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ABSTRACT

Plato’s Gorgias: Rhetoric, the Greatest Evil, and
the True Art of Politics

by
Paul A. George
Dr. Mark Lutz, Examination Committee Chair
Assistant Professor of Political Science
University of Nevada, Las Vegas

The interweaving of rhetoric, the greatest evil, and the true art of pareate
the unity of the dialogue. Whereas Gorgianic rhetoric is pleasure seekiegyflwhich
inspires belief without knowledge, noble rhetoric is refutative, inspiring the
acknowledgment of falsity or ignorance. Moreover, it is self-refutatioanmg that the
person being persuaded arrives at the conclusion of his ignorance by his ovatioealiz
the noble rhetor does not connect all the dots for them. The greatest evil is to Hewe a fa
opinion about justice. A just penalty for suffering from the greatest evil etodelf-
refutation in hopes that this will inspire a desire to seek true knowledge through
philosophical inquiry. The true art of politics is a personal, individual art, coordinating
justice and legislation. Justice teaches what the best care for the swllagialation
regulates behavior to conform action with the demands of justice, being guiddfi by se
discipline and moderation. Each participant in the dialogue suffers to a degnethdr
greatest evil, which Socrates addresses by conversing rhetoridallihesm to arouse an

understanding of what rhetoric is, what their false opinions are, and how #ies ttel

living the best life.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Plato’'sGorgiashas a strange magic to it. The dialogue is named after the famed
rhetorician from Sicily, Gorgias of Leontini, who claimed to possess a kifwedjfal
magic”: the art of rhetoric. This he described as “the incantatory poweln \whiits
witchery enchants, persuades, and changes the souls of men” (Dodds 1959, 8). That the
Gorgiasis concerned with this “magical” art is clear when early on SocratEsdis
intention to meet the rhetor in order to “learn from him what the power of his antlis, a
what it is that he professes and teaches” (447c). The discussion that follows, however
deals with more than just rhetoric. It probes into a plentitude of subjects including
justice, punishment, pleasure, politics, and philosophy, often causing this originabtopic
be overshadowed. The dialogue delves into the depths of the souls of the discussants,
challenging them on their beliefs, desires, and ways of life.

But the direction of the dialogue does not produce a parallel change in all the
souls of the participants, nor in those of its readers. Where the dialogue proves
persuasive for some, it is problematic for others. While some of the comme piaitar
to the power of Plato to “attract and enchant” those looking for “a richer and truer
account of human life,” others see mostly “dark and gloom that awaits” (&t2006, 1;
Arieti 1991, 79). What is to account for the discrepancy between these descriptions?

Answers to this question are varied and widespread, but are centered on the
unique characteristics of the dialogue, such as its tone. In comparison to the rest of

Plato’s works thé&orgiasarouses a unique bitterness, both from the philosopher and his



participants. This bitterness is often seen as an indictment of rhetoricrandrdey.
Kennedy, ascribing the bitterness in the work to the death of Socrates thait Plato
“Is so prejudiced that he weights the scales against rhetoric” (1964, 15). Hunhdolami
Plato’s dislike of Athenian politics, describes the apparent harsh treatmbetmic as a
“broadly satirical caricature...(of) false pretense to knowledge, overweeonugit,
fallacious argument...and, in general, a ready substitution of appearancdifgt re
(1925, 20).

This view of Plato, however, is shortsighted. The existence of things likellogica
flaws, historical liberties, and excessive bitterness might show sametkin to motive
to lambast rhetoric or democracy, but the evidence for intent is lacking. Rbther
author’s intent can be found by turning to the most overlooked aspect of the dialogue: the
drama.

The dialogue format is not a treatise. It is not meant to be a systertiatitifis
analysis attempting to uncover and exhaust all aspects of a topic. dnsesation
between individuals meant more to bring out what those individuals think, feel, and
understand. As a conversation, a dialogue involves action, or in other words, it involves
drama. The emphasis, the tone, the body language, and everything else that fills out a
thought and completes what is being said are crucial parts of the work but have to be
understood without explicit direction, as there is none given by the author. Those in
Plato’s day might have relied on their own knowledge of the historical chesaotfill in
these dramatic blanks, but we can still be assured today that someone who arutried
combed the locks of his dialogues to the end of his days” has left enough indirect cueing

to bring us to his desired understanding of the work (Black 1958, 361). A careful reading



will show there exists a depth, eloquence, and respect given by Plato to théecharac
that breathes truth. It is thus becoming of the reader to give scrutinizatieviotk on
par with the care put into it, which includes acknowledging that apparenidaliaere
also apparent to the author and perhaps purposely so.

Ultimately, the intent of all of Plato’s dialogues is to show us the life ofaSexr
and bring us to a life of philosophy. Often the most important part of such a philosophic
education is to understand the obstacles in that path. As Bruell notes, “the most
important obstacles, which stem from the intrinsic difficulty of the problerasetidy
Plato, would have been encountered by readers of any period, including Plato’'sidwn; a
we can assume that he has supplied in the dialogues themselves the most suitable
assistance for overcoming them” (1995, 96). The problems of the dialogue thus prove to
demonstrate the internal inconsistencies of the dialogue’s participartiapg the same
ones that are in us as well. In turn, the dialogues are not meant to prove beyond a shadow
of a doubt the tenets it supports, but to show how characters themselves standm relati
to that tenet. The argumentation is meant to draw them to reflect inwardlytiadiout
own opinions. Attention to the drama of the dialogue brings out this understanding.

Often Plato will use another character to point out the inconsistencies or faulty
logic used elsewhere as another sign of the time and care put into theesakiypwing
the ultimate end of the work is a philosophical inquiry. Moreover, it is a careful reader
that will notice the inconsistencies that go unmentioned by others in the dialogue and to
guestion those. It is in this way that the inner reflection the dialogue Eambie
participants serves as a signal to the reader to ponder the same points.thehnsagic

of theGorgias;this is how the dialogue works its witchery.



The question to ask is what problems, points, or obstacles to philosophy does the
Gorgiaswish its readers to ponder? The subject of rhetoric has to be at least one of them.
The dialogue begins as an inquiry into rhetoric with the father of the art. In the
subsequent jumble of interruptions that follows, the topic of rhetoric seems to be
swallowed up by a number of different subjects. But toward the end of the dialogue the
topic again takes the forefront, though with new treatment. Whereas in the bgginni
merited a harsh critique as a base thing that promotes pleasure, in theeeedlst noble
potential (503a).

The notion of a noble rhetoric, in fact, has seeds planted throughout the dialogue,
even before the art receives its acrid assailment, and what these sattsnzod is
possibly an alliance between rhetoric and dialectic. Dialectic igeadfyconversation,
but is more of an inquiry, within a small group. Views are presented, refutations the
offered, and a common ground is arrived at, upon which the process begins again. The
process is able to proceed because the goal is truth, not victory over the otbipapérti
But as Vlastos points out, Socrates typically has two ends for his dialecheadste
“how every human ought to live and to test the single human being that is doing the
answering” (1983, 115). It is this latter aspect that often ignites &ogerthe
participants. Additionally, the argument rarely ends with the discovery bf but
instead producesporia. Rather than being brought to know something, the participants
are more often left to realize that they do not know. This awakening of ignorance als
results in anger.

How might rhetoric be used to supplement dialectic? For dialectic to work, two

characteristics, derived from the description above, are needed: a desireidaeahe



truth and openness to recognize ignorance. Rhetoric may be able to fill in these gaps
Rhetoric may be the supplement needed to persuade those otherwise clased off t
philosophy to partake. Rhetoric is like medication, indeed, a bitter pill, to cure the
sickness of confusion, apathy, dislike, or hatred toward philosophy.

Although Gorgias plays only a small part as the direct speaker in theudiatbg
whole work is really a conversation with the rhetor. Gorgias does not reneainagtier
his beginning section ends, but he intercedes at crucial parts of the di@ldgep it
from breaking up. Moreover, his interjections show that he is sincere andtedares
what Socrates has to say, as if he is beginning to understand what an allieiees lbleé
two could mean. Perhaps Socrates has some hope of a Gorgianic style of Hegtoric t
could reach the masses and the closed off in ways he couldn’t to turn them toward
philosophy.

While this fits the character, content, and drama of the dialogue, | feelishstrl
a greater lesson to learn. The dialogue is not only a conversation between thersharac
but also literature, and thus a conversation between the author and the reader. Plato’s
intent would then not be to make sure the reader has a proper understanding of the
relationship between rhetoric and dialectic simply, but to bring him to philosophikatl
sense, the dialogue acts as a piece of rhetoric itself, perhaps turningppeagada for
the Academy (Nichols 1995). Also, the question of what obstacles kept the others in the
dialogue from becoming philosophical has not been answered. The greater l@sson fr
the dialogue is a deeper understanding of the specific obstacles faced byi¢hmapts.

In some way or other, Socrates accuses each of the discussants of not being in

agreement with themselves. Upon the notice of the first such inconsistency in the



dialogue, Socrates takes his time to explain that his purpose is not tomejftdern to
achieve verbal victory but to find the truth (457d-458b). He then emphasizes this by
stating that he believes “that nothing is so great an evil for a human beinglses a f
opinion about the things that our argument now happens to be about”. The subject matter
then before them happens to be the power of rhetoric, or more particularly, thrsejast
that power. Socrates’s reference to the greatest evil for a humandeiogei than
simply a false opinion about the just use of rhetoric, but a false opinion about the nature
of justice.

The tyrannical talk of the rest of the dialogue overshadows discussion of the
greatest evil as having a false opinion. Later on Socrates will réqgclabiel of the
greatest evil but ascribe it to unjust acts instead of false opinions about j@8fde (
479d). To differentiate between having wrong beliefs about justice and camgmitti
unjust acts may seem an unnecessary differentiation, but the drama ofdbaealial
reveals that, at least for the three participants, having the false opithengseater
harm. Hobbes seemed to recognize this distinction and word it accurately whisstdye
"The actions of men proceed from their opinions; and in the well-governing of opinions,
consisteth the well-governing of men's actions, in order to their peace and concord"
(Hobbes 1996, 118). While the participants, as well as many today, would insert the
word "interests,” or perhaps "passions,” where "opinions" appears, Hobbestgesit
clear: opinions are the primary factor behind action, and the root of the gredtest e
(Grant 2002).

To be under the persuasion of false opinions, particularly false opinions about

justice, is the obstacle to a philosophic life that Plato presents (atggas Each



speaker presents the obstacle in a unique way, to which Socrates respondsghgcordi
The adherence that they give to their false opinions, the extent to which they tiedda
tenets, keeps them from arguing dialectically. This causes Socrapeskorketorically
throughout the dialogue, which accounts for faulty arguments and bitter tone. Were they
able to participate in a dialectical conversation then this dialogue would looKikeore
theRepublicand delve into the nature of justice. In fact, just asabigiasbegins to
touch upon the nature of justice the direction of the discussion swings away iroorder t
face these dialectical obstacles first. What the dialogue revealsastistacles are
uncovered is not only an understanding of how to begin to pursue a philosophic life, but
also important implications for leadership, education, and politics as a whole.

The next three chapters that follow will be devoted to each of the participants
from the dialogue. The arguments will be analyzed, with special attentabtoypthie
drama, to understand the obstacle before the participant, his false opiniorcef arsd
what Plato is trying to suggest about it. Concluding the paper will be a surofribey
arguments and a possible suggestion for their application today. The primamy efliti
the Gorgiasused for this work is Nichols’s translation (1998). All quotations to the text,

unless otherwise noted, are his translation.



CHAPTER 2
GORGIAS

Gorgias was from the Greek colony of Leontini, of the island of Sicily. He lived
roughly from 485- 380 BCE. Most of what remains of his past is largely that of rumor
and anecdote with few firm facts to rely upon. The surviving, reliable souressttatt
the effectiveness and persuasiveness of Gorgias’s rhetoric, showingethvas widely
admired, that his popularity never waned during his life, and that he was weslthy a
famous beyond all the other sophists” (Connors 1986, 46). The rhetor spent his days
travelling through Greece, unwed and childless, teaching his craft. Hd te $aive
taught Isocrates and Pericles and to have had an influence upon Thucydides; dgditional
his ideas were predecessors for such modern-day thinkers as Heidegger, Bredrida
Rorty (Consigny 2001, 2).

What was it about this speaker, whose use of rhetoric “set the tone foitthe las
thirty years of the fifth century,” that made him so attractive (JaE@#3, 127)? His
novelty in style set him apart, which included both a new sense of structure and
ornamentation. His work was innovatively poetic, using such literary devices as
antithesis, anadiplosis (repetition of words), homoeoteleuton (similarity in ending
syllables) and parisosis (arrangement of words in nearly equal perioas)d@yp1992,
43). For Gorgiadpgoswith meter is poetry anlbgoswithout meter is rhetoric (a
comment that does not go unnoticed by Plato in his dialogue) (McComisky 2002, 30).
While his stylistic beauty won him praise, it also spurred heavy criticidme. niost
forceful criticism comes from Aristotle, who calls his work “derivat’ “frigid,” and

“overly theatrical,” which held as the prevailing attitude toward the rhetirrecent



times when both Hegel and Grote began their attempt to “rehabilitate” the sophist
(Consigny 2001, 69).

Their “rehabilitation” brought about an emphasis on the substance of his work,
which is the other attractive aspect that brought Gorgias recognitios dai His
novelty in content set him apart, particularly his uspavhdoxologia earning him the
title of the father of the sophists. While critics find his examples of paradistic but
empty, others see in them a “practical validity” that points toward a certaite@ailogy,
guided by a principle dfairos (McComisky 2002, 18). This principle of an “opportune
moment” creates a relativistic conception of truth, requiring a “continuwjustenent to
and creation of the present occasion,” of whadosinterprets (White 1987, 15). This is
seen in his worEncomium of Helewhere the rhetor states:

If all people on all subjects had memory of things past and comprehension of

things present and prescience of things to come, then landaggg yvould not

function as it does [that is, as an imprecise medium]’ however, the way things are,
it is difficult to remember the past and perceive the present and foretiltuhe

so that most people regarding most subjects accept opinion as advisor to their

soul. (Van Hook, 1993, 123)

Still, a reliance on the principle &hirosmay be too little to rest a full philosophy
upon With an insufficient amount of the rhetor’s work is extant, Consigny decided to
compare what remains with other works within their relative genre rathectimapare
Gorgias’s works side by side. What emerged, rather than a “theoreticateoog, “is a
chameleon like Gorgias, able to shift, change, and adapt to relative auti{@uwesgny

1992, 46). While this imitative aspect may reinforce the idea of a relativistic



epistemology, there are several other aspects of his writings that basioavson
Gorgias having a firm philosophical stance. The concluding line dié¢tenreads, “I
wished to write a speech which would be a praise of Helen div@igion to myself
“(Van Hook 1993, 123, emphasis added)

There are many unanswered questions about Gorgias, prominent among them is
whether he is serious or joking. His most paradoxical wOrk\What Is Notis
considered by many to be a parody of Parmenides’s @orihat Is.Others believe
that the other remaining works are models for instructing pupils (Poulakos 1983, 3). The
last line of theHelencertainly raises questions about his true intent. While these
unanswered points are important to ponder, another more pertinent question about the
rhetor remains: why was Plato interested in him?

