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ABSTRACT

In the "Gorgias," Plato focuses attention upon the
value of dialectic as opposed to rhetoric, as well as the status of
orators as opposed to philosophers. Through his agent, Socrates,
Plato confirms dialectic as a legitimate endeavor while calling into
question the place of rhetoric. Socrates is portrayed as a director
who enacts a strategy of rigid control over the structure and
movement of the dialogue, maintaining his own status and that of his
chosen question-and-aaswer structure by blaming the inadequacy of
others for failure to progress in the argument. In the interaction
between Socrates and Callicles, Callicles questions Socrates' motive
(calling it self-interest) and his management of the situation, as
well as the overall status of philosophy. As the struggle for control
progresses, Socrates wears down the status of Callicles with sarcasm
and affirms his own high moral purpose. By the end of the dialogue,
Callicles (though a worthy representative of rhetoric) is depicted as
a whining, pouting opponent soundly chastised by Socrates, who leads
the discussion toward his predisposed conclusion: the pursuit of
Truth as the highest of all endeavors. To allow rhetoric in any form
but that utilized by a philosopher who is already closer to the Truth
than other souls, is to allow a breach in the necessarily absolutist
nature of Socrates' perspective. The questions Platec posed,
unresolved through the years, continue to be brought up for scrutiny.
(Notes are attached.,) (NKA)
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The Legitimization of Dialectic:

Socratic Strategy in the Gorgiass

The Gorgias and the Phaedrus are often cited as the primary
dislogues within which Plato addressea the queation of rhetoric: ita
definition, its value, and fta purpose. Over the agea scholara have
examined these diaslogues to determine Plato'a meaninga and attitudes
tovard rhetoric, and the diversity of opinion haa swelled over the
yeara. As Edwin Black has said:

Plato ia difficult to underatand. He ia complicated,
variegated, audacious, and sometimes paradoxical. The
apparent eluaiveneaa of hia view of rhetoric, alone,
haa engendered a vaat accumulation of commentary, with
fev of the commentatora in subatantial agreement on the
defining characteristica of the view.
The very extent to which controveray continuea to reign about these
worka speaks to the geniua of their author. Writings which atill etir
such disagreement after thousands of years have kept the issues under
scrutiny from dying. In thia paper I will focua not only on Plat>'a
perapective on rhetoric, but alao upon the way in wvhich he
legitimatea dialectic by establishing it in the realm of controveray.
It ia my argument that through the conversstional atructure put forward
and the relationships portrayed in the Gorgisa, Plato foc 3es attention
upon the value of dislectic as opposed to rhetoric as well aa the statua
of oratora as oppoaed to philosophera. Through his agent, Socratec,

Flato confirms dialectic as a legitimate endeavor while calling into

question the place of rhetoric. By placing rhetoric and dialectic
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in auch atrong juxtaposition aa to their legitimacy, Pleto raises issues interactions with Gorgisa, Polus, and Callicles. The rules of the
for the debste over the relative values of dislectic snd rhetoric instesd of intersction sre set early with Gorgiaa, when Socrates tella him tc
providing answers to silence it, Thus, st a more sbstract level, Plato "answer briefly vhat I sak you . . . give me a good specimen of your ‘
legitimizes dislectic by placing it prominently in the midst of controversy, clipped style"(449). Gorgies immediately rises to the occasion--to
a position it had not previously enjoyed. the challenge--responding thst "no one can say the same thing more
Charlea Xauffaan approaches the Gorgias by exsmining not only the succinctly than I. . . . You'll ssy you've rever heard snyone speak
aubatance of the arguments put forward in this dislogue, but slso the more briefly”(449).
interrelstionshipa of the characters. By =mphasizing that the messsge Having sssured the question-answer format (the basic dialogue form),
conveyed in the Gorgias occurs on more than a substantive level, Ksuffman Socrstes begins imposinz further boundaries by delimiting the poaaible
directa attention to the roles enacted 8s well as the words exchanged.2 answeir's to questions, snd by rigid definition of terms. The dislogue
Such a focus ia useful when one considers Socrates' partic pation in the follows vhe form of division of issues under discussion into brsnches
Gorgiaa, for he ia portrayed as a manager, s director who enacts a strategy between vhich the Interlocutors choou.3 At times Socrstea appears to
of rigid control over the atructure and movement of the dialogue. By . let rhe dfacussion go beyond his control by enliating the participation
strict adherence to his structure, Socrstes ensures the confirmstion of of his opponents in choosing the course, yet the discussion is slways
his position (the legitimization of dialectic) while limiting the shaped futo the structure he fsvors snd subsequestly into the divisions
examination of issues to alternstives he has determined and defined he defines. His intersction with Polus is illustrative. Socratea firat
a8 absolute. Socrates 1s an astute mensger, maintaining careful control tells Polus to "choose whichever course you wiah to follow: to ask or
lest his opponents stray from the structure he requires. His control, to answer.” Polus proceeds to ask Socrstes seversl questions regarding
in turn, eatablishes his own higher ststus in relationship to his opponents. the nsture of rhetoric. He fsils, however, to follow the structure or
These two factors as they come together provide the foundstion for Socrstes' direction desired by Socrates:

