumptions one still would not be able to
talk aﬂbut being. The ability to talk about a subject is, of course,
of particular importance to any philosopher. Gorglas's last attack
on his predecessors then concerns something very vital tou one who
would argue against Gorgias. Indeed it is somewhat amusing to see
a philosopher argue that we cannot speak.

As the question ha; been set out to this point, Gorgias's
,cbncern seems only to be whether we can speak about a particular
topic, being. A few lines later, however, Gorgias sé%gs to be

arguing that we cannot talk about beings. We should wonder what

Gorgias means to deny in our not being able to speak.

1In Paremenides Melissus and Gorgias (page 186) Loenen
suggests that Gorgias means to point out that speaking makes no
sense and not that it 1is physically impossible. Such consider-
ations are likely true, however, they do not go far enough; for
one must ask what is ft that we would otherwise speak about.

T
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1t here agaln wyg assume the relation between being aud beings
+
. 1
to be like the relat fon between hatr and hakrs, then the argument

takes on greater congegquence, for tn proving that the Eleat ¢ sub-
A\ ]
L3

joct cannot be spoken of dg also prove that there fs not anything
that can be spoken of, and {n proving that the common things cannot

be spoken of there is the consagquence that the Eleatdd subject cannot

be talked about.

Gurgias does not argue to cone lusion at eighly—three, but
rather asks whether there can be communication and as well polints

out some ”principles" or "facts'". The ”principlcs" or "facts' are
the separateness of the faculties and thelir objects, as well as the
-laim that the objects ot the senses "subsist” outside the senses.
A\]
This latter point i{s to make explicit what has been assumed before.
At eighty-four Gorgias begins his first argument to bring
forth the conclusion that deals with the problem of speaking. We
first learn that we reveal (say., declare) by means of a logos. The
construction is the instrumental dative. [If we take this quite
seriously then the logos 1s depicted as the tool or instrument of
discourse. This view of logos again arises, to some extent, in
Plato's Cfatvlus and again the view that words are tools 1is geen in
Wittgensteiﬁ's Philosophical Investigations.

e

1Although the relationship seems to be like this oné does

not know whether like hair/hairs,’one is composed of the other Or
whether ope 1is the genus name and the other picks out the various
individuals- (This problem is one that there is not enought evidence
for to solwe.).

.

LY
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Gérgias goes on to taii about beings whigh are further
identified as things subsisting outside. What Gorg;as wants to pick
out with tﬁe notion of ‘subsisting is not perfectly cieqr. We were
invited ih eighcy-three (becduse chariots and subsisting‘khkngs are

both “thought to be beings), to see chariots as things subsisting

namely beings. It would seem that the charioteer, the cab driver

and so forth are all subsisting things. In light of Gorgias's

: v
earlier remarks it becomes apparent that we would also want to include
as beings the objects of the sepise: ~ e.g. ﬂﬁz’seen, the heard. One

A ~

might normally expect that this further group automatically would be

included with the former group. However, the objects of the senses

must be -mentioned independently in order to respect Gorgias's
remark that what we see is the visible, as well as his point that.

‘there is a difference between the visible and the charioteer--even when
2

what is visible is the-charioteer. -

.

Gorgias has things that are, which are, thought to subsist,

on the one hand and lpgos on the other. He uses this division to
argues against communication. The importance of logos and the things
that are is not unknown to Greek philosophy. Plato in his Soghist

points out that logos is a thing that is and this claim he uses

against monism; proving that when they say "it is one' the monist
by his very words has created a plurality. It seems that considera-
hd
tions of onta and logos are used by both Plato and Gorgias, but in
N

different ways, against the Monists (who apparently are not-as clear
) N ) . s i : .
as Gorgias and Plato are tkat this issue is an important one).

We can credit Gorgias and after him Plato with the recog-

nition of what was previously not considered to be an issue.
3 .
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.. an extent ome wants to ;;:ZZfWTfh Gorgias for talk regarding a table
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Gorgias's claim—-the claim that involves our interest in this study--
8 y
Q

. . . «
is that "things subsisting o#tside, namely  beings arg nots.logos'. To

-

is not parallel to or the 'same sért of thing as the table itself.

.

Were one to display his possessions one would not expéct to find

beside the toothbrush and bed (a) logos. Granting this one still

-
wants to agree with Plato's argument against a view implicit in
Monism that logos.is not anything, and hold that logos is something.

The truth of the matter seems to borrbow from both of these views.

.

This is to say that one would want fto include logosis one of the
~ »”

things .that aref—if such categorizing makes any sen and is at all
useful--but still‘it is not the sort éf Ehing that one hiis or
bounces or Sliterally) lo¢ks at.

