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ABSTRACT
In this thesis I argue that Plato’s reference to Isocrates at Phaedrus 279a-b attempts to represent
the onto-epistemological differences between Platonic philosophy and Isocratean philosophy.
Existing commentary on this moment in 7he Phaedrus tends to suggest either that Plato is
insulting Isocrates or being optimistic about his potential conversion. I contend that Plato is
realistically identifying the difference between their philosophies and naming that difference
poetically, namely: as a “divine impulse” (opun Ogotépa). My argument recognizes the
rhetorical and philosophical implications of this phrase and attempts to explain why something
divine, according to Plato, would help Isocrates to become a philosopher. In other words, I
uncover what, for Plato, appears lacking in Isocratean philosophy. But I also show why, for
Isocrates, this divine impulse is unnecessary.
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION

In the 4" century BCE there were two competing schools in Athens: Plato’s famous
Academy which taught philosophia or what we know today as Platonic Philosophy, and
Isocrates’ school for public speaking and eloquence (he never uses the word: rhetoric) where he
also claimed to teach philosophia. There was a fierce rivalry between these two headmasters
jockeying for the right to use the word philosophia. In many of his dialogues, Plato famously
denounces rhetoricians and demagoguery, while Isocrates refers to the high-brow theoretical
work of the Academy as gymnastics of the mind and emphasizes the ethical importance of
thoughtful communication. As Werner Jaeger suggests: “[Isocrates’ curriculum] completely
inverts the meanings given by Plato to the two words [rhetoric and philosophy].”! But the truth is
that in 4™ century, philosophia or philosophy had not become the specific discipline that it is
today. It seems common today to associate the beginning of philosophy with Plato and Socrates,
but this neglects a rich tradition of other thinkers, like Isocrates who also participated in the
conversation which gave birth to philosophy. Jaeger tells us:

Today, when Plato’s definition of ‘philosophy’ has been universally accepted for

centuries, [socrates’ procedure appears to have been a mere whim. But really it was not.

In his time, those concepts [rhetoric and philosophy] were still developing, and had not

yet finally hardened into their ultimate shapes. It was not Plato, but Isocrates, who

followed the general idiom... in using philosophy to mean intellectual culture in general.?
Thus philosophia in the 4™ century was not a specific doctrine associated with one school or the

other. Rather, philosophy was a kind of cultural education for the aristocratic youth usually

! Jaeger 1939, 49
2 Ibid.



intended for grooming promising statesman and political leaders. Therefore, we have to divorce
ourselves from the idea that Plato’s teaching and philosophy are identical. Once we have re-
evaluated our perspective on philosophy we can investigate the competition between these two
great teachers which laid the groundwork for the philosophical tradition studied today.

This competition between Isocrates and Plato is perhaps, nowhere more explicit than at
the end of Plato’s Phaedrus when Socrates says:

It seems to me that [Isocrates’] natural talents are too good to be judged by the standards

of Lysias and his school; moreover [Isocrates] appears to possess a nobler character...

and some more divine impulse may well lead him to greater heights; for by his very
nature there is a certain philosophy in the man’s thought.?

There has been a lot of debate surrounding Plato’s reference to Isocrates here. Goggin
and Long nicely summarize the controversy with the question: “Does Isocrates represent the
central cancer in a malignant rhetoric, or does he symbolize the potential for a reformed
rhetoric?”** The debate surrounds the question of whether Plato’s reference to Isocrates is a
symbol of hope or simply an example of something already irreparably evil and base. Goggin
and Long argue that the line of interpretation which sees the comment as insulting and sarcastic
stretches back to W.H. Thompson’s critical edition of The Phaedrus from 1868. They write: “In
his edition Thompson claims that Plato's prophecy for Isocrates is a backhanded compliment
‘passed upon him [Isocrates] at the conclusion of the Phaedrus [sic] ... as but poor amends for

the stinging sarcasm showered so profusely on his art ... in other parts of the dialogue.””

3 Phaedrus 279: 8okl pot ausivov fi katd Tod¢ mept Avsiov sivon Adyoug Té i pvcsnc, £Tt T HBsl YEVWIKOTEP®
KekpaoOar: GGTe 0VSEV v Yévolto BavpacTov mpoiodong Tiic Hikiag el mepl odTovC Te TOVG AdYoUC, 0ig ViV
Entyepel, mAéov 1| maidwv dlevéykol TV TOTOTE AYaUEVOY AdY@V, ETL TE €1 aVT® W) arnoyprioat tadta, £mi peilom 6é
TIC AOTOV dyor Opun Bs10tépas PUGEL Yap, ® @ike, Eveoti TIC PrAocopia Tfj ToD Gvdpdc Stovoig

4 Goggin and Long 1993, 301

> Goggin and Long 1993, 301; (Thompson 1868, 173)



Thompson sees the entire dialogue as an extended exercise in sarcastic castigation, and this
reference is but the last jibe. Thompson’s is the majority opinion regarding Plato’s motivations
for this reference to Isocrates. Howland goes as far as to say that “the whole dialogue must be
considered primarily as a direct and comprehensive attack on the educational system of
Isocrates.”® Brad McAdon also sees the reference as “nothing more than mocking
condescension.”’

Alternatively, Hackforth and De Vries (with some reservations) think Plato is being
sincere.® They see Plato as legitimately hoping that Isocrates could alter his philosophical
aspirations and move over to the Academy. Hackforth even suggests that the reference is meant
to reconcile anything in dialogue which might have been “taken amiss.” Jaeger is closer to
these two commentators. He says: “To take this remark as irony is to misunderstand it
completely. Within the obvious limits, it is absolutely just, and every careful reader of Isocrates
cannot but be impressed by its truth.”!? Jaeger’s reading reveals just how firmly within the
Platonic paradigm he is. For Jaeger, philosophia, properly understood, is Platonic, and so
Isocrates, who argues against much of Plato’s teachings, is certainly not a philosopher. In other
words, Socrates’ statement is only “just” from Plato’s perspective; from Isocrates’ it is
nonsensical or irrelevant.