The thesis of this paper is that the greatest evil to afflict a human beambave
a false opinion about justice. The conversation with Gorgias, which forms only a short
part of the whole dialogue, is quickly steered toward the topic of justice. Somelague t
the historical Gorgias would never have conceded to the premises of rhetorictiaed jus
in the dialogue thereby making the arguments invalid (McComisky 2002, 31). But
whether Plato was completely true to the historical character or nagetyldeside the
point. What proponents of the historical Gorgias cannot dismiss is the rheton'sala
not teach virtue, an aspect of his character that set him apart from tbethessophists,
and the aspect that in all likelihood is the impetus for Plato’s interesigbtar964,
188).

So how does his denial of teaching virtue relate to a false opinion about justice?

To understand this there must first be mention of how the term was used in fifthscentur

10



Greece. Irwin, in his commentary on the dialogue, gives a good understanthieg of
term:
Arete, normally translated by virtue or excellence, refers quite geneoally t
whatever properties make a thing goagathon at something or for some
purpose...Gorgias denies that he teaches virtue because, unlike Protagoras, he
does not claim to teach the recognized virtues which will make someone an all-
round good citizen. But he can claim to teachrtue, since he claims that the
power gained by being a rhetor is a good for the rhetor himself. (1979, 122)
Harrison agrees with Irwin’s conclusion and is quick to dismiss Gorgias’alaéni
teaching virtue as “lacking any real substance” (1964, 189). In his operesdri the
dialogue, Gorgias not only declares that he is a rhetor, but “a good one, if you wikh to ca
me what | boast | am” (449a). This is followed by his assertion that he itbahkke
other men rhetors as well. Surely these claims together are not a promise toigsna
pupils bad at rhetoric; his promise is to make them able men of the art, to give them
“freedom for human beings themselves and at the same time rule over otlaatls in e
man’s city” (452d). Clearly he teaches virtue as ability.
But Irwin defined Gorgias’s denial to teach virtue as a denial to malkoipils
good citizens. This sets Gorgias apart from the other sophists found throughout the
Platonic corpus. In fact, Plato is consistent in giving Gorgias prefer&etatment in the
dialogues over other sophists. The conversation between Socrates and Gagjias is
sarcastic, humoristic one like in thigopias Major, nor is it a quasi-competition as in the
Protagoras but it is a cautious discussion that does more to pique the rhetor’s intrigue

rather than anger or humiliate him. His role as a money-maker forgsei$ircraft earns
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him a spot with others sophists elsewhere in the dialod\yeEsdqgy19d Hippias Major
282B). But more remarkable is his absence from the gathering of sophists in the
Protagorasand his own self labeling as “rhetor” rather than sophist in this dialégoe (
314e-316bGor. 449a). There is an important difference between Gorgias and the rest
that Plato wants discerned.

What the sophists meant by teaching virtue, as seen Rrott@goras,s a very
similar to the education just outlined by Gorgias: a promise of “succesditical debate
and action” (319a). Socrates sums up this education as “art of citizenry” (319a).
Gorgias, on the other hand, seeks only to define his art in terms of persuasion (453a,
454b, 455a). This persuasion focuses on political aspects (being in a law court, gaining
rule over others, etc.) but Gorgias never calls it an art of politics orriiz&irst and
foremost it is an art of persuasion.

What does this show about Gorgias’s opinion about the art? Perhaps it shows a
deeper care, or a greater passion, than what the other sophists have. Whileibibidd his
claim to be a good rhetor and his finale in Heenmight be seen as arrogance they can
also be a demonstration of his care for the craft. He takes it seriousky,enfaling it
immensely. Neither is he when he states that his art is the best andtgneateshe
simply pandering to potential pupils; he truly believes there is a greatnbssart that
surpasses all others. He does what he does because he cannot help himself, which
relegates money-making to a secondary concern. It is hard to say wdrerg-making
ranks for the sophists in the other dialogues. A greater care for {perdyaps a greater
ero9 and less care for money-making account for Plato’s preferential tretadfne

Gorgias.

12



How does this relate to Gorgias’s denial to teach virtue? It is because his mai
goal is not educating but practicing his art, perhaps something not too uncommon with
some professors in academia today who are more interested in reBaarchghaping
young minds. So the important thing to understand about his denial of teaching virtue is
realizing he has little care for it. The relativistic naturéogbsmakes an idea of virtue,
or good citizenry, superfluous or irrelevant. He can be considered agnostic on the
guestion of virtue, which allows him to define his art as amoral.

Plato, on the other hand, understands virtue in the morally laden sense that is
more typical of its use today. This is crucial to understanding the thdhis dialogue.

Plato believes that despite Greek culture’s understanding of virtue as gooddbiyeff

use, there is an inner understanding in all of us that concurs with understandingsvirtue a
good for the soul. McKim calls this the “Socratic Axiom,” which states: “fmr&tes,

virtue is always supremely benefictalthe moral agent himseds well as to those

toward whom he acts virtuously, whereas vice, in addition to the material harficts inf

on others, is always supremely harmful to the agent, being bad for the health of his soul”
(1988, 35). Part of Socrates’s intent in questioning Gorgias is to bring him e rébelt

he too believes this axiom, and that his ambivalence toward virtue is itself unjust.

Following the drama of the dialogue closely will show the rhetor’s staweard
virtue, which will be revealed by uncovering Gorgias’s false opinions abditgus o
do this Socrates will have to question the rhetor in his usual way, which requtreg put
aside Gorgias’s show rhetoric and following a course of conversation indteay.

Gorgias, having just made an offer to answer any question posed to him, gladi/tagre

answer Socrates, expecting it to be a demonstration of his skill (449c).

13



The first question posed asks for a definition of rhetoric which does not come
easily. In compliance with Socrates’s request to give brief answers a&dirgt
concludes that rhetoric is about speeches (449e). But this is too vague; medicine,
arithmetic, and even gymnastic all require speech. What are dadspeeches about
that makes them different? Still not getting to the point, Gorgias triesféoettifiate
between arts that use manual skill and those that do not. Rhetoric produces its “whole
action and decisive effect” without manual input (450c). After a third reqoiest f
clarification, the rhetor draws the conclusion that rhetoric is speeches‘digteatest
of human affairs, and the best” (451d). But does not the doctor claim health is the best
thing for humans, and the trainer claims beauty is, and the moneymaker wealth?

With a little more prodding Gorgias arrives at almost a clear answéoridje
with its decisive effect through speech, causes “freedom for human beings...and rule
over others in each man’s own city” which includes persuading judges, agsembpl
councilors, and any type of man in every “political gathering” (452d-453a). t8scra
sums this up succinctly: rhetoric is the craftsman of persuasion. Gorhespig with
this answer; what makes this answer pleasing to him is that persuasioncisi¢tie “
point” (453a). Through speech, Gorgias has been able to persuade the politically
powerful, which he did in 427 BCE as an ambassador sent to Athens to ask for assistance
against Syracuse. He has also been able to persuade many into becomindshiy pupi
having them believe he has value to impart to them. But perhaps most important, he has
been able to persuade himself that his art is good and valuable.

Socrates takes an approach that addresses these three areas: peéhsuading

politically powerful, the potential pupil, and one’s self. Working in reverse order, the

14



philosopher gives an example of how he persuades himself. Self-persuasion, as the
dialogue will show, is ultimately what rhetoric, or better stated nobtenibeis about.
This first inkling toward a noble purpose or use for rhetoric will grow frosdhiet
interjection to a harsh refutation by the end of the dialogue, culminatangem outlook
for politics and philosophy.

Socrates’s own use of self-persuasion is to ascertain the bottom-lmeftarty
argument (453b). This shows Socrates’s openness to discussion and his desire to know,
placing knowledge higher than verbal victory on a hierarchy of importance. What
matters is the truth that comes from the argument. This is in contrastgia$®use of
self-persuasion, which had been to instill a deep care for rhetoric above anighing e
including justice. What matters to him is the ability to craft the argumentyivay
desired througlogos

This mention of self-persuasion is preparation for a refutation of Gordgdsés
opinion on justice. While dialectic was Plato's general scientific methethric is a
special psychological application of it (Black 1958, 369). Noble rhetoric’s paiipos
refutation, primarily to refute or persuade ourselves against our osendpinions.
Socrates takes extra care at this point to show his sincerity towardtimeest, not
toward verbal victory. This is the first of many coddlings that Socratesfiar the
rhetor to ensure Gorgias does not become personally offended and therefsrn&ititic
the argument. As will be seen, these codlings will work, for, unlike the otheripants
in the dialogue, Gorgias will remain an active, though mostly silent, parttcipa

Next Socrates has Gorgias focus on his ability to persuade potential pupils by

asking whether any other art persuades. Socrates gives teachingasple @and
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Gorgias replies in the affirmative, acknowledging that instructive Edsp@rsuade
(453d). Just as other arts also use speeches, clarification is sought here bglasking
what is rhetoric persuasive? The answer reveals an unforeseen, or bettegheeted
aspect of Gorgias’s role as a teacher. The rhetor replies that isusgien in the law
courts, “about the just and the unjust” (454Db).

This is an important turn in the drama. Just raised is an issue that conneets virt
and rhetoric, so how can Gorgias claim not to teach virtue when his whole art sevolve
around a part of virtue, being the just and the unjust? This admission that rhetoric is
about the just and unjust may not be a completely sincere answer. Levettshblieve
simply refers “to a common-sense, general knowledge of laws, custooness aald even
the procedures that pertain in such circumstances” (2005, 212). This is an emphasis on
place rather than value. Nichols notes that it is more an advertisement to tiimpote
students listening by forcing Gorgias to leave behind a universal art of peesess
and instead focus on the rhetorical area most in demand, “politics in general aiadl judic
proceedings in particular” (1998, 132-133). Alternatively, Kahn offers that in, arder
protect himself from expulsion from the city, Gorgias, a foreigner to Atheas to keep
hidden both his ambivalence toward virtue and the unjust nature of rhetoric to avoid
“suspicion and hostility” from the families of the youth that surround him (1983, 80-81).

Socrates, however, is concerned with having Gorgias come face to face with his
false opinion about justice. This point, though, is not yet apparent to Gorgnet. It
likely that Gorgias is thinking of virtue in the same manner as Socrates, ihbkely
that Gorgias is connecting virtue to justice at this point. To ensure thab&dags not

begin to think Socrates is trying to corner him into harm or embarrassmerateSoc
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offers another coddling, again confirming the conclusion of the argument asshe m
important thing (454b-c).

The focus is now on the third example of rhetorical persuasion, the politically
powerful. Socrates eases into addressing the political aspect bgdursirfg on
persuasion. Two types exist, that which teaches and that which inspires bédei. W
asked which type of persuasion rhetoric engenders Gorgias answers, “it'$ slggorose
Socrates, that it's the one from which believing comes” (454e). If the arsulear,
why does Gorgias add “I suppose,” thereby adding a touch of hesitation to his e@spons
It is because he can see where this admission can lead and he is beginning to wonder
whether Socrates is true to his consoling sidebars to put the argument over veshal vict
From this concession Socrates clarifies a new definition of rhet@atmgit as “a
craftsman of belief-inspiring but not didactic persuasion about the just and the unjust”
(455a).

Now comes the focus on the persuasion of the political. Rhetoric is not didactic
in the law courts due to two difficulties: a lack of time and the size of thersnadidBoth
Nichols and Irwin see this as a sizeable attack on rhetoric, suggestititethan-
didactic nature shows a lack of concern with or a lack of knowledge about [099&:

37; 1979, 119). On the other hand, Stauffer sees no attack on rhetoric here, but counts
this remark simply as an admission of the reality of political discoursenantetessity

to speak both to the many and with little time, meaning that “the most effectitiegbol
speech must include appeals to mere opinions and beliefs, having the necessgily stre

of instilling those very opinions or beliefs” (2006, 28). Whether this is an attack or a
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support, the next statement will be a golden invitation for Gorgias to extol the good of
rhetoric.

Suppose there is a situation where the city is in need of counsel, such as a
pressing need to construct a dockyard. Socrates suggests that the siggkvdbunsel
from “the most artful,” which in the case of the dockyard construction would be the
architect, not a rhetor (455b). Prompting the opinion of Gorgias, the question is posed in
chorus with the voices the potential students in attendance, “What will be ourssGibrgia
we associate with you? About what things will we be able to give counsel toytPie ci
(455d).

Gorgias is a clever man. He recognizes that Socrates has shied awayrfiam
negative toward rhetoric, stating that the philosopher has “paved the wayull&utif
(455e). He has been given an opportunity to present his art in the best light possible.
Perhaps this makes the rhetor believe that Socrates is really concgmgutewargument
itself. It is not the craftsman who guides the city, but the rhetors, suchids$and
Themistocles. This is the power of the rhetor, to victoriously give counsel aadHedr
resolutions win over the craftsmen (456a).

Even as Socrates posed the question he already knew the answer. Themistocles’s
accomplishments of constructing the Athenian navy were well known and &ocrat
personally heard Pericles counsel for the construction of the middle wall. N#ither
two was a craftsman for that which he counseled (455e). This was a egsarited!
throw for Gorgias. This was a concession of the debate principle of chdatyingl the
opponent the best position to defend their side. This charity will be built upon and

provide another free throw for Gorgias. Socrates wonders at the power of rhetoric
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calling it “demonic in greatness,” which prompts Gorgias to deliver his &rspeech in
the dialogue as a praise of rhetoric.

The power of rhetoric is to gather under itself all things, making it more
persuasive than any craftsman (456c). Gorgias then relays an anecdote ofian@axpe
with his brother, Herodicus the physician. The craftsman of health was umable t
persuade a patient to submit to a treatment, but Gorgias, using only the powésraf,rhe
was able to do so. The power of rhetoric is power: the ability through persuasion to make
others do, think, and believe anything. Gorgias has finally answered the first part
Socrates’s initial inquiry.

But then Gorgias takes a confusing turn; he begins a defense of rhetoric. Why
offer a defense? Was an accusation given? Gorgias claims that, likéany ot
competitive art, the trainer should not be blamed for the misuse of the art; just &sga box
trainer should not be blamed for a student who beats his parents, the rhetor should not be
blamed for the unjust use of rhetoric. Dodds suggests that this may have been an
illustration from the historical Gorgias himself (1959, 212). Rhetoric’setiecytoward
injustice has been the anticipated point in the dialogue ever since Gorgias def
rhetoric as being about the just and unjust; however, it was anticipated thaeSowke
this point instead of the rhetor.

But still, why offer a defense? Why not continue to praise the power ofichetor
and give more examples of how it is good? Would not this do more to both please the
crowd and answer Socrates’s inquiry? There are two possible answetsit iBirs
possible that Gorgias realizes that the good examples of rhetoric do not show the

preeminence of the art but demonstrate its subservience to another art,lsowh as
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rhetoric served medicine. Rhetoric did not diagnose the medical problem, and pgrsuadin
the patient to submit to the treatment does nothing to elevate rhetoric ovemeedfici
the patient is cured it is the doctor, not the rhetor, who will be praised. Additionaly, i
more probable that Gorgias assisted at his brother’s request; there isyna ghatoric
exerting itself over medicine. In a similar manner, the examples of Tioefes and
Pericles previously given also show how rhetoric was subservient to ther gnéaxtests
of the common good of the state.

Second, it is possible that he can think of no good example of the exercise of this
power unless it reveals his ambivalence toward justice or an unjust exdritisgpower.
The best he can do is exculpate himself by claiming (insincerely) thatichis taught
justly, thereby placing the blame of unjust use on wayward students. Gorgias s no g
blaming students in this way because through his practice of rhetoric he oeweitted
an overt act of injustice. This raises an important point when talking about the unjust
side of rhetoric: power. Ranasinghe describes Gorgias’s desire for wel€eiThe
sophists see human beings as so many frogs living around a Mediterranean &els,of w
but [Gorgias] does not seek to be the Frog-King’s speechwriter or a predéitay
Moccasin” (2009, 32). Unlike the other participants in the dialogue, Gorgias leasrlitt
no desire for power, which is why he can remain amoral toward justice amel Viite
greater desire for power by the other participants will force them to adaptmoral
stance.