Such an analysis of logos is sketchy but is filléd eﬁougﬁ such

that we can deal with the doctrines we are presented with.

.To this point Gorgias has separated logos .on one side and

« E

<« onta and hupkeimenon on the other. When introduced to these con-

siderations (in eighty-three) the principle of separation was set
’ ' co
forth. From what we have seen before it is clear that with the

notion of separateness we expect no overlap between the two categories.
. -

From that we are held back. Gorgias's point is that revealing con-
4

- .

cerns logos and, as he has stated, this is other than beings namely

the objects that subsist. The argument has progressed to the point

)

where we cannot be thought to reveal beings. It would seem then that

all we can reveal is logos and this offends many people's sensibilities:

they suspected they revealed trees etcetera. This point is further



-

',/ ~

‘ (

ﬂhttressed by the p{inciple of sep7%ation such that we are forced to

realife that t?ihgsAﬁubsisting and logos are different. As‘well,

44 is held that logos cannot be thought to arise or, if one prefers,

the alternate translation, cannot become a being namely a thing =

subsisting.1 )

-

" The argument is clever. There are faults but there is a
good ‘deal to recommend the argument. Let us begin thé<examination
of the aryument by considering the role of logos. Gorgias began

viewing logos.as an instrument. As well, Gorgias suggested that

, N
logos is what is revealed. The former view presents us revealing

sdmeth{dg,»what is revealed, by a logos. - The latter view is that 4

the‘ﬁomething revealed is a logos.‘ The two uses is not a slip, or an

ambiguity, but a claim. A claim at arises because one does not,

-
according to Go¥gias, reveal beings, but only logos. So we reveal by

uttefiqg a logos amd what we reveal or say is (a) logos.

It is true that when I speak to you I do not say the thing.
No lions iifue from the ﬁzuth. We make sounds in order to utter
words, make claims, m;ke a speech and so forth. With Gongias we can
say that by means of a logos we.get things said, make a claim and s;
on.

Naturally one hardly suspects that Gorgias's opponents

thought that lions and tigers came from the mouth;uggg it would not be

surprising to think that they thought that when one uttered "tree'

o

1 e two translations differ in that one assumes deletdon

while the ' other is more literal. Whichever of the two one chooses,
the point is the same.
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_you at least mentioned something that was out there. Gorgilas's ' )

¢ - - ) . . e ’
opponents are likely correspondence theorists. Gorgias's argument

: o,

is to an extent to be construed as an attack on this viewa A

‘ AR

corre onﬂence theorist is going to need to establish some relation

{ )
between word and object i mmunication is to be relevant or pessible.
ﬂ . ‘ =

Gorgias's attack on this view i that there is no relation Between

T N . R
word and. object. Since a relation is '‘necessary dbere is no

communication. . / N - . | i

To those who are not correspondence theorists Gorgias's attack
is quite interesting. They, like Gorgias, feel that what we reveal
are words. Thus they'see his- argument to prove, 1if anything, not 7
that communication is not possible, but that it is not pdssible on

< -
correspondence views.

~

a %fving entertained the merits of the argument as .an attack on
the correspondence theorjst, let us take up what mlght be the trad- .
iditloﬁs way of dealing with Gorglas. The tradition might easily

acknowledge that Gorgias effectively demonstrates that one does not

reveal or say trees, but that is ‘not the pésition many hold anyway.
What is held is that one speaks about.trees such that one says or :

reveals a word and in so doing one speaks about the thing named. D

-

Gorglas s argument ‘is seen to be lacking completeness for it ignores

"@peaking about". The point of this objection is to allow that we

-

'y

show that communication regarding being was not possible. -Perhaps

A)
t -
Y \
}]Still it must be pointed out that Gorgias took himself to ﬁ
because he only recognized a correspondence position.

{
’



reveal by meanms of a logos and what is revealed is a logos. It

. a e ™ . . o
holds, however, in addition, that the logog that is revealed is . §

about or ‘chncerns things=that;exiét. This point can be seen to be ,
parallel to a point wdﬁt in the previous section when Gorglas ‘fatls

to consider thitking about the object.
b

With this as a reply to Gorgias one wonders who bears the

burden of proof. Does Qorgias need to argue against speaking about
Tt - * ’

something or does one have to give speaking about vélidity before

Gorgias needs to consider it? The former alternative seems best.
™

3

It seems fair to hold that the sceptic ﬁeeds to show th there

is a problem with knowledgé or anything else, rather than his

oppoﬁent having to prove and justify everything. Thus we must re-

ject Gorgias's conclusion. ! ‘
J g

o -

Wemust not be completely.unsympathetic to the argument that

Gorgias has given. We may feel it is necessary to hold that we can

speak about things, but still one can hold to a Gorgian podition, in

as much Q( it is not -clear what the "some" way in which iogos reveals
. ) 1S

is '"about" beings. Perhaps this point is where the correspondence
. ™~ '
theorists, Gorgias's opponents, viéw is lacking.