The truth is, though, no one reading The Phaedrus in 4™ century Athens would have been

surprised by Plato’s assessment in this regard. Readers contemporaneous to Plato and Isocrates

¢ Howland 1937, 152 (italics mine)

7 McAdon 2004, 25

8 Hackforth 1952, 167-8; De Vries 1952, 39. De Vries originally read the comment as sarcastic but changed his
mind after reading Hackforth’s translation and commentary.

° Hackforth 1952, 168

10 Jaeger 1939, 98



would have probably understood this reference as Plato making a simple distinction between
himself and Isocrates. Elizabeth Asmis, for example, suggests that in The Phaedrus “the threat
perceived by Plato is no longer Gorgianic demagoguery, but Isocratean ‘philosophy.’”!! In this
way, Asmis is more in line with Harvey Yunis who reads The Phaedrus as a justification of
philosophical life.!* Asmis and Yunis both recognize that Plato’s reference to Isocrates here
represents part of an historical drama between Isocrates and Plato. They both see that Plato is not
simply announcing a feeling about Isocrates. Rather his comment has philosophical as well as
rhetorical motivations. If we read this reference to Isocrates as simply an ad hominem attack then
we miss the philosophical importance of the distinction Plato is trying to make.

Quite often we also find readings which construct inter-textual dialogues between Plato
and Isocrates. For example, Luc Brisson, in the introduction to his French translation, argues that
The Antidosis by Isocrates “could be read as a response to the last page of The Phaedrus.”'?
McAdon on the other hand constructs a dramatic narrative between The Phaedrus and Isocrates’
Against the Sophists.'* 1 will not be delving into the intertextual aspect of the debate in my thesis.
It seems to me impossible to determine with any certainty the direct intent of any clear allusion
let alone determine whether some allusions are actually there at all. I commend those scholars on
their exhaustive studies, but the claims made therein did not influence my readings of The
Phaedrus or Isocrates.

In this thesis I will argue that Plato’s reference to Isocrates at the end of The Phaedrus

represents the onto-epistemological differences between Platonic philosophy and Isocratean

philosophy. To put my argument in the terms of the debate: by realistically identifying the

1 Asmis 1986, 167

12 Yunis 2007, 82

13 Brisson 2004, 29; De Vries offers a similar reading (1969, 17).
4 McAdon 2004, 21



difference between their two ways of thinking and naming that difference, albeit poetically, as a
divine impulse, Plato shows that, according to his definition, Isocrates is not engaged in
philosophy. My argument recognizes the rhetorical and philosophical implications of the phrase
“divine impulse” and attempts to explain why something “divine” would help Isocrates to
become a philosopher. In other words, I will uncover what, for Plato, appears to be lacking in
Isocratean philosophy. And I will also endeavour to show why, for Isocrates, this divine impulse
is unnecessary.

To this end, my thesis will progress according to the following structure. First I will give
a reading of the Phaedrus in which I explain that Plato constructs parallel continua of love and
rhetoric in order to show that both of these human activities are perfected in and through a
philosophical attention to absolutes or ideals which transcend the world of becoming. In the
second chapter I investigate the middle speech of The Phaedrus in order to clearly articulate
Plato’s depiction of Isocratean rhetoric and philosophy. And finally, in the third chapter, I move
through Isocrates’ own writing to describe his philosophy which, ultimately, understands the
basis of human activity as grounded in Adyoc. He argues consistently that by learning to speak
well and in accordance with the present xaipog and the historically generated 66&at, we can also
learn to conduct ourselves well with others. Isocrates posits that all we need to learn in order to
conduct ourselves well is how to speak which requires a certain attention to the present moment
and the audience to whom we are speaking. Plato, who also appreciates that momentary demands
change, thinks that ethical conduct is, nevertheless, best informed through dialectical reflection

on a priori absolutes.



CHAPTER II: PLATO’S PHAEDRUS: RHETORIC, LOVE, AND PHILOSOPHY

Introduction

Plato’s Phaedrus will provide us with the backdrop of our discussion. It is a dialogue
between Socrates and Phaedrus and contains three speeches about love followed by the typical
Socratic elenchus about rhetoric, writing, and philosophy. In this dialogue, unlike some of the
other dialogues associated with rhetoric, Plato characterizes the way that the art of speaking
should be taught and how it relates pedagogically to his conception of philosophia. Harvey
Yunis suggests that “like many other Platonic dialogues, the main concern of The Phaedrus is to
vindicate Plato’s conception of the philosophical against rival pursuits” such as Sophistry or
competing schools or philosophy.!> However, Yunis also contends that Plato never explicitly
confirms that “philosophy is more important than rhetoric.”' Ferrari is careful to suggest that
Socrates does not just “inject philosophy into rhetoric.”!” Rather it is the replication of the
philosophical argument structure and method, i.e. dialectic, which we see manifest in true
rhetoric. As Jessica Moss says: “True rhetoric turns out to be or at least overlap extensively with
philosophy.”!® Yunis, concurring with Moss, writes: “Socrates brings dialectic into alliance with
the true art of rhetoric.”'® And Kennedy is convinced that: “Plato perhaps regards the true
rhetoric as best exemplified in the dialectic with which the philosopher persuades and ennobles
the soul of his beloved.”?® Suffice it to say that most scholars agree that there is an intimate and
interdependent entangling of methodology which allows rhetoric and dialectic to succeed but

only in reference to one another.