Realizing that Gorgias anticipates an embarrassing attack uponclogtori
himself, Socrates slows down to coddle the rhetor again. Dodds notes that “Plato was

always careful to distinguish Socratic dialectic, which aims only at thma&nt of
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truth, from its vulgar counterfeit, the ‘eristic’ or ‘antilogic,” whichres at personal
victory” (1959, 213). The coddling here, however, is more to prepare the rhetor for the
next potential knock to rhetoric rather than reassure him of the argument’$anggor
over verbal victory. Socrates is about to reveal the greatest evil.

The coddling at this part emphasizes that Socrates is happier to be refuted than to
refute because it is “the greater good to be released oneself from tiesigeed. .. For |
think that nothing is so great an evil for a human being as false opinion about the things
that our argument now happens to be about” (458a-b). The argument currently is about
the just use of rhetoric. A false opinion about the just use of rhetoric is a faig@opi
about justice itself, which is the greatest evil.

Several reasons show why this has been an overlooked aspedGor s
One is that the definition of the greatest evil gets confused during the dialogue. Two
other places where Socrates speaks of the greatest evil show it as dotigejrgus
doing injustice without suffering the just penalty (469b, 479d). While these bear
similarities to one another, the difference between them boils down to thought versus
action. Which is worse, thinking or committing an unjust act? Even though committing
an unjust act in ignorance might make thought the more heinous part, most seem to side
with the commission. But referring again to the point made by Hobbes, actimesgr
from opinion, or thought. Additionally, the drama of the dialogue will show that false
opinion is the greater concern for the participants as no one truly has the stomach to
actually commit such unjust deeds as they extol.

A second reason why false opinion is the greatest evil is overlooked is simply

that, it gets overlooked. The topics of discussion in the dialogue bounce around with
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great variety. The question about rhetoric turns into a discussion on flattery, the

tyranny, followed by punishment, shame, justice, philosophy, politics, pleasure, good,
happiness, injury, courage, and death. With so many topics receiving attention, this
sentence gets only passing mention by commentators, like Olympiodorus, whp simpl
emphasizes that a false opinion about a great matter leads to great harm (1998, 107)
Dodds also gives it passing mention, recognizing that “something more fundafsental

at stake), a wholeeltanschauunggrelating it to two other references about man’s
happiness at 472c and 500c (1959, 215), but fails to make a larger connection to anything
else in the dialogue. Closer attention to these passages about happiness mdilee clear t
importance of having a correct opinion about justice in order to obtain happiness.

A third and final reason why the greatest evil being a false opinion of jisstice
overlooked is that Socrates appears to not be able to persuade anyone in the dialogue.
Toward the end of each section, there are no firm statements of agreeth&uarates
from the discussants, but ambivalent declarations that Socrates is able to mykéngve
harmonize (460e, 480e, 513c). This causes a focus more on Socrates’s technique rather
than substance, which is revealed to be rhetorical, making rhetoric thesold theme
of the dialogue rather than a triumvirate of rhetoric, the greatest evil, atidspoBut
overlooked link between these themes is that the self-persuasion of noble ibetel-
refutation, to confront and deny our own beliefs in order to correct and adhere to a true
understanding of justice.

A sign of having a false opinion is internal dissonance. The Socratic aiates
that everyone has the correct, moral understanding of virtue, but for some oeasher

a false opinion takes supremacy. In the lengthy coddling that revealeddtesgewil,
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Socrates notes such a dissonance in Gorgias, claiming that he is “sayingthiqgge
consequent or consistent with what you were saying at first about rhetoric”.(48¥s)
is a polite way of bringing up his dissonance, consistent with the rest of thengoddl
paragraph.

Socrates spells out this dissonance a little later, swearing “by thehddg”
understanding this is no small matter (461b). The use of the oath “by the dog” tarns int
a dramatic element that signals when Socrates is addressing thipgrattianternal lack
of harmony. Later on, Socrates will expand this oath to “by the dog, god of the
Egyptians!” (482b). The significance of this is described by Blackwood, Grossé
Long. The dog-like god of the Egyptians was Anubis, who, at the doors to the
underworld, would weigh the heart of the recently deceased in order to measuaadruth
deception. The weighing of the heart would consist in a “negative confession,” wherein
the dead would make such statements as “I have not done iniquity” and “I have not
uttered falsehood” (Blackwood et al 1962, 318). Only the truthful were allowed to pass.
Socrates, in a similar manner, thus weighs the hearts of his participants ggins
Socratic standard of virtue and swears the oath when a falsehood is spoken os®therwi
uncovered.

Rather than pursue his lack of harmony, Gorgias tries to excuse himself from the
argument by stating that the crowd must be tired from listening to him for so Itveg. T
crowd, however, gives an uproar of approval to hear the conversation to its end.
Ashamed to not live up to his offer to answer any question put to him, he reluctantly
continues. His reluctance to further pursue his inconsistency openly isscempen his

devotion to his art. He is convinced that rhetoric is a good thing despite the baddace it i
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putting on. He probably believes this because he is so good at it. Being good at it makes
him feel good and therefore it must be good. But at the same time he cannot name why i
is good. He has demonstrated that it is power, but can offer no just example of the art
without diminishing its power with the taint of injustice. Socrates will gitexmshow
Gorgias that his ambivalence to virtue is what is keeping him from namingsadaad
about rhetoric. In order to do that, Gorgias will have to give real consatetatjustice,
a necessary step to overcome his false opinion.

The argument then shows that the rhetor is more persuasive only to the ignorant.
A group of experts would not be persuaded by his seeming knowledge. The whole
system of rhetoric is simply to “discover a certain device of pexsuiag appear to
know (459a-c). This is perhaps a worse blow to rhetoric than demonstrating its yendenc
toward injustice. But allowing Gorgias to bring up the question of justicensatfie
reception of the this critique. Gorgias can see the implication of this and agaieshto
save it, not by offering what is good to counter what makes it look bad, but again trying
to appeal to its power. Just by learning this one art, still the rhetor “in no vsathget
worse of it from the craftsman” (459c). This seems to be a call for a judgmt@ on
quality of rhetoric, but Socrates will withhold from stating whether it is goawbuntil
another time, which will come in the discussion with Polus when the art itsettialgc
defined by the philosopher.

Socrates wants Gorgias to stay focused on the issue of justice, so he asks the
obvious question: if rhetoric is about the just and unjust, has the rhetor simply discovered
a device to appear to know justice, or does he really know it? Had he stopped here this

would have been quite a damaging question for Gorgias to answer, but Socrates does
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something interesting. He changes the focus of the question and asks whetheletiite s
of rhetoric needs to know these things before coming to the teacher of rhetoric or can
they be taught later. Gorgias concedes that he would teach his studseysiititnot
know. Notice that this answer responds only to the second question about the students
and does not directly answer the question about the teacher. Implicit in thescomoes
the student question is an acknowledgement for the teacher to truly know justice, but this
goes by with little attention called to it. It is here, in this affirn@tiesponse by Gorgias,
that Socrates has made his point: you cannot claim to be ambivalent about pstice a
virtue when your art is centered upon them, and your deep care for the art ia chsdly
care for justice.

Nichols notes that Gorgias must be feeling two things at this point: intrigue and a
puzzled gratitude (1998, 136). The gratitude stems from being let off easy byingt ha
to respond directly that the rhetor must be a knower of justice; the intriguefstemttie
next set of questions. Socrates presents a paradox: if someone who learnsydarpent
called a carpenter, is the man who learns justice called a just man@viioes a
carpenter performs carpentry, does the knower of just necessarily do just 460igE?
Paradox may have been a playful thing for Gorgias, but he sees no levity in what is
presently before him

The logical problems of the argument are obvious. The substitution of a value for
a profession in the analogy given is a not comparing apples to apples. Additithreaty
is no guarantee that the knower of justice will do only justice, never comgnitjustice.
But this matter of justice is not the main point Socrates is trying to ndikgooint has

already been made to Gorgias: he cannot take justice and virtue so antlyivalbe
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conclusion of the argument turns the attention of the crowd away from Gorgias the man
to rhetoric the art. Gorgias wants to know why Socrates has not pressed the pusht aga
himself, and that is why he will remain as a small, but crucial, participaheidialogue.
Gorgias, the father of rhetoric and sophistic, was a novel writer to be sure. But it
was not his novelty in writing that attracted Socrates, but his sinceritysfartrénd his
ambivalence to virtue. His sincerity for his art will make him open to a discutbst
will lead to a deeper discussion about justice and virtue. If the dialogue weeagol
against rhetoric then Socrates passed up some very opportune moments to attack. The
purpose of the dialogue, however, is to combat the greatest evil, having a false opinion
about justice. Socrates is successful in getting Gorgias to open himself ug teewha
really thinks about justice and what the consequences of his beliefs mean forinis art a
his life. He recognizes that Socrates is not out to harm him, both by the maoysauti
statements denying the desire for mere verbal victory and byllggiassing up the
many opportunities to humiliate the rhetor in front of a large crowd. But to praly
Gorgias over the edge to make him confront the consequences of his ambivalende towa
justice, Socrates will have Gorgias see the fruit of his labor. Perhapsédeawas in
so much demand Gorgias never stayed in any place long enough to see how his pupils
would use the art he had taught them. But now, one of his students will take over the
discussion, forcing Gorgias to come to grips with what a promise of power without the

restraints of virtue looks like.
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CHAPTER 3
POLUS

Polus of Acgras, like his teacher Gorgias, is also from Sicily. His nameegkG
means “colt,” which suits his nature as he is young and brash, often careledl a&$e
is an advanced student in rhetoric, having written a treatise on the subject th&sSocr
mentions at 462b, apparently familiar enough with it to quote it. This makes Polus
something like a published graduate student. He is mentioned by Socrates in the
Phaedrusand Aristotle in théVletaphysicsalso makes a short note about him. Otherwise,
little else is known about the historical person.

What purpose does Polus have in the dialogue? He is treated harshly in the
literature, many noting how dim-witted he is and how badly he argues. Mdsdiitreas
a simple stepping stone to get to the real meat of the dialogue: the Cadlatles.s
These statements are true but miss the larger point. Each successiympadpens the
existing discussion a little further, brings out a little more of the bétarim the work,
and also goes in new directions. The previous chapter ended with the thought that
Gorgias needed to view what his art produced in order to turn away from his false
opinions of justice and virtue. But Polus himself will also present his own unique false
opinions.

So what false opinions does Polus have? The drama of the dialogue reveals it.
Polus first appears in the very beginning, before Gorgias utters a wordteS@gles his
companion Chaerephon to ask the rhetor “who he is,” but it is Polus who impetuously
jumps in to answer. His justification for answering in place of his teacher isetltain

answer as well as his teacher (448b). His answers, however, prove no better than
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Gorgias’s first responses. Instead of offering a direct answer hesdefoex detailed
praise of the art, apparently quoting himself from his own work. Because no@raise
defense was called for, Socrates accuses Polus of practicing rhekoctt,jsvthe first
mention of the term in the dialogue (448d).

Polus’s response to the accusation of not answering but practicing rhetoric is “did
not | answer that it was the finest?” (448e). This response is very telling.midtake of
stating worth in lieu of a definition is a mistake all the participants vwakenbut perhaps
Polus takes this correction a little personally. Like his master, Polusdespaare for
rhetoric, but unlike his master, it is not a care for the art itself. It is darandat the art
can get him: power and reputation. Everything he does in the dialogue is tosaf him
up as a good rhetor, which takes the form of praising and protecting the artTitesl
will lead him to claim that the rhetor is like a tyrant, powerful enough to dhiaigyte
desires, such as beat, steal, and kill at will (466b). This praise of injustice, hpizebe
show, for Polus has courage enough only to commit the injustice of being ungrateful
toward his teacher by trying to establish himself as greater. Sowaiitdsis go about
combating this false opinion by eroding what Polus thinks is good about rhetoric and
reputation.

As noted, his initial interruption was to prove his rhetoric is as sufficient asfthat
his teacher. His subsequent interruption that begins his long section in tugieisl
upon slightly different grounds, that he knows what Gorgias knows (462a). These two
things, being equal in style and knowledge, put him on par with his teacher, but what sets
him above is that, unlike his teacher, he will not fall prey to shame. It was shame tha

caused Gorgias to admit that he would teach the knowledge of the just to his students if

28



they did not know them (461b). It was fear of the crowd, losing students, being deported,
but mostly fear of defacing rhetoric that caused Gorgias to go along eatht&s.
Unlike his master, Polus is courageous (or shameless) enough to fully speakchis
Polus is correct that it was shame that caused Gorgias to admit that risetoric
about the just and unjust, but it was not shame that caused him to fall silent toward the
end. Gorgias’s silence came from a sudden self-realization brought ali®latdiyg
paradox: can an art about the just and unjust not truly know or care about justice?
Gorgias is beginning to think this is not possible. The young colt jumps into the
conversation so fast it is difficult to discern whether Gorgias would havenoedtthe
conversation. His subsequent contributions to the dialogue suggest that he would have.
The apparent shamelessness of Polus to speak his true mind on these things points
toward his own false opinions about justice. Much like his teacher, he has a sense of
ambivalence toward the question of justice. This stems mostly from a laatkrfto
actually commit injustice, or at least overt acts of injustice. The studentyéiguwse
more self-centered than the teacher, and desires from rhetoric not an art, latioreput
He truly is an example of the unjust student Gorgias outlined, which will make this par
of the dialogue a pertinent example of what his craft, a practice thatsdhehgower of
power without the restraints of morality, looks like. In this way, the Polus secton is
continued conversation with Gorgias as well as an attempt to address the fatsesagfini
Polus.
Polus’s lack of sincerity toward rhetoric will cause Socrates to refiramn the
coddling he showed Gorgias. His large ego will call for a harsher refutao Gorgias

needed. As a result Socrates will begin to display the bitterness the dial&gaes
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for. But why is bitterness necessary? Fussi describes it well when sb& we can
understand why th@orgiassounds so bitter to its readers. It is as bitter as the bitter
drugs Socrates claims to be administering to his interlocutors. It is theoarttoctor,
not that of a cook. It uses rhetorical devices, not to please us, but so that we may be
willing to discard them” (2000, 54). Gorgias’s anecdote of the doctor and the riagtorici
becomes more pertinent now. The cure for a false opinion about justice is in the
understanding of the nature of justice, which is the work of the philosopher. Socrates can
offer them a cure, but it will be a doctor offering it to a stubborn patient who retuses
submit to treatment. So rather than elaborate on the nature of justice, Soitratag w
the role of the rhetor and use rhetoric to persuade them to refute their own falsesopini
Since rhetoric is not a didactic art, Socrates will not be teaching abou¢ jumttausing a
persuasive device to convince the participants that their own opinions are falsgehAs s
the arguments presented in the Polus section will contain several logictiiaywsre not
perfect proofs about the tenets they uphold. Rather than reveal absolute truth, they will
reveal how Polus feels about justice, which is the first step toward seHtrefut

The first difference in treatment tailored for Polus is that he is allowadk the
guestions. This is unusual for a Platonic dialogue; Socrates typically ssrtles
guestioner and rarely gives as frank an answer as he does here. This, howerer, is m
placebo for Polus. Though he thinks he is in control of the discussion, Socrates will
blatantly direct Polus on which questions to ask and how to ask them, eventually
assuming the reigns of questioning completely. Right from the first questiarh agks
for a definition of rhetoric, Socrates redirects how the questioning proceedse Bef

asking what rhetoric is, Socrates states that what is needed first is tovkether it is
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an art (462b). Itis no art, but rather an experience “in the production of a ceatzn g
and pleasure” (462c).