Nevertheless, bringing in the notion of speaking about (which
Gorgias has not accounted for) does seem legitimate. In the previous

\

section it was felt that one of the errors of Gorgias is his
rigidity regarding the separateness of faculties. A similar'poingwi
being brought forward here. In claiming that there is speaking
abouf we immeYia ely have reason to‘see that the &laim that séeaking

is concerned on y with logos is false. This is so for the reason we
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considered eardier, that loéos in some way can be considered.a

thing which 1s and, even without this move, we know speaking about is

-

-~ about things which are.- )

PA records an argument thqt is similar to the above (979b19-

980a7). 1 say similar for although some Qf the considerations are

the same and although. the argument turns on the same point's, the

.

-

argument is offered in a.different fashion. Befo(xr‘a analyzing the
argument let me begin by registering a few complaints with the

translation of Loveday and Forester. At 979b2&‘1ogo is

translated as rd of mouth'™. It has already been argued that

because of the multi 1ic£ty‘£j meanings for logo; it would be better

N

v

not to translate thel word. Ffrthermore, there is no evidence what-
» .

.

soever for "of mouth".\ A spec ic. interpretatian has been suggested

by the translation of Lov d Forester and there is no reason
to suppose it is the rigpt one or include it as part of the trans-

lation. Thus, to be nélitral we suggest as a translation "by logos'.
: gges )y log

At 980 b3 ho oun tis me 'ennoei  is translated as "when,
A ' Tars

therefore one has not a thing in mind". It would be more gxact to

translate this as "When, therefore one is not thinking". Translating’

»

in this fashion is not misleading in these contexts where Gofgias is
talklng about the thing though}, thg thought about etcetera. At
980b4 ennoesei is translated as ''get there". Quiie'clearly this is
ihappropriggé. "Come to think" ié better. Thus I would trarslate
the passage being discussed as '""When, therefore, one‘isfﬁot thinking,
how will he come to think sqpething (the thing) from énothér person’”

except Sy-seeing ic”

“
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The argument seems to move to the same conclusions as the
. ’
argument of SE. [Jhe problem is Row to communicate--which involves a
o 4

. \

logos--what is seen or heard. The separateness of resources is
L]

poiﬁted out. It is Phen gpinted‘éut that what is spoken is not the

y !

color or the_thing and so on. Then it is queried, how I; who am not
thinking about what on are thinking, come to think what you are
thinking. Because of the separateness of resources it is pointed
out that logos or other .tokens will not do to communicate what- is

R >3
thought. They will bnly do to communicate the logos or token. But

what was thought about was not a token, but a color or some such thing.
Thus the only way 1 can ceome to think what you are thinking is if I

see what you are seeing /etcetera. o L

/

/
This argument, like SE's version turns on a complete

separation of fesources. Speaking has to do with logos, hearing the
v
heard dnd so forth. Gorgias h§lds that they must be kept separate.
We h;ve seén the‘error in this and can concluﬁe that the argument is
wrong. So although the two arguments put the point differently the
arguments depend'on tge same things: separatehess of resources, the
problems with‘speagiﬂg about something. Thus the criticisms we have
made of the previous argument are applicable here. -
At eighty-five Gorgias goes on to characterize logos. In so
doing -he gives us an interes}ing theory of language and speaking.

The object of this discussion is to further the view that we cannot

speak about being. What we have learned so far about speaking is

.

°

s o

1Plato is often credited as being the first philosopher to de-—
velop a theory of language. It would seem that such a view is incbrqut.

]



that it is similar to the operation of the senses.® The model "*hat is

used is that, on the one hand, there is the sctivity, e¢.g. seeing, #°

©

and, on the other hand, there is an object, e.g. the seen. As well,
the activity is restricteéd to its object and vice versa. Speaking
is an activity and logos is its object. '"We do not reveal things to

"

another but a loggs . Speaking is restricted to logos and

vice versa.