15 Yunis 2007, 82

16 Thid.

17 Ferrari 1987, 77-81
18 Moss 2012, 16

19 Yunis 2007, 84

20 Kennedy 1963, 75



In the following section, however, I will argue that for Plato rhetoric or the art of leading
souls is subordinate to philosophy, and, ideally, it ought to be used only to communicate
philosophical ideas—not to deceive or prevaricate to gain power. I will not simply be explaining
the complementarity of dialectic to rhetoric. Rather, I read The Phaedrus as demonstrating that
there is no true rhetoric without philosophy first. I don’t mean to suggest that these earlier
commentators did not notice what I outline below, I am just going to argue the case for this
prioritization more specifically than others have done. It seems to me that, as De Vries insists,
both knowledge and beauty are essential conditions to the persuasive use of words, and these are
objects only available to a philosophical inquiry.?! I want qualify my thesis by further arguing
that because of his prioritization of philosophy #rue rhetoric, for Plato, functions only with
reference to ontological and epistemological structures only accessible through philosophical
investigation. Part of exposing Plato’s subordination of rhetoric to philosophy is seeing how
ideal or true rhetoric manifests only in the light of philosophy and is similarly directed toward
eternal absolutes like the Good and truth. >

I will begin by explaining the three different conceptions of love which appear in the
three speeches. Then I will analyze the rhetorical strategies of each speech in relation to the kind
of love it expresses. This comparison of kinds of love to kinds of rhetoric makes it clear that
Plato’s underlying argument is always a prioritization of philosophy as dialectical analysis
seeking the Good. When we look at love and rhetoric side-by-side we will see that Plato

understands these two activities in terms of how they relate to (or participate in) the Good. He

21 De Vries 1969, 23
22 David White holds that reference to truth is necessary for rhetorical efficacy (White 1993, 191). And Richard
Weaver holds the same with regards to the Good (Weaver 1953, 23).
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suggests that the ideal of both rhetoric and love turns either an audience or a beloved toward the

Good and toward philosophy.

I11.1: Three Kinds of Love

There are three propositions about love represented in the first half of The Phaedrus: one

which suggests that we should favor the non-lover over the lover; a second which criticizes love

because it is evil; and a third which praises love for facilitating philosophical inquiry and

reflection. For the sake of clarity, below is a list of the main ideas of each of the speeches:

1)

2)

3)

Lysias’s Speech: Lovers are fickle, and showing favor to a lover is always a
potentially failed investment. We are better off forming meaningful friendships which
are built on reciprocity and not on sexual desire or appetitive attraction. This speech
praises the non-lover.

Socrates’ First Speech (The Middle Speech): Lovers are jealous and prohibitive. They
retard moral and individual growth by attempting to maintain possession of their
beloveds. This speech criticizes the lover.

The Palinode: Love begins with a soul recognizing beauty in another person, and that
beauty reminds the lover’s soul of the beauty of true reality beyond the physical
world. Love is the attraction of the lover to the beloved on account of physical beauty
which reminds the lover of true beauty. This speech identifies and praises the

philosophical lover.

II.1.1:Love in Lysias’ Speech

We will begin our analysis with Lysias’ speech read and performed by Phaedrus for

Socrates. The thesis of Lysias’ speech, according to Phaedrus, is that we should not show favor



to someone who loves us but to someone who is simply a non-lover.?> Weaver says that this
speech “stresses the fact that the non-lover follows a policy of enlightened self-interest.””**
Lysias’ non-lover is a dispassionate participant who won’t be riled up or become upset because
he “never sacrifices himself.”?® The speech implies that the lover could become upset simply
because he is passionately involved in the relationship.

Lysias claims that “lovers regret the good deeds they have done, whenever they should
stop their desire (énedav ¢ Eémbupiog madomvrar). On the other hand, [for the non-lover] there
is no time, in which it is fitting to change his mind.”*® Lysias, thus, identifies the lover’s love
with the duration of his appetitive desire (tfic émBupiog). The lover is nothing more than
someone attracted to someone else physically and looking to fulfill physical desires. The lover,
therefore, may stop loving or desiring someone if his attraction to the beloved should fade. On
the other hand, Lysias argues, the non-lover won’t ever stop loving or being attracted to the non-
beloved because he never began to love him in the first place.

We should note here that, typically, in the Platonic corpus, émbupuia specifically refers to
the basest desires for things like food and sex. It is purely physical and is not customarily
synonymous with the ideas of £pwg, @iAia, dyanr which are the three more common words for
love in classical Greek. So, Lysias’ identification of €pmg with émbBvpia would be remarkable to
Plato’s contemporaries. It would be analogous to someone speaking in a contemporary
vernacular identifying romantic love with physical attraction. This is a close analogy, but, really,
our contemporary notions of romantic love do not convey completely how Plato will eventually

define €pmc. What is visible in this analogy, however, is that in the same way romantic love

23 Phaedrus 227¢
2 Weaver 1953, 6
25 Tbid.

26 Phaedrus 231a



differs from basic physical attraction by today’s standard definitions, i.e. because it has a richer
meaning and significance, £pwg differs from émBvpio. That Lysias would collapse these two
different concepts into one another implies that he doesn’t recognize the full difference between
them. If he did, he would surely be able to see that €pw¢ can never be reduced absolutely to
gmbopia.