ultimate attack upon rhetoric. I will first address the issue of control
Polus: Then doean‘t rhetoric seem to you to be a

as seen in the Gorgias, aecondly I vill exsmine the issue of gtatus, snd fine thing, being cspsble of giving men plessure?
Socratea: Bow do you mesn Polus: Have you already so
finally I will discur. the wsy these tw« 1issues coslesce to sffirm : thoroughly learned from me what I sey rhetoric 1s
thst you can ssk the next question: "Don't you
dislectic's legitimacy. think it is fine?"
Polus: Well, haven't I learned thst you say it's s knack?
The management of this situation by Socrates is evident throughout Socrates; Will you be so kind, aince you set such a value
on pleasure to give me a little?
the Gorgiaa, seen in the weys he exerts control over the structure of his Polus: Of course.
) Socrates: Aak me, then, what sort of an art, in my
opinion, 18 cookery? (462)
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Who has become the asker? Socrates goes on to lead Polus to the
branching desired.
Socrates: . . . If, then, Polus wanta to find out, let

him question me. . . . I shall not answer vhether

I think rhatoric is fine or foul until he first

saks me what it is. You're not being fair, Polus.

Yet, 1f you wish to discover my views, ssk me what

branch of flattery rhetoric is.

Polua: All right, I'll ask. Tell me which branch. (463)
Socrates mansgea the situation by limiting the acope of discussion

and by enlisting the psrticipation of his opponent in this limitation,
assuring the opponent’a acceptance of the limita. It doea not matter
st this poiat precisely where the boundariea sre, what matters is
that they exiat and thsat the opponent accepts the limitation imposed by
Socrates within the structure of the dialectical proceu.A with this
backdrop, Socrates proceeds to force limited choicea, an esaential
element becauae the very act of choice plays into Socratea' hand by
acknowledging the legitimacy of the limited brenches. When Socrates
meets reaistance to thia structure, as with Polua and later with Calliclea,
he appeara to allow expansion of the imposed boundaries by exchanging
roles with hia opponent (e.g., letting Polus chooae whether to ask or
to answer) or by aeeking to define absolutely the qualified definitions
offered by hia opponents. He moon grows impatient with any unwilling-
nesa to follow the prescribed pattern however, and an antagonist'a
urwillingness is translated intc "inability" or some degree of bsdness.
Willingneas or unwillingneas to abide by thia structurc ultimately
becomes an issue of character and aubsequently status.