¥

The argument holds that we speak a 10805:

& .
like is developed here. We are faced with a certain event and then
we utter a logos where previously there was no logos. The task seems

to be that of naming and thus, in this instance, an® adequate trans-

4 . .
lation of logos could be "word'. The concern seems, in part, the
coining of/(:::;;::}ular word, but as well we are interested in the
institution of the correct wotd. In Gorgias's work these two opera-

tions, coining.and instituting, have not been adequately separated
. ; -1 . .
and Gorgias considers them together;” the word-smith here is both
coming upon thé words and in ‘coming upon the word comes upon a use.
-y’ . .
for a particular object.
The logos, (likely the word), is said to arise in us and
arifes in us from the things external landing or striking us. That

which arises is thought to be expressive of that which has landed or

struck us. Suppose onevday we are walking down the sfreet. A

"\
llnterestingly enough Plato in his Cratylus seems also to
confuse the two issues.

C

A\l
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-
peculiar odor aomes upon us.  From this i word arises in us which has
been brought/ forth--brought forth out Of us presumably--by the odor
o .
and {s vxpre.sivc of the odor. \\§
: ¢
~

The view offered here quite clearly develops a relationship

\

between word and object. . The presentation of HN)()bject makes an

individual both coin and institute a word; and not just a word by

fiat, but rather a word which {s expressive of the particular object
»

presented. Because the word is not just used for the object but
-

isaexpressive of the object we have here (the first) naturalistic
'

account of language. Language bears a certain natural relation to

the world. .

Ahere are limitationg to this account of language which
] _ s
suggests that words arise because of our meeting with objects. This

~ > 1 :
theory is quite clearly a cotrespondence theory and admits of no

-

other interpretations. Here the part of the btisiness of language
: § ,
is to establish a relationship between words and things. It is not -

obvious that the correspondence assumption is false, nor is

appropriate to attempt to decide that question here. Let it only be
& .
pointed out that the theory of Gérgias is limited to such-a view} the )

v .
cortespondence view, and that this view is open to question.

As well as being a correspondence theorist Gorgias holds

words to be expressive of their objects. This theory of language lim- !

its what can be done with words so that we know that the theory has to
be falge. If the role of words is tchexpress‘}hings in the world,

then there has been no room left for other tasks. Normally we think

there are quite a number of types of speech-acts e.g. telling,
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reporting’, making up a story, lying, deceiving and”“so on. Gorglas

has limited us to the speech-act of expressing. This is to put un-

.

- 4
’I nNecessary restraint on the language; we know that the account must be
false. Indeed, any account of language that would restrict what we
’

-
-

normally do with language cannot be an adequate account.

.

A number of points are clbsvly related if‘the last one. We

have mentiohed that Gorgias account is.a naturalistic wview. That
, .
.- \
in ttself is enough to condemn the view. I do not propose to argue

againgt naturaligm for that Qou1d~(ake'us too far away from the task
at-hénd and is a po{nt considered'weil enough by othe?.

By Zlaiming that words are expressive, Gorgtas not only
develops a naturalism in which words Caﬁture realityafhpt also has

words performing a task that we expect the speaker to perform.

Searle has pointed out that words do not refer but people do. "
. . . - <
Equally obvious is\that words do not express but people do. ’
Another consequence of Gorgias's account of language that

proves difficult is his implied account of universals. 1f words are

expressive of things that we meet with, then "color" must be the

P

name of somethimg in the world; so must "man', "animal’, and

so on. This hypothesis highly uﬁlikely.

1f the theory of universals is not problematic enough what -
about dealing with the words "and", "as", "onr!', and "likely".
Sutely there is nothing in the world -that we meet with that these
words are expressive of. And if even this is not problematic, how e
could Gorgias account for his earlier examples of‘Scylla and Chimera. Eil

N

For these to¢ are names.
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It seems clear then that the above problegs are 80 sevwi‘
that we cannot accept the account of language that Corglas has
.
;(fered us. But whether true or not the attempt {8 not eworthy 5{ an
accounfuqf language and even more sO because it seems to be the first
philosophic account of*language. , ’
Since geing based on a false account of language, the argument
Gorglas goes on to give against speaking need not be accepted. But
let us continue the examination of the argument and see how we can
prdteét ourselves from its conclusion. '
with his point that a word arises in us which is expressive
of ghe thing, Gorgias hopes to be able to deny that we can reveal
anything about the world with our language. There seems to.be three
.different interpretations of why Gorgigé felt it fol}owed that we
cannot reveal to one another. The first interpretaiion is by the
nature of revealing, the second is by the failure to'setastanAards
or @aintain a procedure, ''nd the third is by order af dependanoy.
We begin with the nature of revgaling; considering an example,
Suppose 1 were to tell you ail 1 know about radios. That ib, you
~ have no other source of information than me. Given this situation
we véuld not expect you to do any revealing regarding the situation.
How could you? I-cannot expect you to come up with anything other than
yhat 1 have said. Tﬁus you éan reveal nothing to me. To bring the
™~ poiﬁt back ;O.Gorg}as, we imagine the source of information to be the
world. rather than me. Since the world does all the revealing the words

o

can do none; and thus one cannot reveal to ore another.