Because Lysias does not see love as anything other than our physical desire he thinks of it
as mutable and finite. His chief concern, therefore, is the potential fickleness of the lover. He
suggests over and over again the different ways a lover can be offended or hurt which may lead
to the end of the relationship. He holds this fickleness in comparison to an abiding and rich
relationship with a non-lover. He writes:

But, perhaps, you ought not gratify those who beg excessively, but to those who are

capable of repaying; not to those who ask, but to those who are worthy of the deeds; not

to those who enjoy your youth, but those who will share their goods with you as you age;
not to those who having succeeded in seducing you will boast to others, but those who,
out of modesty, keep silent; not to those who about a small time make a big to-do, but
those who will love you throughout your whole life; not to those who, when they have
ceased from desire, will seek out a reason to fight, but those who when your beauty
ceases, demonstrate their virtue.?’

In this passage Lysias lauds a relationship with a non-lover founded in reciprocity, merit, and

duration. He characterizes the lover as a needy and temperamental annoyance who brings little

27 Phaedrus 233e-234a: dAN" icog Tpoctikel o Toig 6pddpa Seopévoig xapilesOan, dGALL Toig pdhota dmododvor
YOPV SUVOEVOLS: 0VOE TOIG TPooattodot udvov, GALG Toig ToD mpdypatog a&iolg: ovde doot Tig ofic dpag
amoAavcovtal, GAL’ oitveg TPeofuTép@ YeVOUEV® TV OPETEPOV AyuddV HETAdMGOVGIY: 0VOE 01 Stampa&ipevol
POG TOVG AALOVG PrAoTIUAcOoVTOL, AL OTTIVEG aioyuVOUEVOL TPOG BmavVTag G1IMTAGOVTOL: 0VOE TOlg OAiyoV YpOvoV
omovdalovoty, GAAL TOig Opoimg did mavtog tod Piov eiloig Ecopévolg: 0vde oitiveg Tavduevor tig Embopiog
&xBpag mpdpacty {ntioovcty, AL’ ol Tavcapévou Tig dpag TOTE TNV aVTdV apeTnVv Emdeiovrat.
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benefit to the relationship. Lysias conceives of an unstable and uncertain love which is not worth
the emotional or temporal investment. This implies that, for Lysias, the only relationship worth
investing in is one which continues to reciprocate or repay that attention. This prioritization of
repayment reveals that Lysias’ gripe with love and gratifying the lover is that it is like a failed or
unstable investment. He thinks that favoring someone should have some sort of benefit; some
sort of remuneration, either in terms of returned attention or education. The fact that a lover
could potentially withhold such repayment or suddenly stop makes favoring the lover an
uncertain time investment. A non-lover, on the other hand, as Weaver says, “acts from
calculation, [and] he never has occasion for remorse” or reason to change his heart.?® This means
that favoring the non-lover has the potential for a more certain and stable return.

We need to see that Lysias conceives of love as if it were simply an appetitive urge. He
cannot imagine a loving relationship which grounds itself on eternal ideas and can thereby
sustain itself through aging or changing tastes. Love, for Lysias, is a function of satiety and
pleasure. Therefore, it makes more sense to invest favors, attention, and time into the non-lover
than to gratify a lover.

I11.1.2:Love in the Middle Speech

In Socrates’ first speech, the middle speech, he proposes, first, that we are ruled by two
principles: one which is pure innate desire (1] pév ugvtog ovoo mbupia 15ovév) and the other
which is acquired opinion striving for excellence (érniktntog 86Ea, épiepévn tod dpictov).”’
These two principles represent opposing sets of criteria by which we make a decision: On the

one hand we may make a decision based upon our desire for pleasure, and, on the other hand, we

28 Weaver 1953, 6
2 Phaedrus 237d
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can make rational decisions based on the customs and culture present to us. At the end of this
preamble Socrates explains that love is:

The desire without reason, which strives toward right conduct, that [desire] which is

pulled toward the enjoyment of the beautiful, and, again, on account of desires similar to

itself, gains strength from the beauty of bodies...°
Love, according to Socrates in the middle speech, is a desire or émBopia which yearns for beauty
but is not civically or ethically accountable. Love is the aesthetic or pleasure-driven desire for
beautiful things in the sensual world.

It should be clear that in his first speech Socrates defines love just as Lysias does in his
speech. It is a temporal and mutable activity. Because love’s anchor is physical attraction, it
depends on the presence or absence of that attraction to exist. Notice how this definition of love
which lacks a transcendent founding principle opens love up to the same sort of criticism which
Lysias uses in his speech: the mutable physical appearance of a person as the sole cause of love
puts the possibility of love in the hands of change.

In distinction from Lysias, however, Socrates is not praising the non-lover so much as he
criticizing what Weaver calls the “evil lover.” In the case of the evil lover Socrates’ largest
concern is that the beloved is simply a body for pleasure, and the lover objectifies the beloved.
The lover’s false-sense of ownership precludes the beloved from opportunities for betterment
because the lover wants to keep the beloved beholden to him in different ways, e.g. not allowing

him to engage in philosophy.?! Weaver says the evil lover “in exercising an unremitting

30 Phaedrus 238b-c: 1) yap &vev Adyov §6EnG émi 10 dpBov dppdong kpothcaca émbvpio mpdg Hdoviy dydsica
KEALOVC, Kol V7O o TAV £AVTHC GLYYEVEHV EmBLIUGY ETL COUATOV KAAMOG EPPOUEVEC. . .
31 Phaedrus 239-40
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compulsion over the beloved deprives him of all praiseworthy qualities” so that the beloved will
never become superior or challenging to the lover.*

Socrates ends his speech by comparing love of a beloved to a need for food: “As a wolf
loves his lamb, so a lover loves his lad.”** This comparison emphasizes the ephemerality of love
and the “theme of exploitation.”** The lover treats the beloved like he is food, i.e. the only good
to come out of their relationship is the pleasure and satiety the beloved produces in the lover. The
beloved never benefits from evil love.