In vonjunction with maintaining control, Socrates consistently

belittles the status of rhetoric and rhetoricians while raising his owm

statua in comparison. Thoae who would defeni rhetoric: Gorgias, Polus,
and Callicles, sre pitted sgsinat Socrates, tile dialecticisn and
philosopher. These tirse sre reprssentstive of wvhat rhetoric has to
offer, and their atatus in comparison to Socrates’ rzflects th: relative
status of rhetoric to dialectic. Socrates’ repeated dissvowala of hia
own self-intereat establish the implicit compsrison by which the others
are judged:

Socrates: . . . if there ever wss s man vho entered
on the discussion of & matter from the purs
desirs to lesrn the exsct truth, I am such s
person; and I should ssy the same sbout you. (435)

This 1 do to complete the srgumant in sn orderly
way and not to discredit you. . . . Another purpose
Ja that you may round out your views just as you
see fit, in accordance with your true sim. (454)

Now consider that I too am concerned to promote
your interest. (455)

1 hesitate, therefore, to embark on s refutation in
the fear that you may imsgine that 1 am speakiug,
not with s view to illuminating our subject, but

to discredit you. Now if you sre the sort of person
1 am, I shall gladly continue the questions and
snswers; 1if not, i shall let them go. . . . If,
then, you declsre yourself to be such s person

as I am, let us continus the discusaion, but 1if

you think we ought to let {: go, let us at once
dismiss 1t sand ciose the finterview. (457-458;
emphasis added)
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According to Socrates, his interest is purely based upon the high
moral purpcse of lesrning "the exact truth,” as he creates in himself
a standard by vhich others are to be judged. Serving as another
control mechanism, his opponents cannot refuse to submit to Socrates'
program without loring face, for refusal equals admission of a lesscr
morslity. Yet to go on adaits to the accuracy of tne divisions and the
comparivon being drawn. The entire issue of ststus ss Socratas davelops
it follows the ovsrall structurs of the dialectical form--Socrrtes
proposes & division &nd in continuing the dialogue his antagonists
implicitly accept his conception of the situation. The basic division
in this casa: go on with Socrates and be moral, or choose not to and
be less moral. Put snother way, go on with Socrates to puraue Truth and
participate ir that highest of s!l endeavors; or don't go on, refusing
to participste in the highest of all endeavors, thus admitting to being
a baser soul. Acreptance of this division gives implicit scknowledge-
ment that this structure is the only rosd to Truth snd morality.
Because of the limited choices imposed, non-s:ceptance is not an
alternative (being equated with immorslity). Once having accepted
the structure of the limited choices, sr opponent is csught, snd must
legitinmize Socrates® position.

Socrates further plsces himself in a superior position to his
opporents by disavowing any responsibility for his actions that do
not seem condistent with his requirements. The others are to blame
for any lack of progress in the srgument, and for his lapses into what

looks like rhetoric. If is Polus' fault, for example, if Socrates is

-7-

unclesr, because he has not asked ths right questions (463), snd it is
therefore Polus' fault that Socratas is forcad to resort to "holding
forth at some length.” Socrates goss on: "Yet you really must forgive
me, for when I gave you brisf answers, you didn't undarstand them; nor
were you able t> maka any usa of my rajoindars, but required a thorough

" (455) 1f Socrates doasn’t unde stand, it is because of

exposition
the inadequacy of the r-3zakar; {f tha othsrs don't understand, it is

th. result of inadaquacy on tha part of tha listanars. Thua Sucratas
reinforcas his implied claim to suparior status.

Socrates maintains his own status and tha status of his chosan
argumentative structure by blaming the inadaquacy of others for failure
to prograss in tha argument. Socrates,howaver, depicts himsalf as able
to riss gbove thair incompetance, partially by lsngthy exposition (which
1f undertaken by others would be decried as the infarior rhetoric),
psrtially by directing them into tha "correct” branches or divisions,
and partislly by demonstratiny his superior ability with tha dislectical
structure as ha definas it.