e » . —
o The aréument seen this way doés not persuade one that



communication is not pdssible. 1f we distinguish -p!ech—act‘ such as
revealing, giving Acu fnformation and so on, from re-iterating, tillin;:
reporﬁing, then ye do see why the former set of speech-acts are un-
avgslable t; us (when we assune Gorgias's account of language), but
Wwe de not see why thg latter are unavailable to 'us. .Gorglau'a
arguﬁenc, on this interpretatioﬂi tan be criticized for his argument
only works with a certalﬁ kind of speech act; a point he fails to
bring out.

There is one objection to this as an account of the argument.
The verb translated as ''reveal” can also mean "say" or ''declare’.

1f either of these are used as a translation instead of ‘reveal",
then the a;éuhent is not even minimally persuasive. Because the
verb can have all thref meanings, it is hard to believe that Gorgiéh
could have ignored the latter set of speechiacts. He may have, but
one has to be somewhat ;hspicious of this interpretgtion;

The second way the a{gument might be taken is what kas been
called the failure to set standards or maintain a procedure. As we
will see, this interpretation does not (like the previous intér-
pretation) ignore speech-acts such as say or tell, but it -does méke
for a very %oor argument.

- Q

Let us, again, suppose that words arise in us and are ex-
pressive of the thing. One thing that may prevent us telling or re-
vealing anything to another is the constant need for the word t6
arise. Because there is this constant need one would never get on

to saying something. Llet us distinguish laying down a p;bceduré——

the word arisiﬁ?‘cand following that procedure--saying that this is .

/
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red.l '1f we are constantly dependenf on the world and the occasion

t@begin to lay down the procedure, we are never going .to get on

?with the business of following the procedure.
. v

Unfortunatély there is no reason given, or appafent, bhy ve

v

have to have the word arise on each and every octasign. One could
9 : . . )
well imagine a variation on this interpretatggon of the argument so
. " .
that the co:ftderattons of Descartes first meditation are included.

f - [ M
In this case Gothlas's argument would demand a reply. But, as {1t
stands, since no teason for not Yeing able to set a standard .has been
%iven, we can reply to this lnferpre;ation of the argument by pointing

~
out that one can set a standard and remember it. Thus if this werz\the-
g

éérrect account of the argument, Gorgias has offered.an 1nteé@.t1n '
ac¢count of language but a very poor argument for the inability to
commgmicate. As such, this intefp(g;ation Qf Gorgias is the‘kellt
likely that we will offer. |

The lasg and best interpretation of Gorgias's argument is to <
view‘Gorgias as making™a simple point of dependency. Thisvalternative
is closely reIatea to our first alternatid&, but instead of using

the meaning of "revealing” to argue the point, it suggests that since

the world reveals or give us the word, we cannot have the word also

give us or reveéal the world.
4

This view @f the argument has the argument. ttading on the

notion af .the world giving a logos which is expressive and expression

‘o

\a ,' a
l’I'he importance of making such distinctions when concerned

with the philosophy pf language has been pointed out to me by Richard

Bosley. . :

/€



i
itself. This sounds like the world makes a word arise and thereby

makes expressions and expressing come to be. We then have the world

~
-
doing ar causing the expressing and revealing. Now no room is left
for words to express the world or anything else: the world is in
.
-nwrol of expressing. Thus Gorgias questions how the word could

be revealor of the world.

To object to this argument we pcint ouf that even were the -

4

world to give us words it is the speaker who expresses by uttering
‘words. If we disallow the notion that words, which are dependant
con the world, expressing, then we also blocx the move that the extern-

)
al is the revealor or expressor. Wwith this we can give the revealing
13

and expressing back to the individual and do not iée} that we have
the werld being revealor or expresscr of words. Now we allow the
world to be the generator ¢f words, but not the revealor.

This last interpretation o{ the argument seems to be the
best .0of the three alternatives offered. On this account Gorgias is
not offering us a howler. It thus seems likely that the last inter-
pretation is correct. The other two accounts though not clearly
false seem unlikely; and thus are ruled out.

>

Gorgias, in eighty-six, attempts to strengthen the conclusion

of the argument given at eighty-five. Up until this point logos and

«

& | | .