Not even attempting to understand what this means Polus asks if this definition
does not mean that rhetoric is a fine thing. Throughout, Polus will seek the
commendation of rhetoric, which really serves his own aggrandizement. Socrates,
however, is afraid to give a fuller meaning of rhetoric in fear of offendingi@grgho
might think that Socrates is trying to attack him personally. This furtheriogdufl
Gorgias, even when he is not the main participant in the dialogue, is the first ptoof tha
Socrates is not done conversing with the rhetor (Friedlander 1969, 253). But Gorgias
gives his assurance and encourages the philosopher to “speak without feeling ashamed
before me” (463a). What might be added to the end of that is “unlike how | was ashamed
to speak before you,” a sign that the rhetor has begun to take the pill of seifioafut

Socrates’s initial inquiry of Gorgias was to discover the power of the arband t
ascertain what the rhetor professes and teaches. The former was distestsdter only
slightly and indirectly. But all along Socrates has had a “suspicion” of whataSorg
teaches. Although Socrates offers his last coddling of Gorgias by suggésti he is
unsure that what he is about to say is “the same rhetoric that Gorgias puwbaess
described seems to be exactly what the rhetor pursues and teaches (462¢; 206
44).

Rhetoric is a part of flattery. It is not an art, but simply an experieranege by
someone good at guessing with sufficient cleverness and courage. It belonge with t
other experiences that shadow true arts: cookery, cosmetic, and sophistery tHas

consists of these four parts, and rhetoric is the part of flattery that is themphaint
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politics (463b-d). Polus, however, is still not listening, for he immediately dsé&ther
rhetoric is a fine thing or not. Socrates responds no, it is not fine, but shamefuls At thi
point someone who is listening, Gorgias, interrupts and admits he does not comprehend,
to which Socrates concurs that he has not said anything clear yet. The canversat
takes an important dramatic turn and puts Gorgias back in the participaht’$\8traan
active, open participant, Socrates is able to pursue a more dialectical aoditsegins a
didactic exposition of the nature of flattery, which will hint toward the nature ti€gus
This leads to the discussion of what Plochman and Robinson call “the Divided Oblong”
(1988, 63-70). There are other, more simple, diagrams that outline what Socrates
explains here, but Plochman and Robinson correctly see that the structure created her
creates “a context that will retain for the rest of the dialogue” (1988, 57).

The name is derived from its similarity to the divided line in Book 6 of the
Republic(509d-513e) The subject matter of the divided line of Republicis one-
dimensional, dealing with the nature of existence, the subject matterGothmsis

two-dimensional, extending the line into a rectangle, or oblong. The oblong outlines the

best care of both body and soul. The example runs from 464b-466a, and goes as follows:

there exist both body and soul and each has a particular business, or art, whichigoverns

looking toward what is best. The business of the soul is politics; the business of the body

Socrates is unable to name. While the business of both body and soul is singular, each art

branches into two parts, gymnastic and medicine for the body and the legislating art
justice for the soul. Then came flattery, which by luck and experience disgdereto
mimic these true arts, replacing the care of the best with folly antbwéras pleasant.

In a geometrical fashion, the correlating flatteries align withrine arts as follows: “as
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cosmetic is to gymnastic, so is sophistry to the legislative art; as cdskersnedicine,
S0 is rhetoric to justice” (465c).

There is a significant amount of work going on is this framework. There is a
juxtaposition of internal versus external. It is easy to recognize thmaktature of the
body compared to the internal soul, as well as the external beauty gyneneastes and
the internal health made by medicine. But if this dichotomy is to be used throughout the
framework, it becomes a little more difficult to understand legislatoexéernal and
justice as internal. To complicate this, while the idea of a soul is intuiiivelgnal, an
understanding of politics is not. More on this internal/external aspect will hesdest
shortly.

Also involved is a suggested, though not explicit stated, hierarchy of the arts.
While the divisions within body and soul share similarities they also maintdinati
differences, though what these differences are goes unmentioned (464c).r Stauffe
believes that the lack of differentiation suggests “the differencetvgden seeking the
correction of an ill condition (medicine/justice) and the pursuit of further develdpme
beyond a basic state of health (gymnastic/legislation)” (2006, 46). In other, Wwerds
puts the external factors as deserving a higher place than the internaPtowsnan and
Robinson agree, and conclude that legislation and sophistic are the truebady ahd
soul that Socrates is trying to emphasize (1988, 68).

What leads Stauffer to make this assumption is an unspoken implication that this
framework makes about justice: “namely, that justice serves merayntdy a flawed
situation” (2006, 46). | disagree. As Stauffer would outline it, the art of Eoigtithe art

of legislation, meaning that perfect laws will achieve a perfection tagljtistice is
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merely a corrective principle to help achieve this perfection. This sughastiatved
legislation simply lacks justice, but what | believe is being presentbdtifiawed
legislation is a reflection of flawed justice. The art of politics is notdéate perfect
laws, but to create perfect justice. From perfect justice will flowepetaws, and both
working together will create perfection to the art of politics.

The suggested hierarchy should thus put the internal over the external. Medicine
ranks over gymnastic because even the most beautiful body can fall victimilbddehorr
disease, rendering the body terribly unhealthy. Though lacking nothing in theaamsea
of perfection, an internal disease can render the body useless. I$jdalas may have
the appearance of justice, possibly even providing great benefits such thsamdal
power to the community, but appearances can be deceiving. The only way to ensure that
justice pervades the laws is to be a knower of justice. It requires a cemplet
understanding of the nature of justice. This is why the greatest evil is to fadse a
opinion about justice: justice ranks the highest on importance in what is best for human
beings.

The question still remains as to why the business/art of the soul is politecs. If
complete understanding of justice is what is required to perfect the most int gspact
of human excellence, then shouldn’t Socrates claim the business of the soul is
philosophy? Additionally, politics seems to be an external thing; would not it be a more
appropriate name for the business/art of the body? One possibility is thagriamart
of the soul as politics may be a rhetorical function. Shortly after finighisgllustration
Socrates notes how he has just “done something strange”: that he just finishggd a lon

extended speech when he had forbidden Polus from doing the same thing (465e).
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Additionally, the Divided Oblong may not be a complete account of the hierarchy of the
best condition of both body and soul and their corresponding arts, but simply a device to
persuade. There are several questions that suggest this framework is incaloplete:
businesses of both body and soul really only boil down to their two respective branches?
Why does flattery desire to mimic the true arts? Does it simply séglahd pleasure

on whim, or is there something more to it? Where do the examples Gorgias gave of
Pericles and Themistocles fit into politics as the art of the soul? Surglwtrk to

establish Athens as an imperial power is tied to legislation but seems neatedlat the
body?

Though lacking in a fullness of content, and laced with rhetoric, this framework
still represents Socrates’s thoughts and opinions. What it takes to wrap thge#det is
further clarification on the art of politics, which will come in the Calliclestion. To
address the false opinions of Gorgias and Polus, completing this illustration is not
necessary, which is why after establishing this framework, Soctzdeges direction.

He has just made an important connection between rhetoric and justice and could
continue on that point to further educate Gorgias, but instead he turns the argument back
over to Polus, leaving justice behind and returning to flattery. The reason flatigry, a

thus rhetoric, is no art is because it provides no reasoned accologosgdas to what

sort of things they are in their nature” (465a).

Polus, however, pays no attention to the greater lesson of the Divided Oblong,
focusing only on rhetoric as part of flattery. Concerned with praising rhesmdic (
himself) Polus asks if rhetoric is simply flattery, which is more oatestent that he

does not agree that it is as base as Socrates has made it seem. His follostiom que
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asks whether rhetors are esteemed as lowly flatters, which is again rast&atEment

than a question. With Gorgias present, and the large crowd that has come to hear him
Polus’s understanding that the rhetor is indeed esteemed highly is obvious, and so is his
desire to be esteemed like Gorgias.

Socrates, recognizing that Polus is not making any progress, stavistategy.
Moving away from answering whether rhetoric is noble or base he instemts dkat
rhetors are neither esteemed nor powerful. This takes the wind out of Polus®sails
these are the two things he desires from rhetoric. But this tactic issfutae directing
Polus toward the topic of justice.

Polus’s reply is largely misunderstood. His reply is that rhetors are poueef
tyrants, who kill, steal, and expel whom and what they wish (466¢). This has led to
commentators referring to the “tyrant Polus,” or other such remarks tlae thes true
desire as reigning like a tyrant (Ranasinghe 2009, 55). This is almost thewmpl
opposite of the case. Polus has no desire to be a tyrant; he has no stomach for tyrannical
acts, as will be shown in the course of the dialogue. The introduction of the gmaed s
as a reference to esteem the power of the rhetor. Of all the commentatoss on t
dialogue Stauffer seems to understand it best as he refers to this argumlestioaisian-
tyrant” example, emphasis on the rhetor (2006, 51).

All the praise and admiration of the tyrant ultimately points back to the power of
the rhetor. Understanding this reveals the false opinion that Polus carrieguaboai
As a sign that Socrates is preparing to confront Polus’s false opinion, heagars %y
the dog” and asserts that even Polus does not believe the things Polus is saying (466ce).

This dissonance derives from internal conflict with the Socratic Axiom, the

36



understanding that everyone holds to virtue as good for the soul, regardless of what we
claim to believe.

The medicine needed to cure Polus’s false opinion has to be a strong one to match
his ego, so Socrates lays it on heavy here. He overbearingly asseelf agamst the
young rhetor, demanding a refutation from him. Perplexed, all Polus can do is insult
Socrates, to which Socrates charges that if Polus cannot ask then he should answer.
Perhaps a little relieved at the offer Polus gives up the reigns of que¢ti6iie). Back
in the driver’s seat, Socrates will continue to administer to Polus the bittdrgpitvill
bring him to a realization of his internal conflict over justice.

He begins with explaining why tyrants do not do what they wish. The basic
premise is that we all wish for what is best, and all things that we do are &akinef
that good (468c). The importance here is that we do not take certain actions just to
perform those actions, but all actions point toward some end. Therefore, the power of the
tyrant to kill, steal, and expel at will is irrational, for he does not do these img$y
on whim, but for something beneficial. And when the tyrant is mistaken about what is
beneficial, his power to kill is no power at all.

While it may be true that our actions point toward some ultimate good, the logic
of the argument does not establish that following after a mistaken good leadskat |
power. This point has not gone unnoticed, but those who focus on the logical flaws miss
the greater point that Irwin states well:

So Socrates’s conclusion that someone who fails to do what is good for him

thereby shows that he has no power is unjustified; Polus is still free to maintain

that the rhetor or tyrant is powerful. But Socrates has shown that if | do not have
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correct beliefs about what is good for me, | lack the power to achieve my own

good, which I want above all, and so | lack the power which is an unqualified

good promoting my over-all welfare. (1979, 146)

Polus realizes this to a degree, but he still is confused about his ultimdte Gus
reveals a desire for and concordance with justice, but there is one major pstlblem
confronting him: being just often means being unjustly acted upon. Is not it thentbet
do such things, even kill unjustly, if it means a certain protection from suffering
injustice?

Socrates firmly responds in the negative, confirming that “doing injustice happens
to be the greatest evil” (469b). Understanding Polus’s thought here shows how the
greatest evil presented as committing injustice really points back tddefainion. So
Polus challenges Socrates on that point the only way he can think of, claiming that eve
the philosopher would prefer to do injustice than suffer it. But Socrates holds his ground.
Polus is not yet convinced, and he falls back to one of his original tenets- havinggowe
doing what one wants according to his opinion. Polus is trying to throw out that we need
to question our opinions, for it seems obvious that everyone wants to seek their desires,
have the power to do so, and not suffer is the course of the exercising that powper (469c
The witness of the many here overpowers most of the progress that Polus has made in
guestioning his own opinions. Surely so many people cannot be wrong.

As his response, Socrates offers the allegory of the dagger. The allegoryesuppos
that Socrates came into possession of a dagger and, showing it to Polus, claifmed that
has assumed a great, tyrannical power that will allow him to kill, beat, and atberwi

exercise great power. The reason that this is no great power is bagaugsshment is
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sure to follow. But the real reason Socrates offers this allegory i$ Rolyes to think

about punishment and offers a way to be able to do these tyrannical things without
punishment. Polus, however, is disappointed when the philosopher reveals that these acts
go unpunished when they are done justly (470c). Polus was expecting the Archelaus
answer, which is what he offers as his rebuttal.

Archelaus of Macedon rose to power by committing a slew of murders of his
family members. Polus details many of his gruesome acts on the premises@at the
things had made him happy (471a-d). Socrates will have none of it, for a man’s
happiness is measured by his education and justice. But rather than focus on happiness,
on elaborating on why education and justice are appropriate measurementgsSocra
instead outlines how the Archelaus answer is merely a rhetorical afthskis the more
appropriate course to attack Polus’s false opinions about justice.

There are three rhetorical techniques that Polus employs. First, hiscddetor
attack resorts to the witness of the many. There are two problems with this,rampe bei
that even the witness of many can still be false, and the other being thlagénenumber
of the witnesses often is sufficient to persuade without hearing the otheiSsideates
notes this latter aspect when he states that Polus is “attempting to expdtdm (his)
substance and truth” (472b).

Rather than many witnesses Socrates will provide just one, Polus himself, to
prove his point. This becomes Socrates’s main point to demonstrate, to set the two
refutations side by side, that of the many against that of the one, to show whiclris bette

when searching for truth. Proving the latter over the former will help Polustoome
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understand his own stance on justice, for Socrates uses this method to answer the chief
point between them, “how to either know or ignore who is happy and who is not” (472d).

Second, Polus’s rhetorical attack relies on “frightening with bogeymen” (473d)
Polus tries to back up his points by outlining the horrible consequences of being unjustly
acted upon, including being tortured, castrated, and killed. The truth of the madtér is t
when justice is concerned there can be no fear of these things, even if it melans deat
(480d, 522e). Socrates can state this because his few acts in politics threatenig him w
these things, including his refusal to call to vote the condemnation of the genérals at
battle of Arginusae, as well as his refusal to recall Leon the Salanf#vida Apology
32c¢).

Third, Polus’s rhetorical attack relies ad hominem Polus laughs at Socrates
(473e). Not only does this suggest that what Socrates says is comical, but itssiingges
Polus knows why it is comical and what should be properly said in its place. A laugh like
this is just another way of pandering to the crowd and persuading them that you know
something.

All of this has a point, it is priming Polus to reveal his false opinion of justice.
Polus states that doing injusticeaischron(shameful), but suffering injustice kakon
(worse). His admission that injusticeasischronsuggests that justice is the opposite of
aischron,beingkalos(noble or fine)confirming his concordance with the Socratic
Axiom. Polus can state this because he and every other human being considersat to be
(474b). This is his only justification, he gives no other grounds how doing injustice can
be both good and shameful other than it appears that way to the many. Dodds clarifies

this as he notes, “Polus said that doing wrong was less admirable, he ckamlytinat it
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wasophelimogprofitable)for the communityand from this it does not follow that it is
lessophelimos for the ageni(1959, 249). The young colt believes that justice is good,
but stricken by the many examples he has witnessed of the just man suffediagnise
it is unprofitable, and thus shameful, twisting his whole sense of justice.