I1.1.3: The Difference Between Love in the Middle Speech and Love for Lysias

The first two speeches in The Phaedrus both criticize love as if it were an infatuation or
appetitive urge. Love as émfopia is about immediate sensible pleasure. But [ want to distinguish
Lysias’ suggestion from that of Socrates, so that we can begin to recognize movement along the
continuum of love which Plato creates.

Lysias’ speech talks about love as if it is a bad investment. Remember, for Lysias, the
lover regrets his favors when the desire stops. For Socrates, in his first speech, the greater
problem is not a beloved’s failed investment, but the objectification of another person and the
way this stops the beloved from betterment. Lysias’ claim is individualized and economical,
while Socrates’ focus is much more ethical and, to some degree, political or, at least, civic. The
progression between these two speeches occurs in the fact that even though Socrates’ speech is
meant to argue for the same sentiment as Lysias’ speech his criticism of love places less
emphasis on the possible repayment of the beloved and more emphasis on the lacking

beneficence of the lover. He sees a problem in understanding love as economically or as

32 Weaver 1953, 10
33 Phaedrus 241c
3 Weaver 1953, 11
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calculatedly as Lysias does. And although he still takes issue with love, his grounds for criticism
are not from a selfish perspective, but from a more ethical and community-oriented perspective.

As we move forward into Socrates’ second speech we should notice that aesthetic desire
retains its powerful pull, but the object of love moves from the sensible into the intelligible. In
Socrates’ second speech, the Palinode, love is no longer a pursuit for beauty and pleasure in the
physical world for the body, but love is a desire for the Beautiful for the sake of nourishing the
soul.
11.1.4: Love in the Palinode

Socrates begins his Palinode with an investigation of the agents and agencies involved in
love before investigating love itself. First Socrates claims that love is a kind of madness, but it is
the best kind of madness because it is a gift from the gods and affords humans the greatest
happiness.* This analysis of madness as noble or true love is meant to be a correction of the two
earlier speeches. In this way Socrates is altering his earlier opinion that love is a bad thing and
recognizing that because it is divine, love must be good. Weaver points out that the noble love,
unlike evil love, “is a generous state which confers blessings to the ignoring of self...”*® He
continues: “Such is the conversion by which love turns from the exploitative to the creative.”’’

It is this creative and beneficent love which Socrates praises in the Palinode. But
interestingly he does not praise this true love by introducing scenarios which demonstrate its

relative superiority over non-love or evil love. Rather Socrates praises true love by simply

explaining completely its relationship to the divine, and the ontological structures at work in the

35 Phaedrus 244-5
36 Weaver 1953, 13
37 Ibid. 13-14
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activity of love. This is important rhetorically because it implies that true love is positive in a
way which can be demonstrated absolutely and does not need to be reflected in particularity.
Socrates begins his explanation of love with a description of the soul’s life prior to
embodiment. He first announces that the soul is immortal and self-moving and then transitions
from an analytical tone of voice to a more mythological or poetic one. He says:
About the immortality of the soul enough is enough; about the form or idea of the soul
we must speak this way. What it really is would be for an altogether divine and massive
inquiry; of what it seems, men could speak; in this way we must speak. Let the soul seem
like the combined powers of a pair of winged horses and their charioteer.®
Here, Socrates posits that in order to explain what the soul really is, its essence, would be a task
only fit for a god, so, as humans, we must settle to explain the soul analogically or
metaphorically. He suggests that the soul is a composite of three parts, /ike a charioteer and two
winged-horses. In divine souls, the horses are both good, but in humans, one of the horses is bad
and the other good. These horses represent the human condition that is constantly torn between,
on the one side customary appropriate behavior, and, on the other side, irrational appetite. We
can see this in later moment when Socrates explains the horses’ character a bit more:
And of the horses we said one is good and one is not. Be we did not define the virtue of
the goodness or the deviancy of the bad one, and now, about this, it is necessary to speak.
For the one stationed in the nobler position is ideally shaped and articulated, it holds its
head high, with an aquiline nose, brilliant color and black eyes, it lusts after honor with

prudence and decency, and is a companion of true opinion (GAn0wiic 66EnG), without a

38 Phaedrus 246a: nepi pév odv dbavosiog avTiic ikavdg: mepi & Tic 186ag ovTiic OSe AekTEOV. 010V L&V £6TL, AV
TavTeg Belog etvan Kol pokpds dupyncews, ® 6 £otkev, avOpomivng Te kol EAATTOVOC: TOOTY OUV AEYOUEV. E0IKETM
on ovpeHTE Svvdpel HToTTEPOL (eVYOLS TE KOl 1VIOYOL
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whip, it heeds orders, led by word (A0y®) alone. The other horse, is large (moAtg) and
bent, as if it was simply piled together, with strong, short neck and a snub-nose, with grey
eyes, suffused with blood; it is the companion of hubris and quackery; it is shaggy-haired
around its deaf ears and hardly yields to the whip or spurs.*”
Note here the similarity between this definition of the good horse and the definition of prudence
in the middle speech which is: opinion led by reason (Adyoc) toward the best (&piotov).*? Also,
when Socrates criticizes Lysias’ speech later on he does so by insisting that all speeches must
have an orderly arrangement like the body of an animal. The bad horse’s shape or lack thereof,
therefore, corresponds to how Socrates later characterizes Lysias’ speech.*!