1Needless to say, even the admissidh that the world’ is the
generator of words is too much, but we allow this conceit here
(having already discussed the subject somewhat obliquely when it was
suggested that one of the problems of Gorgias's theory of language
-is his correspondence assumptioﬁ, the search for a relationship be-
tween word and object). &

s o
# ) oy,
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beings have been radically separated into different categories. One
of our criticisms of Gofgias has been that although a logos is not
like a tabld, still were?in possible to catalogue all the things that
are it would be appropriaée to include logos iﬁ that record. Here
Gorgias complies with this wish; he takes up the Platonic point ‘
that logos is a thin% thatris.

We mentioned in the analysis of our translation that the "'so
that" in the first segtenée in paragraph eighty-six could be taken in
two ways. One way would be to understand Gorgias to be asserting
this clause, the other way would be to understand this result to be ,
governed by the "is not poSsible"; hence Gorgias would be denying
that subsisting things can be revealed from a subsiéting thing. It
seems quite clear that Gorgias cannot mean the former, but must mean
the latter. Were Gorgias to mean the former he would be in direct
contradiction with his claim “(found léter . eighty—six)\that the
eiternal things do not make clear the nature of each othgr. On this
interpretation Gorgias's whole argument here would break down. When
we understand.Gorgias in the latter way, then he is denying that sub-
sisting things can be revealed. This is in harmony with the claim
that the external things do not make clear tﬁe nature of each other

.

and makes a very nice argument.

.

Gorgias begins by arguing that we cannot say that the visible,

!

audible etcetera subsist in the way in which logos subsists. The
consequence is that the possibility for things subsisting namely

beings to be revealed from a, thimg subsisting namelv a being falls

.

away because of the two, the visible and audible on the one hand

196
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and logos on the other hand, are‘very'dyffegent.: Gorgias here is
defending aga;nst logos as previously understood being able to revéal
and also logos inability to reveal even whan it is -thought to be an
objéct.1 ’ R -

Thé issue Gorgias is dealing with can be put as follows: 1f
logos is a being namely a thing'subsisting,.can it reveal other
thiﬁgs subsistin%,namely beings?2 Gorgias's answer 1s no. The
aréument is that even if logos does subsist (o} is an object), it

~still is considerably different from what we have previously seen to

be ta hupokeimena kai ta onta. The reason for the differences has

been shown earlier. There the point was argued in ijfms of separation
of objects and faculties. Here it is pointed out thét the visible
Qﬂiieen thrghgh one organ and logos is compregended through another.3
'We know from earlier comments that both the objects and the organ
appropriate to each faculev must be kept independeﬁt from any ather
faculty. That remains unchanged. These points force -the conclusion

that logos can have nothing to do with the many external things;

thus logos cannot point out the many external things. Logos, Gorgias

~

B

11 use the word '"object' to bring out the force of allqwing ?,
logos to be a being namelky a thing subsisting. Still, it is not held
that logos is just another tree or like another tree.

sz hbeings" on, as usual refers to the audible, the visible

'and so forth.

3I£;it was not clear before it should now be clear that
Gorgias's analysis of speech like his analysis of mind puts these
things under the heading of senses. o
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suggests, is as incapable pf pointing out the external ‘things as the
external things are incapable of making clear the natures of each
other.1 )
From Gorgias's argument we have found that even though we
night ;llow logos to be one‘of'thg things that are, that still is not
enough of an admission to allow one with.logos to be able to reveal
or to say. It has been argued by Gorgias that.-within the things that
are there are distinctions with the resylt that logos, although some-
thing that is, is importantly different from the seen and heard. Thus"
though logos is an object, it is distinct from other objects and cannot
reveal about ;hose objects.

‘ Inasmuch as thié argument ,depends on the ultimate separate-
ness of faculties and the failure to appreciate épeakiﬁg about:‘the
argument is in error. These mistakes have arisen enough such that
those problems should be perfectly clear to us. What is nice about
this argument is that Gorglas is right in suggesting that even when
we allow logos to be a thing that is, we stili must distinguish it fro?
other thingé that exist; for they are conside;ably(different. We do

not object to this point in itself, but to the claim that those /

differences vield the failure to be able to communicate.

This ends the last argument of Gorgias against communication

v

©

Gorgias takes it that all would agree that objects do not
reveal eacl other. That is the visible does not tell us about the
audible and so on. ) C
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as recorded by'SE.1 .

An argument is given by PA, from 980b7-16 that is not seen in

L]

the work of "SE. In SE it was argued that one could nqt spegak or
?éévéal about beings because of the divorce between logos and onta.
Al( !