The refutation is short and simple (474d-475d). Something is fine on account of
its beauty or benefit. Conversely, something is shameful if it is the opposhesef
being pain and badness. So for one thing to be more shameful than another it must
exceed in either pain or evil. Polus has called doing injustice more shameful than
suffering injustice, so it must exceed in either pain or evil. It is not moreupasof
doing injustice is worse on account of it evilness/badness. So more shamefulaiso me
worse.

To all of this Polus finally concedes, though he does not know why. His answers
reveal his confusion: “It looks that way,” “It seems so, at least accordihg to t
argument,” “So it appears” (475de). None is a clear exclamation of his acceptance
approval; all show some ambivalence. It is clear from how the argument uifaids t
Polus becomes less clear about his own definition, unsure of how to define his key terms.
Archie calls this “dialectic chicanery” that undid Polus (1984, 167). Vlastas)io
Polus just needed to keep his wits about him, also accuses Socrates of a ltapyal fa
stating the question should teewhomis injustice more painful, the agent or the observer
(1967, 458).

All of these are correct on their points of logic, but the logic is not the point:

To proceed, as so many have done, to analyze Socrates’s argument as if it

purported to be a logical proof of the preferability of suffering injustice, rathe
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than as a demonstration that Polus and everybody else already believes it to be
preferable, is to exhibit a rather impenetrable insensitivity to Platafaatrc
signals...thus his argument is designed to encourage Polus to choose justice.
(McKim 1988, 37)
Polus seems dimwitted because he does not truly believe the tenet he paoplosasnot
argue accordingly. The worse and the shameful are equivalent to him. He pr@pose
differentiation to win the argument and gain his reputation. Socrates is not so much
attempting to convince him of the absolute truth that suffering injustice is nat tans
doing injustice, as he is forcing Polus to confront his false opinion that injustice can be
both good and bad. The drama directly after this refutation reflects thisysiintgde.
Socrates has to first drag the refutation out of Polus, admonishing him to “not
shrink from answering, you will suffer no harm. Submit yourself in a nobly born manner
to the argument as to a doctor” (475d). Evoking the image of the doctor should bring to
mind the purpose of rhetoric, recognizing that this proof is more of a non-didactic
persuasive device to inspire belief. This is not to say that Socrates hdoeelfiot hold
to the argument. He truly believes that injustice is the greatest eutiin®ead of
reinforcing this idea after the refutation, Socrates puts the focus on the m&nner
refutation: “so you see then, Polus, that when one refutation is put beside the other, they
don’t look like each other at all” (475e). Polus’s faith in the refutation by the witriess
the many is shaken. If his desire for a good professional reputation reliesvamtss
of the many, what does this refutation signify about what Polus considers asnmadeulti
good? With his ultimate good in question, Polus is open to refutation on his false opinion

toward justice.
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The rest of the Polus section is devoid of bitterness. Polus has been refuted and
perhaps has no more fight in him, but Socrates also becomes more generous in his
treatment of the young man. The concluding argument will prove the second point of
what Polus unknowingly asked, whether it is better to suffer the just penalty.téSocra
asks to whom the unjust man goes in order to be cured from his illness. The sick man
goes to the doctor, where does the unjust man go? Polus suggests it is to the judges
(478a). Socrates will work with this, but it is the wrong answer. What Polusileaistéa
realize is that he has just suffered the just penalty. Referring agaie Divided
Oblong, medicine is to the body as justice is to the soul. But is it the same thayitige
doctor is to the body as the judge is to the soul?

If, as Plochman and Robinson believe, the external factors of the Divided Oblong
deserved the top hierarchical spot then Polus would be correct in stating that ése judg
cure injustice. Justice, in this sense, simply requires interpretation aadt@pplication
of the law, which will correct unjust acts. But justice as the internafagth the prime
point of importance on the Divided Oblong is understood in a different WMagugh
justice does not receive an explicit definition in the dialogue, the fact thett&ostrives
to have his participants face their false opinions that govern their souls supgést
justice merits a similar definition here as it does inRkeublic. Justice is an
understanding of the correct way to act through a structuring an organizatinensoful,
through the placing of prudence over passion, virtue over vice, knowledge over opinion,
etc. Itis thus to the philosopher, who can reveal this nature of justice, thatrsowien
false opinions about the virtue needs to turn in order to suffer the just penalty, which is

exactly what Polus has just experienced.
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This raises a pertinent question: does knowing what the nature of justice is ensure
being just? Socrates had begun this question in the Gorgias section, and now the Divided
Oblong shows that this is not the case. The two parts of the soul art of politicsieee just
and the legislative art. Justice has been discussed, but what is the legsiatilzé&e
justice, the legislative art does not receive a detailed explanation in ibgueiabut
perhaps Socrates means something like this: it is the enforcement of e justi
Understanding justice creates a hierarchy of principles within the soul.egJisitive art
is the actual decision making process of how to live according to that hierarchyhelt
structuring and regulation of behavior in accordance with justice, guidedfby sel
discipline and moderation. The knowledge of how to act and the regulation to act
accordingly combined is the true art of politics.

Socrates, rather than opening up this deeper line of thought (which will be saved
for the Callicles section) instead tries to reinforce the idea ofrgudfthe just
punishment by stating that this can be the only good use of rhetoric: to accuse parents
comrades, and children of the injustice they have done to the end that they submit to the
just penalty (480bc). If a correct understanding of justice is already hadhtre is no
need for a self-refutation to seek justice’s true understanding through phil@ophic
inquiry. Polus admits that there is a certain logic to this statement,dbilltseems
strange to him (480d). In other words, he is not fully convinced. Had he realized that
this dialectical exchange really did bring him no harm, as he feared mighnhtagpe
reputation, he might have realized that Socrates has something to offer. Hdtz&e rea
that Socrates had been playing the role of the rhetor in order to turn Polus totvard sel

refutation of his false opinions he might have had an enlightening experiencesas to hi
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own profession. But he realizes none of this. Soon Callicles will jump in and attack
where he feels Socrates played unfairly. With Callicles on his side, Pitll{eselv
courageous enough to fall back on hi false opinion (511b). This shows how susceptible
he is to the opinion of the many. . This is why Polus is no real tyrant. He lacks the
strength to stand alone. He has no stomach for being so courageous.

To summarize, Polus is a young and semi-accomplished student of Gorgias. All
his interactions leading up to his main role in the dialogue are to establigiflams
equal to or greater than his teacher. Above all, he desires to be more faamous t
Gorgias. He is an example of what an amoralistic teaching of heftered by Gorgias
produces, and this is perhaps the first time that Gorgias can see thedcffests
ambivalence toward justice. For half of the discussion Polus is simply focused on
praising rhetoric, establishing it as a fine and good thing. This focus puts blordiaim
to the greater meaning of the argument, which is to open Polus to his false opinions about
justice.

Polus learned from his teacher a certain ambivalence toward justice, but the
suffering of the just at the hands of the unjust leads him later to hold the¢ jissgjood,
but doing injustice is merely shameful. It is his desire for power (mardfaste
reputation) that causes him to leave his ambivalence for this immoralityay lbensafe
to have an ambivalence toward justice if there are no unjust deeds that follow, but Polus
is willing to act unjustly, to a point at least. He may lack courage to do the thatgs
would make him a powerful tyrant, but he is willing to publically discredit his teache

order to make himself appear greater.
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It is not only a lack of grit that keeps him from extreme unjust deeds, but deep
down Polus also holds to the Socratic Axiom. He is perhaps disappointed that justice
does not seem powerful enough to protect the just from suffering injustice, and has
instead found his answer in the power of rhetoric. This leads him to become dissonant
with himself, still wanting justice but looking to other things to fill in wheredweddf it
lacks. Socrates is successful in at least momentarily showing to Polusetioaitris not
as powerful as he hopes it to be either. The way Socrates was able to do thisrisosimila
the anecdote of the rhetor and the doctor that Gorgias relayed earlier in dlgeelial he
true cure for Polus is for him to come to an understanding of justice and to alignf himsel
with its demands rather than demand from justice things on his own terms. A philosophic
education is necessary to come to such a reasoned account of justice and virtue But as
philosopher, Socrates is unable to persuade the sick Polus to submit to the treatment;
instead, Socrates as rhetorician is able to at least persuade Polus to toetlopen
possibility. But as noted, Callicles steps in and attacks Socrates anewe kst half
of the discussion Polus had been alone. He had lost the witness of the many that once
supported him as he became Socrates’s witness. But now someone is on his side again,
or rather, there is someone he can side with, and he falls back to all his formamgpini

losing any progress on his false opinions toward justice that had been made.
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CHAPTER 4
CALLICLES

Few facts are known of Gorgias, fewer of Polus, and nothing of Calliclese Ther
is a question as to whether he was an actual, historical person or simplyrelffict
character. Dodds seems persuaded that Callicles, if not a real Athensaff hsrat least
based on a real person who more than likely was killed during the purges of the Thirty
Tyrants (1959, 13). Callicles is a tough opponent of philosophy, perhaps the toughest in
the Platonic corpus. He is tough enough to be praised by the likes of Nietzsche. But
though Plato put this toughness into this character, he also seems to have takenegreat t
and care into him to reflect more than that. A first reading of Callicleshalv a
confident, patriotic man attacking philosophy in the name of business and pdigics, t
truly manly arts, but who then becomes so frustrated by Socrates that heostmuts
completely. He appears unreachable by philosophy. A close readingttesioa to
the drama, will reveal why he shuts down, showing that Socrates words do affectahi
deep manner, creating a glimmer of hope for Callicles and philosophy.

Jaeger is one of a few in the literature to note how deep the care that Plato puts
into Callicles is. His first reason to assume so is to look to Plato’s biogr&atn was
exposed to the political life in Athens from a very early age by his noble birth and
aristocratic education. His family members who were politicalliyaabcluded
Charicles and Critias, who both took roles in the reign of the Thirty Tyrarttgs frdm
these sources that

Plato may have drawn upon for Callicles. Jaeger continues:
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He must have immersed himself deeply in their thought, to express it with such

convincing vividness, such overwhelming force as he does through Callicles...

Perhaps we have not given thought to the possibility that in his own character

Plato had so much of the unruly will to power as to din, and fgt, of himself

in Callicles.(1943, 137-138, emphasis added)

Skemp concurs, writing, “may not this cultivated and ambitious young man who has
lately entered public life represent Plato himself- what Plato mightlbeee but chose

not to be?” (1987, 29). Perhaps these feelings are not to mirror those of family syember
but come from Plato himself, making Callicles a semi-autobiographical tearddis |

find very convincing. Callicles represents the “other” side so well that iestgyguch a
deep familiarity that internal conflict about these topics could give birth to.

Another clue that perhaps point toward an autobiographical Callicles includes
Plato’s carefulness in putting himself in his dialogues. He is never a spe#ker
dialogues and is only mentioned in a few. This makes it difficult to figure out waat hi
thoughts are exactly because as all characters are part of hiy kite@ion he is putting
the words in everyone’s mouth. With that said, claiming that Callicles i3 éhkdats not
suggest that Callicles is a complete autobiographical sketch. Neithet doggest that
only Callicles out of the whole Platonic corpus represents the author’s thoughts, nor does
it mean that any other character with a questionable historical backgraunedns to
portray a personal side of the author. But the reading of Callicles, with attémtihe
drama given him in th&orgias shows a careful understanding of his position, which is

not as shallow as it appears to be.
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Another clue is the dramatic date of the dialogue. There are several alstoric
references in the work that are conflicting, making it impossible to fieeafgpdate as
to when the conversation took place, if it was an actual occurrence. Gorgiksomas
to have visited Athens a few times, but the earliest was when he was aent as
ambassador from his home colony to plead for the aid of the Athenians against Syracuse
in 427 BCE. This date coincides with the mention of Pericles having just died, which
occurred in 429 BCE (503c). But then the ambiguities begin. The climax of the Polus
section, the history of the tyrant Archelaus, is said to be happenings of ‘§testdge/”
(470d). Archelaus rose to power in 414 BCE. Socrates, in detailing his response to Polus
as to not being one of his “political men” relates his experience as presideat of
Council in the trial of the generals of Arginusae, which battle took place in 4B2B@
the trial shortly thereafter (473e).

So what is the point of this ambiguity of the date? Benardete states itivesll w
he states the dialogue “is of a time but not in time” (1991, 7). Of what timetds Pla
trying to draw our attention to? The first word of the dialogue is “war,” ancthdbe
suggested dates span the length of the Peloponnesian war (Ranasinghe 2009, 16).
Perhaps more importantly, the suggested dates also span Plato’s youth. He is@hought t
be born between 429-424 BCE, making the earliest reference of Pericles’ldeath a
possible coincidence of his birth (Nails 2002, 243). Some of the later dates end during
the reign of the Thirty Tyrants. It has already been noted that Plato had a strong
connection to politics from early on, including several family members ag$eaiddne
thirty. Could the ambiguity of time be a metaphor for the development of Plato’s

political becoming?
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What does this mean for the dialogue if in fact Callicles is, at leasttirspBtato
himself? Callicles is called a hedonist, a nihilist, and other branding terthbeaspeaks
with exceptional force against philosophy that has a timeless chatattengs true for
some today; for such a character to eventually overcome these things anchisgih hi
over to philosophy is a bright hope to combat the natural tendency of many to emphasize
the problems of justice.

The discussion with the young Athenian begins with his interjection to ascertain
whether Socrates is serious or not. This sarcastic and confrontational rematikoy a
lengthy reply, noting that it is through a community of feelings shared amorgnhum
beings that allows us to converse about things (481c). By this Socrates is poiriting bac
to the Socratic Axiom, and elaborates indirectly by showing how both he ande3allic
are lovers. Callicles is a lover of the Athenian peoplegdémosand the son of
Pyrilampes named Demos; he is unable to contradict either one and thus turns every
which way to please them (481e). Socrates, whose lovers are Alcibiades and phjlosophy
only says what philosophy says and stays ever constant.

It becomes clear right at the beginning of their discussion that of the three
participants Socrates knows Callicles. This is either because he is A}l
because Plato is writing about his own struggles with the Socratic Axiotmer Biay, it
is right off the bat that Socrates uses the oath, “by the dog, god of the Edyptians
Callicles will not agree with you Callicles, but you will be dissonant ydwlevlife”

(482b). The emphatic statement of his dissonance is a prelude to the intenseditternes

that will follow.
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Callicles then lays out his famous charge (482c¢c-486d). It opens as a critique of
Socrates’s methods. The philosopher is fond of word catching and substituting
convention for nature and vice versa. Polus was ashamed to hold to injustice being good
but shameful because convention makes it shameful. Nature has it a differei@yway.
nature the strong rule and have a right to a larger share. The whole history nf huma
beings and the animal kingdom attest to this. But it is a rabble of slaves and other
weaklings who join together and through convention make it shameful to practica natur
justice. Convention thus takes the roar out of the lions while they are young. A
sufficiently strong man can break these chains and spells to become teemaasal
justice demands. Socrates would see this but he is tainted by philosophy.