When dealing with Gorgias, Socrates does not directly challenge
ststus (perhaps bacause tha utatus slready sccordad Gorgiss would hava
made a direct attack appear illegitimata). Instesd, he saems to bend
over backwards to indicate that ha is not intending to discradit Gorgias,
rather pursua Truth. Socratea treats the problem of Cucgisa' status
by dewonstrsting his failure within the dialactical procecs. Corgias
jsmedistely accapts the structura, offering no challenge to the
argumentative form itself. Polus does challenge tha structure to
an extant, ultimately proferring quslified agreement to Socrates, s
modified form of dissent. Polus' chsllenges however sre merely

depicted as his inability to abide by the dislectical structure,
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tharefore emphasizing the grestsr sbilities of those who do sbide by it
(1.e., Socretes). Socrates blatently sttacks Polus' status by questioning
his competance, but Polus (the colt) probably has low status slresdy. In
l1ight of this relstively low status, the triumph over Polus does not gsin
much. The rssdsr has ths ssnse that Polus is not reslly s good rspresentstive
of rhetoric. Calliclse, however, s & worthy opponent, whose worthiness is
enphasized st length by Socrstss. By openly chsllenging Socrstes, ths
srgument, snd Socrstss' mansgement Callicles becomes 8 truly gerious opponent
wvhoss dsfest could reprssant s velusble victory of dislectic over rhetoric.
The fssuss of status snd control come togsther in ths intsrsction
betwesn Socrstss end Calliclss. Putting forwerd the seversst chsllsnge
yet, Csllicles questions Socrstss’ motives, his msnsgement of ths s{tustion,
his own sdharance to the impossd structursl requirement, snd the oversll
status of philosophy. Cslling sttention to Socrstes’ bending of the rules,

Csllicles begins his challengs: ''Socrstes, you seem to me to be going mad

vith eloqusnce, 1ike s trus politicien. And nov you sre prsttling . . ."(482).

He slso quastions Socrates' msnsgsment and the motivas behind ft: "Now,

Socrates, you knov you reslly do divert ths srgument into such chesp and

vulger psths, ssying thst you'rs pursuing the truth" (482-483; emphsais
sdded). Callicles directly qusstions the relevance of philosophy, tying
Socrstes' sdherence to it to self-interest (despite proteststions to the
contrery). Furthermore, {f "men of sffairs" look ridiculous in debates
with philosophers, {t {s no moreso then philosophers look when taking
part in "privets or public sffeirs."
Callicles: Here, then, you hsve the truth of the

ustter. You will become convinced of it it you

only let philosophy slone and psss on to more

i{wportent considerstions. Of course, Socrates,

philosophy does havs & certain charez {f one
ongeges with {t {n one's youth gnd in moderation;

10

but if one dallies overlong, it's the ruin of s
fallow. . . . Buripides put his finger on it when
he wrots:
Zach shines in that which cen sttract his most,
The tasck on which he spends ths livslong day,
The work {n wvhich he cen surpsss himeelf . . .
wheress & man shuns and vilifiss whetsver hs cen't
do well, but prsises his other work out of rsgerd
for himeslf, with the notion that this {s ths way
to prafes himeelf. (484-485; emphasis sdded)

In & direct jsb st Socrstss' charsctar, Calliclss compsrss him to s
"11eping child" (485), his pradsliction for philosophy "disgraceful*(486).
Socrstss rasponds by emphasizing Calliclas' worthiness ss en

opponant. Once sgain, whsthsar through {rony, flsttery, or sarcssa

(depending upon one's rssding), Socratas sppesls to the venity of his
opponant, ssducing or chsllsnging him to partsks in ths srgumentativs
structure. Calliclss is "ths bsst stons possibls" to tsst ths extent
to which Socrstss' soul s golden (686).6 s "man well sbla to discern
truth" (489).

Socratss: Plesss, thersfora, do not stcp ths lessoiud
you hsve begun tu give me, but show me clesrly
wvhat it {s that I ought to pursue, and hov I may
come to possass it; and {f ever you catch me
sgresing with you nov on any subject, end lster
neglacting to ect on {t, then considsr me s complete
dunce snd don't weats time teseching me eny mors
lassons, for I won't be worth ft. (488)

Callicles hss rot challsnged ths structure of the s.gumentative
form, however, having only objected to the psths Socrstes tskes. When
Socrstes formulstes questions snd defines the limits, Cs'licles
scquiesces to ths form:

Socrstes: Plesss define this precisely for me. Are
‘stronger’ and ‘‘ettar’ and ‘more powerful' the
same or sre they different?