I would argue the two horses can be interpreted as analogues for the two speeches which
came before. The good horse is governed by Adyog and 66&a which is the ethical ideal described
in Socrates’ first speech, though, interestingly, not the definition of love. The bad horse, on the
other hand, is driven by its émBvpia which is the same as Lysias’ fickle lover. By positioning
representations of the two earlier speeches in this specific metaphor, Plato further implies that
the concept of love expounded on in each speech conveys a psychology lacking the charioteer
who rules the two horses and maintains order between them.*? This implication anticipates the

over-arching distinction Plato makes between the first two conceptions of love and the

3 Phaedrus 253d-e: t@v 8¢ 67 inmov O pév, eapév, dyadoc, 6 8 ob: dpeth) 8¢ tic Tod dyadod fj xoxod kakia, 0O
Sieimopev, viv 88 Aextéov. 6 pév totvov adtoiv &v tff kaddiovi oTécel v 6 € £100¢ 0pOdG Kai SMpOpwéVOC,
VYoMV, EXlypunoc, AeVKOG IdTV, LEAAVOLLOTOG, TG £POOTNG LETA COMPOGVVNG TE Kol aidoDe, Kol aANOwig
86&ng £taipog, dmAnktoc, kelsbopatt povov kol Aoy fvioxeitat: 6 §° ab okoldc, moAvG, eikf] coumepopnuévog,
Kpatepadyny, PpayvTpdynios, GYLOTPOCHOTOG, LEAAYYXPMOG, YAOVKOULOTOS, DPatos, VBpems kai dialoveiog
£todpoc, Tepi ATO AAG10G, KOPACS, HACTIYL LETH KEVIPOVY HoYIC Deicmv
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Palinode’s, i.e. the first two definitions of love are incorrect because they do not make reference
to those transcendent causes and principles only available to the mind.

We get our first glimpse of the transcendent principles when Socrates explains that
unburdened by a bad horse, the gods can go right up to the odoia dviog ovca or “being being
beingly” which lies even beyond heaven.* This is the realm only visible to the mind which
nurtures the divine soul. Humans, weighed down by the bad horse, can only look at the ovcia
dvtwg ovsa imperfectly, but we continue to strive to see it because that is where the wings of our
souls are refreshed.

The wings of the soul serve a dual-purpose in Socrates’ metaphor. On the one hand they
symbolize this tendency of humanity to seek truth and proximity to the divine. On the other
hand, Socrates explains that in the upheaval to see true reality the wings of a particular soul may
be broken off, and it tumbles down to earth. The roots of the wings, however, always remain in
the soul. In this way, the roots of the wings become integral to Socrates’ definition of love. He
says:

Whenever [a lover] sees something beautiful, he is reminded of the truth, and his wings

begin to grow as he flaps them eagerly trying to fly, but he cannot, and since he looks

upward like a bird, and neglects those things below this causes him to be considered
mad.*
The wings, in this image, are the impetus of love. They regrow as a soul is reminded of the
beauty of the true reality where the gods are. Because the wing metonymically relates to flying

and, therefore, to the sky and heaven, the image of the wing emphasizes the transcendence of

4 1bid. 247¢
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true reality from the physical beauty which inspires a memory but is only an approximation or
derivative of the beauty in true reality. Love is activated when a soul recognizes beauty in the
world as an analogue and reminder for the true reality (ovcia dvtmg odoa) it experienced prior to
its embodiment. To put this differently: love moves us when an individual’s soul recognizes the
participation of another individual’s soul in the transcendent, eternal, and absolute idea of
beauty, and then desires to be near that individual in the same way that the soul was once near
true reality. The re-grown wings poetically represent the initial attraction (the re-growth) and the
subsequent impulse toward the sky, heaven, and the true reality beyond.

This grounding of love in the noetic or intellectually accessible realm of the universe
represents the largest difference between the first two speeches and the Palinode: love is, now, an
activity in the world of sensation grounded in the intellectual. Though physical beauty might
initiate the activity of love, it does so only in so far as the lover is reminded of the truth
(6AnBovc). The beloved becomes a sort of conduit back to the realm above heaven for the lover.
Of course, an embodied soul cannot return to those pastures, so it contents itself with “gazing-
upwards” or philosophical reflection. Socrates, though, is not suggesting that love ends with the
lover philosophizing alone. Rather, according to Socrates, the lover will attempt to model
himself and his lover on whichever god the soul of the lover was following around heaven prior
to its embodiment.** Elizabeth Asmis helpfully characterizes this conception of love as “humans
aim[ing] to recover a divine condition of knowledge through love of another.”* It is crucial that
love, in this philosophical sense, is both directed toward others and philosophically targeting the

Good.

4 Phaedrus 252e-253a
46 Asmis 1986, 164
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Conclusion

Taken together, the three speeches of The Phaedrus form the following continuum:

1) Lysias’ Speech: Love is based on ephemeral exchange and has no room for the
possibility of a relationship which makes reference to metaphysical or transcendent
value. Thus, love is bad because it does not bring continuous, constant, or reliable
pleasure.

2) Socrates’ First Speech: Love is bad because it gets in the way of ethical development
of the beloved.

3) The Palinode: Love is a byproduct of remembering transcendental and eternal truths
and recognizing an instance of those in another. This kind of love also inspires a lover
to point his beloved toward those ideals, i.e. to morally educate him.

It should be becoming clear that the speeches progress in terms of how much their respective
definitions of love refer to the eternal and transcendent. Lysias’ speech makes no reference to
any sort of eternal or transcendent ideals; he is firmly focused on what is best for himself.
Socrates’ first speech does not appeal to anything transcendent either, but his speech does move
away from the egocentrism showcased in Lysias’ speech. Additionally, in the middle speech,
Socrates does demonstrate the importance of finding definitions, and he even implies that “divine
philosophy” has value. Though neither of the first two speeches are, by Plato’s definition,
philosophical, the middle speech shows marked progress toward philosophical methodology and
values from Lysias’ speech. And, of course, in the Palinode we find a definition of love which

relies on the existence of and study of transcendent ontological structures.