Philosophy, rather than creating a good, noble, and reputed man, instead only
engenders inexperience. While appropriate for a youth in order to learn #digula
philosophy in a grown man creates inexperience. The philosopher loses caredmsthe |
of the city, lacks the ability to associate and speak adequately both pularlly
privately, and becomes alienated to human pleasures and desires. All in &i, it fa
of touch with human customs and characters. This makes philosophy ridiculous,
unmanly, and deserving of a beating, causing the philosopher to flee the agora, where a
man becomes distinguished, and sully himself by “whispering with three daftaim a
corner” (485d).

Callicles speaks all this out of a certain charity towards Socratesecbignizes
that the philosopher has a noble soul but that he does not do noble things. He should be
speaking in councils about justice. He should be advising new proposalptdishe

Instead, following his current course will lead him to the law court wherelhbewi
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sentenced to death and powerless to do anything about it. The charge ends with an
admonition to obtain a “livelihood, reputation, and many other good things” (486c¢).

Socrates sees the difference between Callicles and his previoupaatsic Both
previous participants only required a narrow approach to address their speciémsonc
about justice. Callicles’s concern is more encompassing, driving at a boguedéion:
“what sort of man one ought to be and what one ought to pursue and how far” (487e).
This is the very question that Guthrie suggests Plato faced in his life and wrotéabout
the Gorgias whether to hold to the tenets of justice that all seem to believe, or to pay
them no heed and seek power and reputation as earned through a political life (Guthrie
1975, 296)

The Polus section was a continuous conversation, albeit indirect, with Gorgias as
an example of what kind of student he produces. The Callicles section will act in a
similar function, to show Gorgias what kind of a politician he makes through his
teaching; Dodds seems to concur with this, noting that “Gorgias’s teachingeseithef
which the Calliclean way of life is the poisonous fruit” (1959, 15). But Callicles is
unique from the previous two on his stance of justice. Whereas the two foreigners were
mostly ambivalent to justice, different from each only in their desir@dwer, Callicles
transforms justice and gives it a new definition. Additionally, his desire for pewer
more sincere than Polus’s. Polus wants from power only a reputation; helveants t
appearance of power. Callicles seems likely to act on his power, but what he would do
with it is difficult to understand at this point in the dialogue.

The discussion begins anew having Callicles be more specific about what he

means by the stronger, since it is upon this that his view of justice restele€agrees
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that the stronger is the same as the superior and the mightier (488c-d). Bumpthes
definition soon shows that the many are much stronger than the one, making the
oppression of the singular strong man just by nature as well. Callicles responidlg

as he will at most times, and accuses Socrates of more of the same, wonycand
being ironical (489d). Socrates meets his anger with a demanding rdptye tehat you
mean by the superior! Like his predecessors praising rhetoric before heam béfer

only a praise of the superior, calling the better men superior (489e). The philosopher
helps him along and asks whether by the better he means the intelligenthdhvehi
young politician emphatically gives his support. It is this man who is deserfimte

and having more.

Then comes an important dramatic directional by Socrates: “Stop rigét ther
(490b). He knows that Callicles is getting closer to facing his false opmidnvants to
make sure he stays on track. He then goes about giving many examples of how having
more looks ridiculous, such as a shoe maker wearing exceptionally large shoesoor a ta
with a huge coat (490b-491a). He is trying to get Callicles to understand wide€a
means by having more, and what promise justice gives, if any, as to whyptr®s
deserve more. Socrates will not relent. He has to have Callicles voicedsisineself
if self-refutation is to take place.

Out of frustration Callicles responds, but only gives a half answer. He
reemphasizes that the intelligent in regard to the affairs of the city shuibelénd they
should be courageous as well (491a-b). Socrates chides him for his inconsistency.
Angered by the argument Callicles reasserts his definition stronglyudomglthat these

superior, intelligent, courageous do indeed deserve more. Since Calliclessansither
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why nor of what the superior deserve, Socrates opts for a change in tdciskanf

these rulers deserve more “in relation to themselves” (491d). In other wordsy dol¢he
themselves? Are they moderate? His response is that no man “should impose a maste
on themselves” and launches into the hedonist argument by praising “luxury,
intemperance, and freedom- this is virtue and happiness” (492b-c).

There is an error in assuming from this argument that Calliclesismtpf
characteristic is pleasure-seeking. This is far from the truth. Heupkibe hedonist
argument thinking it will support what he really believes; it is not complstetere and
it is not the point he is trying to make. From what we’ve seen of Callicles,swefaas
an attachment to strength, intelligence, courage, and freedom. This is titeksse
package of Greek manliness in fifth century Greece, and perhaps along the lines of
Machiavelli’s’ virtu (Klosko 1984, 127). These standards are why he does not slip into a
nihilist argument, which is impenetrable to attack, “and in the existencesaf the
standards, on which they and the ordinary man are agreed, lies the hope of a solution”
(Adkins 1960, 240).

Callicles wants to prove to himself that he is a man; the hedonist argument is
simply a position he is forced into supporting because moderation does not fiahes im
of manliness. As his reasoning goes, when the weak turned justice into a conventional
virtue, in order to tie down the strong, so too did they conventionalize moderation,
making it shameful for the superior, though naturally deserving, to take marartha
other.

His stance on moderation may stem from a disappointment in Socratic virtue. Per

the axiom, all human beings have a notion of and believe in the moral goodness of virtue
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in the soul. But like Polus, Callicles could not but see the tendency of the just man to
suffer injustice. How does this suffering align with the other virtues he hodd3 de
Rather than pursuing the necessary philosophic inquiry to reconcile this disparity
Callicles simply forfeits justice, twisting it into his perverted sesfsgatural justice.

This is the easy way out, the cowardly and unmanly way out, “for to admit thet one i
concerned with virtue, and that one has a deep desire to see virtue triumph, is to open
oneself to sorrow and anger when virtue fails or is defeated by vice” &t2006, 117).

Socrates is content with Callicles’s response, seeing in it an opportunity to
address the main concern. He states that Callicles is finallygstatiat many think but
are unwilling to say (492d). He encourages Callicles not to slacken. Socrates the
proceeds with a couple of fables. Subtly, Socrates is trying to persuadée€adli
change his position, but he will really offer nothing through the fables to replazseis
opinions. Socrates’s point will be to make Callicles’s stance on hedonism look
ridiculous; he will be speaking rhetorically in hopes of inspiring Calliclesftde his
own ideas.

Relying upon a myth that uses a clever pun in original Greek, Socrates relates
how the persuadable part or the soul is like a jar, and the unintelligent man’s jar is
perforated (493b). Also, in order to fill their jars, the unintelligent aieetbto use a
sieve. Again, this myth offers nothing constructive for Callicles. It ieatahimage to
get him to think about an order in his soul, about a hierarchy to the parts of his soul and
which ones are persuadable. A second myth reinforces this- the moderate k&an is li
someone with several jars who had great difficulty filling them, but fimaits after

doing so, whereas the immoderate man has leaky jars and is constantlyhfdhmg So
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which life is happier? For Callicles, happiness is in the flowing. It is havitigeal
desires and “in keeping as much as possible flowing in” (494b).

What Callicles really wants to show by this is the power and courage that are
needed to produce such an inflow. His focus is not on being pleased and satisfied. The
emphasis on the inflow is a stress on activity. Callicles holds that a polfgaaliore
active than a philosophic life, which is why he and his friends decided to leave it behind
(487c-d). He takes up the hedonist argument because he thinks he is stressing these
factors.

Again Socrates congratulates him on this fine definition, because it is leading
along to the point he desires to make. Callicles needs to fully understand whathis fals
opinion is if he is ever to overcome it. If filling desires is happiness then a man t8ho ge
pleasure from itching will be happy if he could itch for the rest of his life. VWhédenan
with a simple itch on his head is conceded to by Callicles in order to keep the argument
consistent, he cannot concede to the shame in admitting that the culmination of this
example, the catamite, is a happy existence (494c-e).

Perhaps a little agitated about the catamite jab, Callicles puts a nerseint
scrutiny to his words. Taking advantage of this Socrates begins a new linetafrqugs
and draws careful consideration to his next tenet. He warns Callicles ta aasefally
after consideration: can the good and the bad exist at the same time®Cglhes his
emphatic approval that they cannot. When this proves that the good and the pleasant are
not the same, Callicles erupts and accuses Socrates of sophism (497a). Perhaps the
argument would have ended here with Callicles quitting from the conversation, but

Gorgias intercedes, making known his desire to bring the discussion to an end.
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Why does Gorgias intercede? Does he see what Socrates is geitidglaes he
understand what Socrates is trying to define as rhetoric? When Caliktewlay he
should continue the rhetor responds that it is not Callicles’s honor at stake (497b). What
does he mean by this? Is it, rather, Gorgias’s honor at stake? Does a refutation of
Callicles, as well as Polus (both being products of the man), really amount tatafef
Gorgias? To a degree yes, but what is interesting is that Gorgias enttairaging his
own defeat by desiring the conversation to continue. Alternatively, it could béehat t
many codlings by Socrates convinced the rhetor that what is at stake ishhod thet
argument, not verbal victory. Either way, Socrates has intrigued Gorgias, anglsperha
now, through the examples of Polus and Callicles, the rhetor is beginning to sealthe nee
for an alliance of rhetoric and dialectic. Additionally, Gorgias admonishiéis|€ato
submit to Socrates’s refutations, urging the young Athenian to submit to the just
punishment (497b).

The real point that Socrates was trying to make now comes through: the good is
not the same as the pleasant, but more importantly, this also means that neithzads the
the same as the painful (497d). This is a key point in refuting Callicles’ofailsen
because if some painful things can be good then a just man suffering from an unjust act
can be good. This opens Callicles to an understanding of what good means and he is
finally forced to admit that some pleasures are bad, though he does so underetbé guis
joking and attributing the saying to others. Socrates catches him on this, chides him
his rhetoric, and forces him to take up the opinion as his own (499b-c). Without fully
owning up to these confessions Callicles will never be able to suffer the jusyménalt

self-refutation.
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The fact that the good is the end goal, and not the path pursued, is reinforced.
This had been Callicles’s belief all along. The good is action and strengtbcure that
action, particularly political action, and hedonism simply was a way of esipgethat.

But it takes an artful man to know the good that is being sought. This brings Saxrates t
hit on a key note that really opens up what the philosopher is driving at. The question
Callicles is really driving at is, as has been noted, is what way of life isgodisits or
philosophy. But Socrates notes that in order to answer this he needs to go back and
distinguish between “acting in politics in this way in which you now act in psjior

this life in philosophy; and in what respect it can be that this life differs that one”

(500c).

While it is clear that the way that Callicles currently acts in pslisdiffers
dramatically from the philosophic life, a more important question to ask is if and how
much a life practicing the true art of politics differs from a philosophic iastley
suggests, “The confusion in which Socrates and Callicles place themsajiresliye
their false assumption that the political and philosophical lives can be isolateddich
other. The choice that the dialogue must explore is whether one should lead a
philosophically criticized political existence” (1991, 105). It will be S@satho, just a
little later on in the dialogue, will assert that he alone practices treepuiitical art”
(521d). The true political art is not practicing politics as Callicles nstaleds it. A truly
political life has more in common with a philosophic life than has been previously
considered. As their discussion continues, and this confluence between the two lives
becomes clearer, Callicles will become more active in the dialogue, bialhshort of

being courageous enough to make a change that the argument upholds.
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Callicles notes that he does not understand what Socrates is gettingratesSoc
promises to speak more clearly, but will need to reiterate much of the argument
establishing anew that a true art gives a reasoned account of the naturhiofthend
that by lacking this flattery is merely a knack (501a-c). Callicles@es to this only to
move the conversation along; he does not give it as his opinion. Socrates then lists
several practices that fit the definition of flattery: flute playing, akes, tragedy, and
poetry (501d-502c). This last practice of poetry Socrates adds in parf@ulzorgias as
a warning to the rhetor not to glory so much in his renowned style and to focus on the
content and how it is taught, a lesson perhaps taken to heart by his witnessin@tise acti
and words of Polus and Callicles.

But now the conversation turns back to Callicles. These were the simple
guestions, and now Socrates will try to make clear the distinction, if any, Inetivece
political and philosophic life. While the above-mentioned practices of rhetorec we
directed to a very general audience, “both slave and free,” he now begins boaisthe
rhetoric directed only at the free Athenian people. Is the rhetoricssddi¢o them
aimed at making citizens better or at gratifying them as children {(502&)? This is
difficult to answer, to which Callicles responds that some speak toward the bestrend s
speak to gratify. “That is enough” responds Socrates, showing that Callicles is
proceeding in Socrates’s desired direction (503a). It shows that perhigleatants
to look toward more than just pandering to deenosn his political career, but has at
heart the best interests of thalis.

What Socrates says next is crucial: “for if this thing too is double, one gart of

anyway would be flattery and shameful popular speaking, and the other would be noble:
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making preparations for the citizens’ souls to be as good as possible and fighting to say
the best things, whether they will be more pleasant or more unpleasant to tih& heare
(503a).
What does he mean by “this thing” and how is it “double”? It obviously points toward
rhetoric, and this is the first mention of the practice having a noble aspect.

While the argument demonstrates a dual nature to rhetoric, Socrates can think of
no statesman that has used this form of rhetoric. Callicles suggests sgaarples
from the past: Themistocles, Cimon, Miltiades, and Pericles (503c). But wiik virt
defined as making men better, Socrates cannot admit to these men accognlahin
He begins an examination of this “in a calm manner” (503e). He desires thesatiove
to be calm because he knows where the conversation is headed, which will mespire t
most bitter part of the dialogue, for it will challenge Callicles at his.core

The philosopher does not come right out and state why these men were not good
politicians. He first builds a foundation for all craftsmen, which includes those of the
political art, stating that their work is not random, but in order, “working to haveairce
form” (503e). An understanding of the form of an art requires a certain arrangament
harmony with the whole. Callicles’s answers show that he is only giving
acknowledgment to continue the argument, making it difficult to discern how much he
actually agrees to. The proper order and harmony of the body is called healttatanid t
the soul is called “the lawful” and “law,” which are “justice” and “moderatict4d).
These things are the focus of the noble rhetor, “always directing his minaitbaa he
may get justice to come into being in the citizens’ souls and injustice to be removed,

moderation to arise within and intemperance to be removed, the rest of virtue to arise
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within and badness to depart” (504d-e). Just as a doctor does not allow a sick patient to
indulge in pleasant but harmful food and drink, so too must the artful and good rhetor
keep the base soul from indulging in harmful desires (505b).

The conclusion is painful for Callicles, for it follows that punishment is thus
better than intemperance. It becomes clear that Socrates is tryohgitoster the just
punishment to Callicles, as he had to Polus, when he states, somewhat sdycéstisal
man here does not abide being benefited and suffering for himself this thirfgethat t
arrangement is about, being punished” (505c). Callicles has suffered enough, quits the
argument, and suggests that Socrates complete it himself. Socrates isatantréd do
so0. He again reiterates what was stated in the beginning, that the worst@have
“falsehoods as regards the things we are talking about” (505e). But unlike this
admonition that was given to Gorgias in the beginning, Socrates here adds a@orrelat
to being a lover of victory over these falsehoods, “for itésramon goodor all that it
becomes manifest” (506a, emphasis added). Though not completely revealed yst, here i
a major unveiling of the true art of politics.

Politics as used by Socrates until this point in the dialogue had always leden us
as a personal, individual thing. Politics is the business of the soul, the individual soul; all
references to the many involved rhetoric, the phantom justice. How then does politics
apply to the “common good,” to the many? It must be remembered that thacefete
the many were that rhetoric could only inspire belief in, not teach, the mang &itme.