Callicles: 1 ghali be glad to tell you precisely:
they ere the same. (488)

11
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Despite the ensuing atruggle, Socrates retains structural control,
urging adherence: 'Please don't begrudge me your answer "(489),
Calliclea ridiculea Socratea' anactment of the form: "Here'a a feilow
wvho'll never be done with trifling! Tell me, Socrstee, aren't you
ashamed to be playing with worda at your age?" (489), Both make
incresaingly blatant attacka upod one another's method:
Sorratea: And ;lease, my gifted friend, try to
tea”h me wy primer in a milder tone, so that
I won°’l run away from your achool.
Calliclea: Wha* a piece of sarcasm, Socratea! (489)
In apite of hia overt acceptance.of the structural requirements of
the dislectical forr:, Calliclea resiata that structure by objecting to
the branching propoaed by Socratea. Callicles' difficulties with
Socrstes' definitiona ia {lluatrative:
Calliclea: You k. 2p talking about food and drink
and doctora and all such nonsense! But that's
not vhat I mean at all.

Socrates: Well, then, by 'better' do you mesn the
mora intalligent? Say yea or no.

Calliclea: I do.

Socratea: But choulan't the better have more?

Csllicles: But not necesasrily of food and drink.

Socrataa: I ase. You wean, perhapa more clothes? . . .

Calliclea: What'a thia about clothes?

Socratea: Well, ahoea then . . .

Calliclea: What'a thie about shoca? You insist on

talking nonaenae! (490; emphasis added)

Socrates sums up th2 altercation, implying in his description that
Callicles' refusal to accept a limited definition ("Say yes or no") is
not only the root of the problem with the progress of the argument, but
slso unquestionably unacceptable behavior once brought to 1ight. Once
again Socrates {a depicted aa the master, Callicles having erred in his
refusal to maintain a singular definitfon for abstract concepts., As

with Polus, Socrates places the blame upon Callicles for the lack of

progress in the argument: 'Callicles, you have aciually forced me

12
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into public speaking by your constant refusal to replyl™ (519)

Callicles ultimately appeara to enter into the atructure of the

ar t as app t, eventually continuing only at the behest of
Gorgiaa (497)., Neverthelesa, he consistently attacks Socratea’ statua
and character at timea directly, at timea sarcaatically; for example,
ne calla Socrates a "atrange creature . . . just a plain old petti-
fogger at heart "(494), a "universal genfua”(495). Hia ansvera become
obvious overstatement, unleaa they are overtly qualiffed: "But I do
agrae beyond any quaation vhatever;" "I admit ft without further
quaat jons" (495); ''Oh, all right, I agrae--to help you finiah up your
srgument and cut of 'ratiffcation' to Gorgiaa here' (501); "Yea, I
imsgine a0;" "Yea I think ao " (501), Calliclea eventually attempta to
turn hia entire rola over to Socratea, a comment upon the extent to
vhich Socratea retaina rontrol of the {nteraction: '"Why can't you
finish {t yourself? Talk to youraelf and give yourself answera!’ (505)
As the atriggle for control progresses, Socratea continuously
weara down the status of Calliclea, often aarcaatically: 'But let ua
con.anue our forward march, so that you may acquire some notion of vhat
a clever fellow you are to take ne to taak;” '"You are ¢ lucky man,
Callicles, to be initiated {nto the Greater Mysteries before the Lesaer.
I d4dn't think they allowed it " (497), Socrates again places himself
as a standard, demonatrating hia cowparative superiority with more and
more certsinty vhile affirming hia own high moral purpoae:
Socratea: . . . But ainca you, Calliclea, are

unwilling to help me finiah the argumeni, at any

rate please l{stan and tske {iaue with me wvhen-

ever I aeem to be going wrong. And {f you will

be kind enough to refute me, 1'l1l not be annoyed

with yod, as you have been with me; on the

contrary, you'll be nominated my greatest
benefactor. (506)

’ .
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In my opinion I am one of the few Athenians

(not to ssy the only one) who has attempted

the true art of politics, and the only one

alive to put it into prsctice. For this

reason, then, 1 never carry on my habitual

discussions with s viewv to grstificstion, but

with my eyes fixed on the highest good, not on

thst which is wmerely pleasant. (521)