The last argument was to admit logos as an gnta, but then point out
that because of the radical differences between logos and the visible

or audible and so forth, logos cghld not point out the vigible

.

etcetera. The argument recorded in PA also points out the divorce
between logos and onta such that logos will not reveaT‘bnta. PA

then records an argument which seems to make tlre radical move of

% .

allowing for both expression and understandingl

What he then questions 1is that although we may undetstanﬁ
something and may come to understand something byymeans of logos,
what I understand cannot be the same és what you say_or understand.

So whereas the account of SE seems to have three major arguments:

(1) nothing.can exist (2) but if it does exist, nothing can be

understood, (3) but if it can be understood, nothing can be communi-

K

cated, the account of PA’adds-é fourth one, namely that if something

is communicated, what is communicated cannot be what the communicator

.

understood.
The reason why Gorgias suggests that hearer and the speaker

=

cannot have the same thing in mind is that if they do; then one thing

B

11: should be observed that the arguments against communication

are of a very general nature. The arguments are not restricted to
being. Again, it must be understood that by "being' Gorgias gives
tite name for something that names all beings. Thus arguing about be—
ings allows one to conclude concerning being.



Hould bg two. .That which is in the speaker’s mind would have to be -
there and at the same time it would have to be in the'he;rer's~mind.
This argument would be a fine one if'comuunicatiﬁg were like
handing around ajbook. A book canno" be both here and there at the
same time.. The dne cannot be two. However, we should not view speak-
ing in this way. The point is obvious enough, but let me ;lve a
simple argument fhat will dispose of the ”givihg" view of spedking.l
1f speaking were like giving, then what one gave would be -
part of one's possession. That is one does not lose oneﬁs knowledge
of’what one is sbeaking even though the listener comes to know some-
thing he Aid ﬁot previously know. (In giviné a book, one does;
ho;ever, lose possession‘of the book.) Therefére the giving model of
speaking is not correct. Hence Gorgi;s's considerations about having
the same thing in mind (when understood literally) do not apply to
speaking. His argument, then, does not work. l
ol ‘Goréias's argument is developed further. Gorgias next gives
up the assumption that thé same thing could not be in two piaces; he
allows that the same th{ng could be in several people. Such an al-
lowance, however, is of little interest to us for we have seen that
there is not a giving, there is nBthing to be in the same place.

Nevertheless, let us understand the argument as if his allowance

helps us. This will permit us to exblore the argument though, as

;He give an argument against the "giving' model of speaking
rather than an account of speaking because it can be done’ much more
easily. ) ' :

-t
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has been suggested, ultimately the argument is ddomed to being unable
to convince'ua.

Goqgiés argues that even though the same thing is said to
be communicated to several people it could‘not appear Qimilér to each
of them. Tﬁus although we state the message and eacﬁ person has the
same thing in mind, it will not take on the same meating for each
persan: Thus communic;tion is thought to ge blockedi1 The reason
why thé same tﬁing appears different to each person is via the
difference in the situations of presentation and because the in-
’dividugls themselves differ. Gorgias goes on to séy that if these
problems‘did n present themselves there would bé the probiem that
what oﬁe perceives at one moment is not similar to what ;ne perceives
next; for we perceive different things by the different senses and
different things on different occasions. Thus since theré are so
many factors involved even in one person one i; thereby p;evented
from perceiving the same thing as ahother. |

This‘argument of fers two sets of reasons for the difference
of appearance for the same thing. Let us consider them separately.
The first set of reasons is the difference among iqdividuals and

their situation. Some life can be given to this objection.. Differ-

ences among situations and individuals will, for example, make a

.

i

he 1Actually the most powerful conclusion the argument rightfully
can &raw is that although one can communicate something, one cannot
communicabe what one intended to.

P
<

2 : .
"perceive” meaning perceive what was said.
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differerice to hearing someone say: 'The Russians won the latest
Canada-Russia hockey series". 1If Russia won the last thirteen, one

would think nothing of it, whereas if Canadé‘had never lost one, 1t
wéuld be very si Aificant. Were one a Canadian (as opposed to a
Russian) the news could take on a very different significance,
Thus whp it is and the situation--understpod loosely here--will
make a great deal of difference to the significance ohe attaches
to what is satd. Stiil this is not at all to change the meaning.
All equally.well get the‘message and have understood what has
happened. They jdst attach a different significance to ie. Thus
though some credence can be given to Gorgias's'argumenc, quite
clearly the point does not force anytﬂing like @he conclusion that
communication is blocked.