That politics is an individual thing, and that Socrates works on a one-on-one basis, does
not negate that what he teaches is émtythe few. Rather, as noted in tApology he

spent his days speaking with all manners of peoples, urging them to care more for the
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soul than for their bodies, urging them to truly care for politics. That he refraorad fr
entering the public arena, but held these conversations privately, seems to make him
apolitical, but as more is unveiled and the true art of politics becomesitiegdirbe

clear how political he actually was.

The conversation may have ended before any of this was revealed though.
Callicles’s quitting the conversation prompts an offer from Socrates totoftop the
whole thing and bid it farewell. But Gorgias offers his last comment, exprdssing
desire to hear the remaining things, even if that means that Socrateshcuey o
conversation with himself. Callicles, perhaps out of shame, concedes and asks that
Socrates finish the conversation (506b-c).

To put the head on the argument first requires a recitation of all the pointd settle
upon. The three Stephanus pages from 506c-509c¢ provide a succinct and direct
reiteration of the important points established in dialogue: the pleasant ajabthare
not the same; the pleasant is done for the sake of the good; all good things are good by
the presence of virtue; virtue is a certain art and orderliness; thus eagh tnder
makes it good, the soul has an order which includes moderation; the moderate man does
fitting things both toward gods and men; the fitting things toward the god ysguidt
towards man is justice; he who does just things is just; being just requires ¢cactage
well and nobly while being just, courageous, and pious will be a blessed and happy life.

This leads Socrates to answer Callicles’s indirect question that tHdddastive
is “straining to direct all one’s and the city’s things toward this, thatgiand
moderation will be present for him who is to be blessed” (507d-e). When Socrdtes firs

mentioned the greatest evil it was prefaced by stating the greatest gobe iseleased
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from the greatest evil” (458a). How great is the good to release onefaethe

greatest evil, but how much better is it to increase that number and releasastivell!
Socrates continues, “thus must one act, not allowing desires to be intemperate and
striving to satiate them...For such a one would be dear friend neither to another human
being nor to godfor he would be unable to share in common, and he in whom there is no
community would have no friendsh{p07e, emphasis added).

This emphasis on friendship at the end is an important aspect to refuting Callicles
Leading up to this statement Socrates changed his mode of recognizing dissomanc
swearing “by the dog” to using the oath “by the god of friendship” (500b-c)icleall
wants a political life, but he also wants something out of the political life foseif
personally: a reputation of manliness. To Callicles, servingdhgis perfectly
confluent with his desire; they are one and the same. But as Socrates g nvesli
the true art of politics is, he is trying to get Callicles to consider i§ Im@ti mistaken
about the point of politics.

The wholekosmosgods, heaven, earth, and human beings-is held together by
“‘community, friendship, orderliness, moderation, and justice” (508a). These things
follow a sort of “geometrical equality” resting upon the premise that the haphappy
by virtue. Additionally, “he who is to be correctly rhetorical must theeehar just and a
knower of just things” (508c). If there was any ambivalence about this point in the
Gorgias section, that the man who has learned justice is in fact just, Sateats it up
here: a man must be a knower of just things and exercise his just knowledge
appropriately. This has been an underlying theme about rhetoric: that idis use

inappropriately. It is a key factor that Gorgias himself strugglell. wiiocrates was not
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ignorant about this aspect applying to Gorgias. It was not a necessary poiwneto dri
home to Gorgias because of his lack of desire for power. But for the aspiringguliti

it Is a strong point that needs to be driven home. Rhetoric is to refute the false opinions
of our friends and family to the end that they become just. Moreover, rhetoric is most
useful when the one that we attempt to persuade is ourselves.

Now Socrates will begin the strong arguments in attempting to persuddée€al
to choose the just life over what his false opinions are pulling him toward. C&llistes
called “greatest dangers” (such as being beaten, robbed and killed) ammpetsns.
Whereas it might take courage and manliness to stand up to those who would commit
such injustices, it is real courage to stand up to the injustice we personadgnated to
commit. The arguments Socrates has laid down are bound with iron and adamantine.
Anything less is ridiculous and no fine thing (509a).

This statement has caused some to pause. Stauffer notes that nowhere does
Socrates state that these arguments are true, simply that anyone uwdwagy@nst them
becomes ridiculous (2006, 137). There have been several logical flaws noted already
Does Socrates not believe in his own stance and position? The fact that Sluzratest
state that they are the absolute truth has two purposes. First, it follows #lohgsw
professed, albeit probably ironic, ignorance (509e). Second, it is an invitation to discuss
these things more. Socrates knows that he has been speaking rhetorically andasat he
not given a fully reasoned account of what he argues. That is one of his main purposes.
But although he cannot call it knowledge because he does not possess a full accounting, i
does not necessarily follow that he does not believe it (Cornford 1927, 310). A

dialectical conversation might be what is needed to uncover the absolute trutteof thes
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things, but as the dialogue has shown this is an impossibility with the present company
their present condition, false opinions and everything. Perhaps at some later point
Callicles might reflect upon these things, discover that they are not tiedwilithwiron

and adamantine, and seek out Socrates to do so.

But more convincing than these two suggestions is to understand what Socrates
means by “ridiculous” here. The same word is used again in the following sentence,
claiming that the human being who commits injustice and escapes the just pumishme
a human being “ridiculous in truth” (509b). What makes the person ridiculous is not so
much the inconsistency of the logic in their argument as much as the inconsistency in
their soul. Unfortunately, this latter aspect is impossible to see physcalldifficult to
discern otherwise. Again, this is the greatest evil, to have these falsenspnib to
suffer such an inconsistency of soul. On the flip side, if this is the greateshevi
greatest benefit is to be able to relieve this inconsistency. The power to gathleisvill
to power that Callicles falsely aligns with his twisted understandipgstite, and it
again points toward Socrates’s desire to help the community.

Now Socrates opens up more, and the dialogue takes a dialectical turn. He asks if
there is a way to avoid suffering injustice (509d). Is it sufficient simphotavant to
suffer it, or is there a need to prepare some kind of power? Callicles can agrdeswi
easily enough: a prepared power is necessary. This might even have intridictes@al
bit to bring him a little more into the conversation, but it will not last long. Sactiaés
follows up this question by asking whether a certain power or art is nectesgaoyect
us from committing injustice. Callicles is slow to answer, and when fifaited, he

explodes and answers only to please Socrates so that he can continue. This is not his
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concern. Socrates may have touched him enough to stroke his care for justice, but his
main concern is that it still seems powerless. There is no guarantee fusticepy
acting justly.

So Socrates returns to the subject that interests the young politician. swWheat i
power to avoid suffering injustice? Is it anything less than actuallygudi the city or
being a comrade to the regime in power (510a)? Callicles is more thanagadisé
this; it is the exact opinion that his own thoughts had concluded upon and led him to a
political life. But in order to do this an assimilation needs to take place. Thgthtad
a friendship is correlated with the degree of likeness between the friendse @rett
answer to this inquiry is that, from youth, the man who wants great power in the city i
order to avoid suffering injustice must “accustom himself to rejoice and totbesdid
at the same things as the master, and to make preparations so as to be apossiblas
like that man” (510d). In other words, he must learn to flatter. He must disrupt any
harmony in his soul to make it a rag-tag collection of thoughts , beliefs, and desires
order to appear alike to anyone in power.

The consequence of this is easy to see. Protection from suffering injuasidzem
achieved, but protection from committing injustice will be diminished if not destroye
(510e). Worse yet, not only will this man commit injustice, but he will also esleape t
just penalty. Getting away with injustice only works to cement the falsgoopinat
injustice is good, causing this man to fall victim to the worst degree of thesgjrestl.
Callicles, however, makes a pertinent point: this man commands great poméar i

the argument in the Polus section, the tyrant in the city does indeed have power.
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Socrates then offers the answer that Callicles was too cowardly to pursue
previously, that led him to his twisted sense of justice. If this tyrant should lthuild
be a base man killing a noble and good one. The outburst that follows reveals how
Callicles truly feels about justice and these matters; “is not thiglyxlae infuriating
thing?” (511b). Callicles is not in the pursuit of power simply; he has no desirédb kil
whim. Why else would he be infuriated at the suffering of the just man? Hasn't hi
argument promoted it, even aligned it with natural justice? His words have, yhs but
words did not relay his true intent. As has been noted, Callicles uses the exantmes of t
hedonist, and now the tyrant, in order to exemplify certain characteristinBness,
courage, intelligence, or in a word, the good. Callicles believes, even desirés tha
moral plane Socrates puts justice and these things upon is correct, but there is a big
problem in the way that keeps him from accepting it: the just man often sufieese is
no guarantee from injustice by acting justly. It infuriates him enough that lenger
has the patience to think about the matter any more, and he simply throws up his hands
and submits to a more cynical paradigm: natural justice is the rule of the stiamadyér
is manly, courageous, and intelligent to pursue this.

Socrates sets about correcting him on his false opinions on all these virtues. The
unjust treatment of the just is not among the greatest dangers to the intelbgent m
(511b). Intelligence was the first characteristic that Callicleslyilaid down as his
definition for the superior, it is fitting that Socrates follow the path that heady
established. The intelligent man realizes that the purpose is not to life as loossible,
but to live well (513a). Examples holding to long life are easily seen asalads.

Swimming is an art that can be life saving, as navigation and engineaniriae. Yet
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these professions are not held in so high esteem as a life of politics. Whatlmeakes
practice of being able to speak in a law court, to the saving one’s life fromtiexe@ny
different from practicing one of these arts? There is a differenegéetthese arts that
makes politics nobler than the rest, but it is not in the ability to save lives.

The second aspect of the superior that Callicles praised was couragapsPer
Callicles holds to this virtue most strongly as he sees it as the gateaihpthers. Itis
courage that presents a strong sense of manliness; it is the quintesteamegalt of a
man of all ages. Courage will give him the strength to take the first stegatio thie
chains of convention and rise to the top of the political spectrum. But perhaps he holds to
it so tightly because it is what he lacks most. Socrates confronts it face enfta sall
really yield what Callicles expects it to. The philosopher begins with @mingarclaiming
that Callicles may achieve great power in the city but at the cost of whatdeemost
dear (513b). Callicles may still have a hope that if he can just pretend to be like the
existing regime that once he has power he can return to his desire for tieeegustido
good. Socrates says don't kid yourself. The cost of obtaining such power will not be in
merely pretending to be like the regime, but in actually becoming like themll ¢oii
Callicles his attachment to justice and to the good.

Is this a condemnation of politics as a whole? Is it really impossible to obtain
power in a city without sacrificing justice, moderation, and the rest of virtue®isTnot
what Socrates is suggesting; this is what Callicles thinks, this is théhaathe is on.

His considerations on how to obtain power and to hold to virtue left him abandoning
justice and the lot. Socrates is about to offer a way to obtain political power, though i

will be a new concept of politics Callicles has not considered before.
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Callicles recognizes the truth in this statement, but he cannot bring hiotlself
to commit to what Socrates is suggesting: “In some way, | don’t know what, what you
say seems good to me, Socrates; but | suffer the experience of the rm@nyet
altogether persuaded by you” (513c). Socrates knows the cause of this; he has
experienced it before in others he has talked with. It is the love of the people, and it
opposes Socrates. The word love heexas whereas the word elsewhere used in the
dialogue was derived frophilia. The difference between the two is important in
understanding Plato. It is an essential attachment in order to obtain any goodness

But what exactly is the attachment that Callicles has witkd¢n@® He speaks
poorly of them at the onset of his discussion with Socrates, but he also praises previous
politicians who were good servants of them? Ultimately it seems helitideder
them, as one of his last statements will reveal. “But what do you say about human beings
who are worth nothing?” asks Callicles (520a). Or is Callicles in love with iesause
they promise him the political power he craves? They are the means to his end.

But perhaps Callicles hasn’t thought it through completely. He feels & desir
sees a personal benefit, but just like the question about whether a prepared power is
necessary to avoid suffering injustice, is a simple desire to have political powaggh to
seek it, or is a prepared power necessary? This is what Socrates stiggesis:.a need
for preparation, and a power that will come from that preparation. Just astthe firs
mention of politics revealed a double nature, something that looks toward pleasure and
something that looks toward the best, so, too, is it now. Actions for political affatts nee

to look toward what is best by nature.
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Now supposing some political action at hand was the need to build something,
what would be the necessary steps to have this done? The decision to make the building
would include finding someone who had the necessary knowledge and knowing their
background as shown by their education and experience. It would be thoughtless to give
someone such a task with no proof (or condemning proof) of their stated ability (or
inability) (514a).

Similarly, the same must be asked of Callicles before he enters publislife,
there someone who was base before-unjust, intemperate, and foolish-and has become
noble and good because of Callicles” (515a). This is a fair question to ask anyone who
desires to enter politics. He asks only to truly understand “what in the wdnklwsaly
you think you ought to act in politics?” (515b). To this Callicles replies, “you kreea
of victory” (515b). This answer is telling, and it can mean a few things. | do itde
that it is simply Callicles shutting down more. The last time the phrager“bf victory”
was mentioned was in relation to being a lover of victory in revealing the falsehtiod of
virtues being discussed. Is this an admission that Socrates has revealest tbgifabn
at the core of Callicles?

This should be looked at more closely. Firstly, is it unfair to judge someone who
wants to enter politics, but has no previous political experience, on the merits of whom
they have made better citizens? Presumably, this is something thatd@mebenly in
office, and the lack of not being in office shouldn’t count against the aspiring falitici
But Socrates is changing the way we look at politics. After all faresmost an
individual art. Callicles should at least have the claim that he has madef hietta],

and this is the face he puts on in trying to be courageous and manly. But this
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conversation with Socrates has revealed how cowardly and womanly he is, témsing
to vocalize this admission of victory to Socrates.

At the same time, this is not a willful admission, and it is not a happy admission.
Callicles is wounded by having to say it, and his tone is angry and bitter. Socrates
matches the anger and gives his harsh critique of the Athenian leaders Cladictle
praised (515d-517a). As the dialogue reaches an apex of bitterness henddibs
noted that the intense bitterness is not a sign of anger, but a genuine concern ftbr the we
being of Callicles (Michelini 1988, 57). This attack does two things: it shows @allicl
that even a life in politics, as much assimilated to the regime as possiblen oulevg
the regime, does not turn out to be a guarantee against suffering injustice. The proof
previously given of the prepared power to avoid suffering injustice has famaowschist
contradictions, being the same leaders that Callicles looks up to.

Socrates is unfair in his critique of the Athenian leaders. Or rather, he ishesing t
rhetorical technique of the bogey man, much as Polus had tried to do with Socrates, by
showing Callicles the lack of guarantee against injustice while servirtgalbji
Socrates cites Pericles for making the Athenians lazy, but calls herawisthe most
perfect rhetor in th@rotagorasand thePhaedrusrespectively (Nichols, 1998, 117). He
mentions Cimon’s ostracism, but fails to mention his recall.

It all becomes clear after Callicles interjects that none of thequtis today
have accomplished what they did. Here it comes to light that Socrates does not blame
them, but actually considers them skilled in their service (517b). They weretgood a
providing for the desires of the Athenians, but they were not good at leading those

desires, ergo they were bad leaders. It becomes clear to Socrateslwles@agues as
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he does; there is a miscommunication between them. Callicles does not maldiesta
Divided Oblong. As Socrates notes, “you have many times agreed and understood that
this occupation concerned both with the body and with the soul is indeed a certain double
one” (517e). Previously when Socrates referred to something being double it was that
had an aspect that looked toward the best and an aspect that looked toward pleasure.
That is not the case here. The use of double refers on one side to the body and on the
other to the soul. This is how the Divided Oblong was introduced. But Socrates here is
referring to a single occupation as being double, whereas at the introduction of the
Divided Oblong there were two distinct businesses, the unnamed business of the body
and politics for the soul. Could it be that the unnamed business of the body is also
politics, making it a double art of the singular occupation being referred to hbrhof
body and soul?