By the end of the dialogue, Csllicles is depicted ss s sort of

vhining, pouting opponent who has been soundly chastised by Socrates.
As a representative of rhetoric, and a worthy cepresentative (aa
defined by Socrates), Callicles' defeat is particularly important.
Socrates has essentially taken on rhetoric and rhetoricians, demonstrat-
ing that the worthiest challenger io no match for dialectic and for
Socrates. (Gorgias himself, wvho it could be argued ig worthier, did
not challenge; in not doing so he silently asaents to the results of
the subsequent interaction.) Should the import of the demonstration be
lost, Socrates now carefully and directly addresses the issue of
rhetoric's status and legitimacy. It is a two-pronged approach forming
a foundation for the ultimate challenge to rhetoric: 1) & demonstration
of dislectic's superiority within the assumptions and requirements set
forth by Socrates; and 2) a positioning of the relative goodness of the
participanta. The dialectician vina the contest on all fronts by the
standards which have been established by Socrates. Socrates’ own position
and activities, to which he constantly attends throughout the dialogue,
are consistently portrayed ae legitimate. The legitimizations of both
dislectic (through demonstration) and Socrates (through establishing

a higher relative status) form & more solid base for fending off

attacks againat either. Moreover, degrading the status of his

ERIC 14
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antsgonists allows Socratea to, by sssocistion, degrsde the legitimacy
of rhetoric. A basis is thus buiit for the direct snd frontsl sttsck
upon rhetoric.

The status sfforded rhetoric is a major issue for Socrstes. Not
only does he der s status to the defenders of rhetoric, he denies it to
the activity itself. This is implied in the discussion comparing
rhetoric to cookery rsther thar. medicine (465) . Socrates is even more
direct vhen comparing rhetoric to navigation. Navigation saves lives
snd property, says Socrates, "just like rhetoric."

Socrstes: . . . And, moreover, this art is orderly

and modsst &nd does not put on airs or strike

attitudes as if it were psrforming some terrific

feat. . . . And the mastur of the ship, the

possessor of the srt and the perforser of this

feat, comes ashore aud walks along the quay by

his ship with an unassuming demeanor. (511)
"Rhetoric, get thee to thy rightful place,' Socrates might be intoning.
Rhetoricians should not make themselves out to be something they are
nct, should not have such conceit. The ou.ijator saves lives. The
engineer saves cities. The rhetoric described by its defenders certainly
does no more, deserving no greater recognition.

Socrates: . . . Jou, howsver, despise both him and

his art and, aa though it were a renrosch, you

call him & mere 'ongineer.' You would never

conseant to marry your daughter to his son, or

yourself marry his daughter. Yet after the

praises you bestow on your own pursuits, what

righkt have you to despise either the engineer

or the others . . . 7 (512)
Socrates aeverely questions the value of rhetoric. A rhetoric which is
"a genuine attempt to make the »u.l " of one's fellows as excellent as

may be"” has never been encountered. Finally he claims that the wsy of

Callicles--rhetoric--"has no value whatever * (527). It has no value

15
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because, sccording to Socrates, "the argument which has now revealed

itself declares that this {s the best way to apend one's days: to live
and die {n the pursuit of justice and the other virtuea"(527). This is
the ultimate legitimization sought by Socrat=s in the Gorgias: the
purauit of a knowsble Truth via dislectic as the activity of greatest
stature, more legitimate than any other activity, certainly moreso than
the practice of rhetoric. By placing rhetoric subordinate to dialectic,
Socrates assures & preeminent socisl position for dialectic, considering
the high atstus afforded rhetoric in Creek society.