19



11.2: Three Kinds of Rhetoric

Let’s turn now to examine the three speeches from a methodological perspective, so that
we may recognize the kinds of rhetoric each represents. I will argue in the following section that
in the same way Plato creates a continuum of love with the speeches, he simultaneously creates a
continuum of rhetoric. Further, the continua are not independent of one another, but, rather
importantly, the logic of the content informs the rhetorical strategies employed. By “logic” I
mean, in the case of love, the intellectual constructs and dynamics which the speaker pulls
together in his conception of love, and, in the case of rhetoric, I mean the methodology and
motivations implicit in the structure of the speech. My contention is that Plato constructs the

speeches so that the form represents the substance.

We should also keep in mind that, fundamentally, rhetoric, for Plato, is “the technique of
soul-leading through logoi (téyvn yuyaywyio tic S Adywv).” This includes a wide variety of
forms of discourse. Socrates tells Phaedrus that we use rhetoric “not merely in the law courts and
all other public meeting places, but in private gatherings also.”*’ As we look at the methodology
Plato showcases in each of the speeches, we ought to notice that each speech is rhetorical, but it
is the kind and quality of rhetoric which Plato graphs onto a spectrum. To him, as with love,
there is an ideal rhetoric or true rhetoric. This true rhetoric has a specific form and content which
varies a great deal from the customary characterization of rhetoric in the 4" century. For Plato
ideal rhetoric is organized dialectically and uses philosophical inquiry and truth to inform its

content. This kind of rhetoric is most accurately represented in the Palinode. But if we keep this

47 Phaedrus 261
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definition of rhetoric in mind it will make distinguishing the kinds of rhetoric used in the other

two speeches easier.

11.2.1: Lysias’ Rhetoric

A careful reader of Plato will know that the lackluster nature of Lysias’ speech is a
symptom of its philosophical poverty. That is, the speech does not ground its conclusion on any
logical deductions or make any analytical inferences through dialectic. And, because it is written
down, the speech lacks the rhetorical sensitivity of a rhetor to his audience. Jessica Moss says
that Lysias’ speech represents that kind of rhetoric which “produces pleasing logoi for ulterior
motives, with no regard for the truth.”*® That is to say, Lysias prioritizes the pleasure of his
audience over their knowledge. His speech appeals to Phaedrus because it seems witty,
controversial, almost paradoxical (loving the non-lover), but in reality his speech is an illusion of
intellect which plies on the unwitting who confuse aesthetic pleasure with goodness. It is, as
Goggin and Long say, “designed to appeal to the multitude’s sense of probability” rather than

inform or expand philosophical understanding.*’

Plato helpfully critiques Lysias’ speech for us so that we know exactly why it is not a
good example of rhetoric. Firstly the speech does not proceed dialectically, i.e. it does not begin
with a definition of love and then proceed to prove it. Instead of carefully leading his audience
through a systematic argument, Lysias jumps from one example to another comparing the lover
to the non-lover. In these paragraphs Plato uses the Greek conjunction-pair pev-6¢ which is
usually translated as “On the one hand... and on the other hand.” By using pév-0¢ in these

paragraphs Plato emphasizes that these scenes revolve around the simple juxtaposition of the

4 Moss 2012, 10
4 Goggin and Long 1993, 305
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lover to the non-lover. Presenting simple comparative dualities, like Lysias does, lacks any
underlying or universal criteria; it just emphasizes relative difference. What is more, this faulty
structure actually gives rise to Socrates’ other major criticism of Lysias’ speech which is that it

does not have an organic structure which leads from the beginning to the end.*°

In the later portions of the dialogue, Socrates explains that written work cannot relate to
its audience the same way that an interlocutor can. He criticizes the fact that written information
can only contain reminders of knowledge, but cannot fully communicate the truth of
something.>! There is no way we can read these passages without applying them to Lysias’
written speech. It is that this speech is written down which, for Plato, takes it the furthest from
true philosophy and philosophical investigation. We can neither ask questions nor demand
clarification from a written speech; it pretends to contain the entirety of some knowledge but
cannot engage with its readers to help them understand. Moreover, for Plato, a written text, like
Lysias’, can be amended and altered by its multitude of readers. And this is exactly what
Phaedrus tries to do by suggesting he rehearse Lysias’ speech without having fully memorized
it.>2 There is a danger in the written word that its truth can fluctuate or remain unrevealed. This is
all to say that because Lysias’ speech appears in the dialogue written down and it makes no
reference to any philosophical absolutes it is methodologically further from the philosophical

rhetoric Socrates describes in the end of the dialogue.

30 Phaedrus 264
51 bid. 275-6
32 Cf Ferrari 1987, 210
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11.2.2: The Rhetoric of the Middle Speech

The rhetorical method contained in the middle speech will be the subject of the second
chapter of this thesis, so the points I go over here will be rehearsed and expanded in due course.
Most importantly, I want to lay the groundwork for the suggestion in the second chapter that we
should read the middle speech as if Plato intends for us to associate it with Isocrates and
Isocratean rhetoric.>® There are several indications for this argument which I will discuss in
detail in the next chapter. For now I simply want to highlight their existence here without an
extensive comparison to Isocrates. Firstly, the middle speech is dominated by appeals to 66&a or
opinion. Secondly, the speech proceeds methodologically anticipating the dialectical patterns
which Socrates will discuss later on. However, crucially, the middle speech moves through this
methodological defining process within the realm of d6&a, which is to say it makes no recourse
to absolutes or primary causes. This brings us to the fact that according to Socrates the love
described in the middle speech is not divine.>* He suggests that though both speeches proceed
dialectically the middle speech does not attend to the divine aspect of love. This is important
because the lack of attention to divinity associates the middle speech with Isocrates who,

according to Socrates, is in need of some sort of divine impulse.