If this is true, how does this affect the argument? It sets the backgrouhd for
true art of politics and it will make Callicles confront what he reallpt&& accomplish
and what he wants personally out of a political life. By purposely omitting the name of
the body of business as politics at the beginning Socrates was able to keepdsieg f
on how rhetoric relates to justice. It was noted in the Polus chapter how at severa
junctions the discussion could have led to a further inquiry of justice, and henceethe tru
art of politics, but Socrates held back because it was not important for Polus. Had he
given the double nature of politics at the beginning it would have diminished the effect
that flattery plays as the doubling role the true arts. Now Socratessévaiahe has
been concealing some things, “on purpose...so that you may thoroughly understand more

easily” (517d).
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Referring to the two-fold division of gymnastic and medicine in the busofess
the body, it comes to light that other arts, such as “retailer or importer or
craftsman...baker, cook, weaver, cobbler, and leather dresser,” that are ividecfer
the body, and often confused as the “caretakers of the body” (517e). Why thesegpracti
get confused for true arts refers back to the Polus section, which proved that all
actions are for some good. These practices supply the body with thingsangtess
make it good, but the tendency is that the good becomes defined by the practice of
supplying these things rather than their effect on the body. Their acticiynies
political in that they rank their arts of supplying to one another not in relation toltiee va
supplied, but by the supplying itself. This is not an intentional corruption of thertrue a
of politics; rather, these caretakers of the body engage in politicatyauotigood faith,
but through ignorance misplace the focus (Kastely 1991, 103-104).

The art of the body is political because, just like the soul, it requires
understanding what is best and then regulating behavior to stay in accordanbatwith t
But when politicians become more concerned with the supplying of the needs of the body
than with the good that come from those supplies, the regulatory aspect atstvaift
making the body better to perfecting the process of supplying. Thus things like the
regulation of commerce become the focus of politics.

Even though during the argument Callicles agrees to the definition atpal
looking toward the best, he constantly falls back to this procedural politics. When
presented with the choice of either practicing true politics or this procezhedlallicles
recommends the latter, urging Socrates to choose the same (521b). The only way

Callicles can make sense of what Socrates is saying is if the philosopsaradaeally
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understand what politics is really about. He retreats to his argument tbhatatging
anything other than a focus on this procedural politics will suffer the worst daage
accuses Socrates of not seeing this because he “dwells out of the way! (521c)

This accusation deserves reflection. Is Socrates really just out of toucle tmabl
realize the impracticality or impossibility of his idealistic view ofipcd? Even Socrates
admits that there has never been a practitioner of true rhetoric, nor does he thirdé muc
thedemosas to hope they would all be able to look toward the best instead of seek after
pleasure and folly. But if Socrates “dwells out of the way,” it is becaubaskeft the
cave and ascended the heights of philosoRepblic VI).

The Calliclean charge accused philosophers of being out of touch with the city.
They know neither the laws nor the customs, and are unable to associate with others.
While it might be easy to conjure up an image of a philosopher that meets this
description, it portrays nothing of Socrates. He perhaps knows the law of Athens bett
than Callicles; he participated in festivals and parties, and was constahgyagdra
speaking with many diverse people. Additionally, Socrates also portrays ihe ma
characteristics that Callicles desires of courage, strength, andjerned as attested to by
Alcibiades’s speech in tHeymposiun(219-222).

Socrates is fully aware of the way things “are” and the way theylyraad,”
which includes being aware of the consequences, and dangers, his lifeirdatsned
with. Thus he boldly proclaims, “I put my hand to the true political art and | alone of
men today practice politics” (521d). What makes it the true political art thabhe
actually improves souls of others, but by “testing them, testing their héleefsproves

their souls by removing the chief source of their souls’ ugliness —their bedigthiey
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are already beautiful, i.e., already know what values they should pursiet¢ea2005,
32). He fully expects to be brought to court and tried as a doctor before a jury of
children, being prosecuted by a pastry chef. His only defense will be, “I dicba#
things, boys, in the interest of health” (522a). This is a simple metaphor, but not an
inaccurate one, of his actual defense inApelogy

This is courage. Socrates represents everything Callicles wantsirbelitue
and justice, courage to stand up for it, and a reputation of manliness and intelligence.
True courage is not flinching from the appropriate way to act, whether it be to aftarge
battle or to flee injustice. Still unconvinced, the last option is for Socrates tmateer
rhetorical technique, referring again to the use of bogey men, and tell a hogtgH(the
considers it a reasoned account) of the afterlife and the punishment/rewaljdstafa
and justice. A close look at the myth, however, scares away the bogey man and turns it
into a myth of optimism in that “being good will benefit you...and justice reallyas t
best” (Annas 1982, 125).

In conclusion, Callicles cannot reconcile his wish to be just with how the just
often suffer at the hands of the unjust. He therefore abandons Socratic virtue to assume
the belief of his twisted natural justice, which he believes will allowtoimarn the
reputation of manliness. Socrates attempts to refute both Callicllsgofanion about
justice as well as his expectations from politics. To gain the reputationethigsires
will cost him what is most dear to him: his buried belief in virtue. The true artititpol
is to always look toward the best, encourage others to do so, and not flinch from acting

accordingly.
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CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSION

The interweaving of rhetoric, the greatest evil, and the true art of paligases
the unity of the dialogue. The relationship between these three topics isdaheaugh
a reading with careful attention paid to the drama of the dialogue. Dramaastehar
driven. Itis understanding a character: what he believes, what he dexired)yahe
acts as he does. The most common aspects that reveal character are di@amatio bl
the dialogue, meaning Plato has not explicitly given direction about tone, motion,
emphasis, or other actions that are revealing. But there are enough dughalt to
provide a good idea of how the participants in the dialogue should respond.

Rhetoric is the phantom part of politics, corresponding to justice, because it
creates a false opinion about what is best. It gives no reasoned account as to why
anything is best, but mostly relies on persuasive power of pleasure and folask
having a care for this knowledge. This is the nature of rhetoric when it is taught as a
means to obtain power. Undoubtedly rhetoric has an amazing power to move, motivate,
and persuade any number of people to do or believe a number of things. But to mistake
this power as the good in and of itself is when error begins.

Noble rhetoric is subservient to a true art. The example of the rhetor and the
doctor shows its value and utility to medicine, but perhaps its best use is in tlealpoliti
art, particularly to persuade about the true nature of justice. It does teat Baying
only the pleasing things to the audience, but “fights to say the best things, whether t
will be more pleasant or unpleasant to the hearers” (503b). Often this means noble

rhetoric is refutative, aiming to persuade those with a false opinion of justieRite
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their own opinions by coming to a realization of their own falsity or ignorance. This se
refutation inspires Socratic ignorance, the knowledge of not having knowledge, which
hopefully leads toward philosophy, which is the true cure for a false opinion.

Having a false opinion, particularly of justice, is the greatest evil for a human
being to suffer. This is not to diminish the great evil in actually committingticge, but
it is from thoughts that actions flow. A just punishment of a fine or a prison sentence
may correct the damage of an injustice committed, but is no guarantee oficgteet
damage to the soul, which is a better guarantee against future injusticese épiaion,
rather than an unjust act, is the true disease and it requires the just punishsetnt of
refutation.

Toward the end of the dialogue, Socrates asks Callicles if there is saiha kin
prepared power to avoid both doing injustice and suffering injustice (509d-e). The power
to avoid suffering is in becoming a friend of the state, assimilating as muchsddeus
the character and nature of the regime. This is what most people consider to ¢ politi
But this power does nothing to diminish, but rather enhances, the likelihood of
committing injustice. What the dialogue points toward as the power to avoid dorgmit
injustice is the true art of politics.

The true art of politics is two-fold: it is recognizing the nature of whatss ber
both body and soul, and regulating behavior to abide by the precepts of the best. Justice
is the principle that guides what is best for the soul and medicine for the body. Through
the legislative art for the soul and gymnastic for the body the propey redgesgations,
and laws are made to align with what justice and medicine dictate, beingeeinbgrc

self-discipline and moderation.

77



The true art of politics is an individual matter. But this does not negate the
importance of politics on a larger scale, for the community. While politiestHetoric,
has an offer of power to its pursuers, those desiring this power need first toociemest
with what they really want from the practice of politics. What holds human beings
together is “community, friendship, orderliness, and justness” (508a). This seems to be
the same principle that justice follows to create a structure of good withsoul,
outlining what is best. Politics on a larger scale should thus only be entered upon when
the things that hold human beings together are correctly ordered within thé&lself
politician needs to offer himself as an example of someone he has made bettér throug
practicing the true art of politics, qualifying him to deem what is best antlavis will
uphold that on a larger scale.

Each of the characters in the dialogue has his own unique false opinion of justice.
Gorgias is largely ambivalent to justice, recognizing the powkgafsto create a
relativistic, situational nature of things. His ambivalence toward justiees\er, is an
endorsement of injustice by default, for when pressed to describe the good of itnetori
is too ashamed to show that most uses are examples of injustice and resorts aather t
praise of the art for simply being powerful. This makes Gorgias question his ow
indifference toward justice and appear to be convinced that a teacher of rimetstria
truth be a knower of the just and unjust, as well as a doer of justice.

Socrates’s initial desire to speak with Gorgias was two-fold. He recagnize
something different about the man from the rest of the similar profession of sgphistr
which was his denial to teach virtue. As the self-refutation from the dialogie wit

Socrates takes hold, Gorgias begins to realize the error in this stancecra®sSsees
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the greatest good as being released from false opinions by “strainingctoatlicine’s
own and the city’s things toward this, that justice and moderation will be present,” h
would welcome the help of Gorgias in his ability to speak to the many (507d-e). Rhetori
would create a fraternity to the true art of dialectic in an effort to edtlwaigtizens
about the best things (Weiss 2003, 195).

Polus interrupts to save the reputation of rhetoric. As a student and aspiring
professional, Polus’s reputation is tied to that of rhetoric, a reputation hegivtlkdi
uphold at the expense of discrediting his teacher of the value of his education and worth
of his knowledge. Like his teacher he has a certain ambivalence toward jostibes
greater desire for power and reputation amplifies his default endorsemejuistite.
Perhaps recognizing this to a degree he tries to cover this by admittingstitat may be
good, but injustice is merely shameful, not bad. His own lack in believing this, and in
part due to a lack of intelligence, causes him to be refuted, but the self-refigatain |
fully persuasive.

Socrates tries to show Polus that he is mistaken in the value he puts in rhetoric.
The philosopher bests the young rhetor’s rhetorical techniques by turning Polbsint
own witness. This refutation was meant to show Polus that rhetoric’s power is not as
great as he makes it out to be, and that the humiliation for a lack of reputation is not a
harmful thing. The refutation was a just penalty to persuade Polus to question his own
views and investigate these things further. The colt proves quite cowardly aadiiobt
proceeding forward falls back into the protection and comfort of his false opirgons a

soon as Callicles jumps on the scene.
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Callicles, perhaps once a student of philosophy but now an aspiring politician,
opens with a condemning charge against Socrates. In it, he upholds his natural view of
justice and the classical Greek sense of manliness over philosophy. He holgsaightl
the traits of manliness (intelligence, courage, strength) as theytsd®m the only way
to effect any good in thegolis. Virtue otherwise is powerless to stop injustice and thus
seems slavish. But he wants to do good, whether he truly lovdsri@or not. His
attachment to manliness obligates him to take up the hedonist argument simply as a
demonstration of these characteristics rather than from a desire to pkeappdiites.

Where Socrates really refutes the young politician is in his assums@bout
politics. Callicles is forced to confront whether his political heroes wevalacgood or
not. In service to the city they excelled in cleverness and accomplishedharo=nty
other statesman, but in actually leading and making the citizens betteaipihegntly
failed. Callicles should decide what is really more important: admini&rservice or
actual leadership. Additionally, he should provide proof of his ability to lead, meaning
he should master himself before he tries to master others.

Upon concluding the ending myth, Socrates reiterates that his participants should
be persuaded by the arguments of the dialogue, for they alone remain stantirajlwhi
else has been made to look ridiculous. They are currently all in a shamefalositi
acting like youth in claiming that the greatest things, justice and the rastuef all
change and never seem the same, to which he exclaims. “to such a degree of lack of
education have we come!” (527d-e). So many of the problems Gidiggasseem to
point to just this, education. The greatest evil is cured by a type of education: a

realization of ignorance and an understanding of nature derived through philosophic
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inquiry. The true political art requires an education in justice. Perhaps theumnly tr
prepared power to protect against injustice is just this: a proper education fdf anese
well as the community.

Leo Strauss noted that “the classical teaching cannot be immediatelyabepte
modern society, but has to be made applicable to it, that is, must be modernized or
distorted” (1946, 333). How is ti@orgiasto be viewed through a modern lens to be
made applicable today? How useful can Socrates’s rhetoric be todayy, Fish't
agree that the dialogue is meant to be a condemnation of the Socratic method. Klosko
calls the failure of Socrates to truly persuade any of the discussantgetthiem to
listen to a complete reasoned account of their false opinions, “the tragedyosbphy”
(1983, 593). The importance of philosophy is not diminished by this fact, but the point
remains that philosophy is not for everyone. A Gorgianic/Socratic allianezrhaps
needed now more than ever.

Bur rhetoric itself has also changed. Hamilton in the introduction to his
translation of the dialogue notes, “To us the ability to speak acceptably and coglyinci
in public is a relatively trivial factor in the ordinary citizen's equipmentafsuccessful
life; to the ambitious Athenian of the fifth and fourth centuries b.c. it was&mSe
(1960, 7). Rhetoric today is more the stuff of reelection speeches and the bashing of
ideologues on blog posts, Twitter feeds, and cable news networks. The essem@al na
of rhetorical speech has lost its value for common citizens.

Rhetoric in use today, similar to Gorgianic rhetoric, is not in line with noble
rhetoric. Bu the answer is not to simply add more rhetoric to the mix; it would be more

likely to be drowned out in what already pervades multi-media. The anewar the
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ending of the dialogue: education. For noble rhetoric to be self-refutative it needs to be
presented in a manner where the subject will be forced to make the correct conziusi
his falsity. What better way to address these issues than to partake in shenerdginal
dialogues that addressed this issue. An emphasis on classical educationgscharioe

to instill the critical thought necessary to truly answer the questions abhatitsabest

and grant us the path to correct our false opinions along the way.

But if classical thought admits to only one good, one way that is best, does not
that do more to damage public discourse by creating intolerance? Socrates may
adamant in his stance on the good, but he is closed off neither to differing ideas nor
people. His openness was a way to ensure that none of the good escaped him. Dialectic
is not a tactic to debase the other side and glorify one’s own position as best, Ibutt rathe
is “an idealized analogue of democratic debate” (Euben 1994, 222). There is a greater
sincerity in coming face to face with a conflicting view that may dighrand destroy
beliefs and opinions that are held dearly and deeply than in pandering to theirdunteste
value in the name of toleration. There is nothing to fear in pursuing a philosophic
education and much to gain. If indeed the dialogue is a piece of propaganda for the

Academy then its persuasive point toward education has been acknowledged even today.
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