The legitimization of dialectic and of Socrates i{s accomplished
through Socrates' management of the interaction. Socrates struggles for
and maintains ultimate control throughout the dialogue, leading the
discusaion ever onward toward his predisposed crncluafon: the pursuit of
Truth 1s the highest of all endeavors. By establishing early in the
dialogue the pursuit of a knowable Truth as the criterfon by which all else
is to be judged, Socratea assures that endeavor's resulting legitimizatfon.
The dialogue culminstes with a reinforcement of this criterfon by which
Socrates has maintained control and achieved legit=mizatfon for his
activities. The others' acceptance of h{s management essentially
reaffirms the existence of a knowable Truth. It s the key issue sup-orting
his attempt to place dialectic g{n a higher and more legitimate poaftion
than it previously held.

Socrates delegitimizes rhetoric to establish the legitimacy of
dialectic. Unless rhctoric argues from iruth, which s the province of
philoaophy, it cannot be gfven legitimac" for to do so would call {nto
queation the reality of the entire concept of a knowable Truth. Anything

acknowledging the legitimacy of probability or contingency as opposed to

the sbaolute and knovable becomes the scid which would dissolve the
cornerstone of Socrates’' position. Rhetoric cannot be sllowed.

The nature of the di{slectical process--diviaions, cresting limited
chofices between which one must choose to find the correct branch to
Truth--hss {ts foundation in the existence of knowables. To sllow rhetoric
in sny form buc that utilized by & philosopher who slready ia closer to the
Truth than other souls, ia to sllow s braach in the necesssrily sbaolutist
nature of Socratea' perspective. The philosopher's "rhetoric” would in
sctuality be sn axtenafon of dfslectic and not rhetoric st sll, for {t
cannot legitimately exist without firat undecrtsking the dialogic form of
1nqu1ry.7

Ultimately, Socrates' succass in schieving the sought-after
legitimacy for dfslectic probably depands upon the willingnesa of the
reader to 1) accept the sssumptions and requirements of the argumentative
structure, and 2) accept Socrates' control of the dialogue. Nevertheleaa,
regardleas of Socrates’ success, by stirring up discussion, by focuaing
upon the queation of tha legitimacy of the pursuit of Truth ss s worthwhila
activity, by addressing ths lagitimacy of s psrspactive on Truth as knowsble,
the suthor of this dialogue may well have schieved s messure of legitimacy
for his view that was not there before. To cause something to be serfoualy
considered 18 to rafise {ts gtatus snd legitimacy ss well as that of its
adherents. The elusiveness of Plato's position servea s purpose here, for
the non-resolution of the question keeps it forever under debate. Plato
is able, by being ambiguous, to keep dislectic and the notion of a knows
Truth {n the public foru-.8

Certainly the questions Plato posed have received the attention
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of hundreds ovsr the yesrs, with little "progress” made toward
resolution of those questions. As s statement or demonstrstion of
Western concerns, the Gorgias serves ss s fine specimen. A reader csn
essily identify with ths qusstions sddresssd, snd the methods of the
participsnts. We rscognize ourselves in the struggle, ss the lines
continue to be drswn between Truth ss knowable o unknowsble,

bstween one mode of behsvior or snother dependent upon one's sssumptions.
Sesrching Plsto for snswers {s {ronic, for in demonstrsting the human
condition he gives no answers. Rathsr, through ths dislogus hs posss
the questions. Psrt of Plsto's genfus lies {n being elusive, in
lesving the ssues unrssolvsd, forever brought up tor continued
scrutiny. In so doing, hs {nsures the the considerstion of dialectic
as s legitimate sctivity snd philosophy ss s justifiable wsy of 1ife.

In so doing, he {nsurss that dislectic will not die.
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ENDNOTES

Edwin Blsck. ''Plsto’'sView of Rhetoric,” Quartsrly Journs)

of Speech, 44(1958), p. 361.

2Chlr1ll Kauffman. "Enactment ss Argument in the Gorgiss,”

Philosophy snd Rhetoric, 12 (1979) pp. 114-129.

3The divisions snd dslimitstions srs slso s ¢sfining chsrscteristic

of Plstonic dislsctic, ss notsd by Edwin Blsck (1958), p. 365.