The second set of reasons is more obscure. Gorgias arghes
that what some one man perceives differs as he uses his dif¥ferent
semses. It further varies as time passes. From this Gorgias con-
cludes that what I perceive cannot possibly be the same as someone
else.’ This is taken to force the conclusion that what one person
understands cannot be the same as what another persom understands. -
We can object- to Gorgias's argument about things havihg different
forceé on different occasions in the same way we did with Gorgias's
first set of reasons. &his is by pointlng out that the meaning of
what is said is the same and understood to be the same, but that the
significance attached may be different. The point of the diversity

‘-.
of the senses is obscure. Presumably what Gorgias means is that

what one gains from seeing a man, as opposed to feeling a man

202
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as oppused to tasting a man and so on, is all very different. Be-

cause of this complexity another man is unable to perceive the same

thing. However, the problem poscd was that we :ruld not understand
the same thing by the use of words. CGorgias has not shown how the ,
two problems,ielate to each other. Furthermore, it has not been

X

shown thgl we _do perceive differegt things, for all that has been

demonstrated is that our perceptions are complex. This point is

well taken but irrelevant. At best what ,can be deemed from this com-

plexity .in perception is thaMe may concentrate on different things
N

in our perceptions. It might even be argued that we concentrate on

dif%erent things said. But this is not an argument against under-

standing in communication but only that when we understand one

person will likely concentrate his attention on something different

than another person. One can accept this point, but still one

- .
feels that communication is possible. o

Here ends the additional arguments as recorded by PA as well

as the third hypothesis. Thus Gorgias's ‘On Non-Being or On Nature
comes to an end.

¢ R

Py



Conclusion .
L _{

we have now seen and analyzed all the arguments of gorgias

e .

of Leontini. A summary of all the stages would be of no adMlantage.

Yet!there are points that need to be emphasized.

quite clear. We knew where Gorgias 8tood and « ‘., zib

the arguments. The exception to this was the is¥®

¥s being' 1is a legitimate translation. We have tried to show that
- . 1

it is. Problems arose when we turned to the second and third sections.

Here the difficulties.wg?' not so much concerned Qith ‘the individual

arguments but the overall attempt: These problems were:- (1) the

translation of ta onta without the argicie, (2) the relationship be-

-

tween -the first,sand seeond‘and'third sections of.Gorgias's,work, ,

(3)  rhe relationship between to Sn and ta onta. The problems, I be-

lieve -have been adequately dealt with. We saw grammatic?l as well as

logical reasoms for reading onta and ta opta as "beings'.” The first .

- - -
. . . -

section was seen as an attack on the more. erudite cosmologists. The,

S

Y

work these cosmologists was, incidently, the theoretical under-.

p}nf&gs of all. Thus the overthrowing of them is by far the most -

B

sigmificant move on Gorgias's part. The second and third sections

were directed at the less erudite or more practical works of

philosophers. ' We came to see "being' as the name for all the beings.
: . . -

This pdint further clarifies the ab®ve point that the works of the



erudite are the underpinings to the considerat{ons of the less
erudite. As well it brings Into focus how arguing that beings can

not be vnmmunicafed allows one to conglude that being is not com-

N

L
-municated.

.

In our wark on Gorgias we not only became clear about what
. 1
the Lndivdeal arguments were but also we became: clearer about to on.

In the Gecund chapter of this thesis,before examining the arguyments
we spent a good deal vof txme discussLng what might be meant by to on.
Those thoughts apply specxflcally to Gorgias but they offer us a

fairly c'lear way to proceed with Parmenides, Plato, Plotinus or. any-
b .
one else who talks -about being " No doubt eacﬁ author will have to
. S Y

be examined dfresh but, the proper method of taklng up. the problem

is obv1ous We have then, to soume extént take1 the mystery out ofs

*t
talk about being. That seems.an important thing to have dome and

" an important thing to continue.

-

In tnas work we have uncovered a, philosopher who phllosophizes

about language and speaklng . The work done by Gorglas on this topic
~ \

of gréat-in¢Eres§. He stands out for this im presocratic phil-

y. . By  far the most imporgg;; thing we have dohe is shoyn that

o= N

Gor 1asiyéte§ very highly as a presocratic phllosopher There have

beén "no arguments to prove that Gorglas is a good philosopher. That

.1s unnecegsary. The\tgint is obvious just by .the need for tareful

.examination of Gorgias's arguments. The arguments' are impressive;

too impressive to ignore. _Denniston's abhorence of Gorgias's "con-
tribution” to Greek prose style seems to have‘barre? his appreciation
\ . . o

‘lf"~l
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of a worthy philosopher. It {s unfortunate that this faflure is not

unique with Denriston, ~
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