‘StCV|n Rendsll srgues thst _he psTticipstion snd ssssnt of
interlucutors {s ssssntisl to the gosls of the dislogus form: "to
changs the psrticipsnts, to convert them to s different visw of ths
issues {nvolved snd of ths world in gensrsl.” Stevsn Rendsll, 'Dislogus,
Philosophy, snd Rhetoric: The Example of Plsto's Gor;ill," Philoeophy

snd Rhetoric, 10 (1977), p. 167.

51: becomes 8o for some modern scholsrs us well. Rendsll srgues
thst Socrstes ssks Calliclss to coopsrsts {n ths search for truth,
"rsthsr thsn {n s spirit of contentiousnsss snd out of ths dssirs to
dsfend his own prsconcsived opinfons sgsinst attsck.” Rendsll
intsrprets Cslliclss' rssponss ss {ndicating thst "Csllicles {s no
friend of Socrstes, or {ndsed. of snyons slss,” snd thst his rssistsncs
could well bs his {nsbility to conform (Rendsll, 1977, p. 167). Socrstss
doee {ndeed sppssr to maks such s rsquest of Csllicles, however 1 would
put 1t in s somevhat d{ffsrent light. In rsstricting Csllicles snd ths
others to the dislecticsl form ss he enscts it, Socrstes {s protecting
his own preconceived opinfons snd sssumptions regsrding the nature of
truth, and he does so relstively contentiously. Socrstes does not ssk

Callicles to cooperste in s search to discover the nature of truth, he
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demands & prior{ submisafon to Socratas' mansgemant snd the conclusfona
to which ha laads.

6Note that even in this exchanga, Socrates places himself in

s posftion of superfor status: Csllicles ia ssaocisted with "atone,”

wvhile Socrates 18 sssociatad with "gold."

7K|uff-nn srgues that tha Gorg{ss essentislly de. natrates the
nacessary interdepsndenca of rhatoric snd dialsctic: 'dialactic snd
rhetoric ara complimentsry arts; s failed dialectic will produce s
flawed rhetoric, and a rhetoric which neglects dislectic will not produce
justice {r, the audiance.” Plato demonatrates, sccording to Kauffman,
the proper use of s legitimata rhatoric: "“vhen dialectic has failed to
{nstruct, rhetoric may be necsssary to persuads. . . . Henca, rhatoric,
based on a prior dislectic may ba nscesssry.” Kauffman notas the proper
tesporsl sequenca of his analysis: dialectic firat, followed by rhetoric.
However, thia "legitimate rhetoric" can be seen ga fundamentslly an
extenafon of dialectic, a continuing form growing from the dislectical
inquiry; 41t s also dialsctic, a form which can be ut{lized upon
succasaful complation of f{nquiry. As such it 1s dependent upon the
previous dialectical form, and cannot be sepsrated from {t. (Kauffman,
1979, pp. 126-127).

8P.ul Campbell srguss that the Gorgiaa ia seriously flawed by the
contradictions between the argument put forward by Socrstes and the actions
the characters take within the drame. 'The dislogue ia a dramatic form,
s philosophical srgument set forth dramatically. And that mesna that aerious
flaws in the form, as in the case of the Gorgias, sre wesknesses in both the
drana snd the argument”(p. 16). As a result, the arguments advanced fafl.

In addition, Plato's skill as 8 drametist must be serioualv queationed.

(sss Paul Nawell Campball, "Tha Gorgiss: Dramatic Form ss Arguasent,”

Central Ststss Spsach Journsl, 31 (1980) pp. 1-16). Campbsll does nat,

however, axplain the parsusasive power of thls dislogue despita what hs
terms flaws. The confusfon crastad by the discrapsncy betwsan srgument

and scactment inhibit- tha ccastion of countarsrguments, psrticulsrly when
placed 1{n the nearly paradoxical scgumentativa structurs set up by Socratas.
The very meaninglessneas of saveral of Socrstas’ srguments ancouragss such
confuafon and tha subsaquant ratraast from the argument of gll but Socratas.
The quastion of success or failura of Socratas’ argument as {t pertains to

rhatoric ia tharsfire laft unrasolvad by tha snd of tha Jislogua. Plato

has gained, howevar, a measura of lagitimacy for philosophy and dialactic.