In the middle speech Socrates is effectively arguing for the same thing as Lysias in his
speech. Instead of arguing from the perspective of the one to be benefitted, Socrates derives the
speech from conventional opinion, i.e. 66&a. He begins by calling on the Muses to help him tell
the “myth” about a clever rhetor who wants to convince a boy he loves that, firstly, the rhetor

does not love the boy, and, secondly, the boy ought to favor non-lovers over lovers.> By

331 am indebted to Malcom Brown and James Coulter (1971) for this idea.
3% Phaedrus 266
35 Phaedrus 237a Cf. White 1993, 36

23



defining the speech as a myth Socrates forces us to recall his reaction to myths in the beginning
of the dialogue. He says there that for the most part he is simply convinced by the conventional
understanding of myths and cares very little about demythologizing them.>® We are to recognize
that this speech comes out of a deference to what is conventional and traditional and is not an
attempt to move outside what is established opinion. Socrates’ suggestion that he could use the
ancient poetic tradition to argue Lysias’ point more effectively further supports the idea the
speech is meant to be grounded in the tradition and not novel investigation.’” We have even
further confirmation in the fact that the opening claim of the speech is based on something
everybody knows. Socrates says: “émifopia t1g 6 Epwg, dmavtt dSfjhov” or “It is clear to everyone
that love is a sort of appetite or desire.”® David White says that because the speech begins here
with 86&a it will never move outside that kind of knowledge.> For Plato, the fact the middle
speech remains locked within the realm of 66 means that it does not use or reflect on absolute
truth or ideals. In his discussion of love in the middle speech Socrates does not consider the
ontological structures which participate in the occurrence of love. He never even admits that

gpmg is a god.

In terms of the methodology of the middle speech Socrates says: “About all things, boy,
there is one way for those to deliberate beautifully, for it is necessary to see what the topic of
deliberation is, or the whole investigation will miss the mark.”%® This programmatic directive
signals that this speech unlike Lysias’ is going to participate in an established structure, i.e. it

will follow a specific form. This form, as Socrates explains later in the dialogue, is dialectical

6 Phaedrus 230a
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analysis. Socrates, then, moves through an explanation for love which he describes as when our
appetite overcomes our rational opinion for right conduct and pursues carnal beauty alone. Using
this definition Socrates argues that because the lover is simply always looking for pleasure, he
will endeavor to secure a beloved who is inferior to him and keep him that way. Socrates further
suggests that for this same goal the lover will bar the beloved from learning “divine
philosophy.”®! I am repeating these points again only to demonstrate that Socrates uses the
definition of love from the beginning as a kernel from which he can unfold the logic of his
speech. Though he will later conclude this kernel is fallacious (in the Palinode), the method of
Socrates’ first speech is what moves us along the continuum of rhetorical methodology from
relative comparison in Lysias’ speech to something more philosophical in intent. Furthermore,
this is the first indication that the rhetoric of the middle speech contains a philosophical structure

which anticipates that of the Palinode.

11.2.3: The True Rhetoric of the Palinode

To understand the full effect and subtle imbrication with which Plato crafts the Palinode
we need to read it with a few things in mind. Firstly, the speech contains all the elements of
philosophical or true rhetoric. Secondly, this speech is as much about love as it is about rhetoric.
That is, the true brilliance of the Palinode is that it is a speech written for a speech-lover
(Phaedrus) to convince him that his love for speeches is actually a love for philosophical truth.
Plato implies that we can use the same system of references and ontological metonyms to explain
the activity of love as well as the structures which make rhetorical communication and
persuasion possible. It will be hard to talk about all of these layers at the same time, so [ will

begin by briefly pointing out how the Palinode exemplifies ideal rhetoric and then move on to

o1 Tbid. 239
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show how the theory of love it posits is also an explanation for rhetoric. But we should note that,
for Plato, this speech as it relates to the narrative of the dialogue and the conversion of Phaedrus

manifests as its own explanation.

As we noted above Plato’s broad definition of rhetoric, is “the technique of soul-leading
through logoi” (téxvn woyaymyia Tic S0 Adymv).%? But this definition includes all forms of
discourse which can move an audience. The ideal rhetorician or the philosophical rhetorician
uses a specific system of organization called dialectic in order to reflect on the ideas she wants to
communicate and then to communicate them clearly, i.e. “to think and to speak.”* Plato defines
dialectic as two abilities: on the one hand, “the power to organize into a single comprehensive
system the unarranged characteristics of a subject,” and on the other hand, “the ability to divide
into species according to natural articulations, avoiding the attempt to shatter the unity of a
natural part.”® Put simply: dialectic is the process of collection and division. This system of
organization gives the rhetorician a process by which she can /ead an audience from one idea to
the next through comparisons based on similarities and natural associations. We should compare
this to the comparisons Lysias’ speech uses which serve to emphasize difference and not to

investigate primary truths.

Hans-Georg Gadamer claims:

It is no accident that the theory of dialectic, in its original motive of coming to an
understanding, should be present specifically in the context of the critique of rhetoric. In
the situation of giving a speech, the original mode by which people can come to an

understanding—namely, by questioning and answering—is impossible... [So a

%2 Phaedrus 261a
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% Ibid. 265
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rhetorician must proceed] by an apparently cogent process, starting from something in

regard to the subject in question on which the speaker knows in advance that his listeners

are in agreement with him, he must characterize the subject in its being in such a way that
what he wants to demonstrate about it follows necessarily from this characterization. In
the same way, the goal of dialectic is to comprehend the facts of the matter, in their
being, on the basis of premises that are accepted as such by everyone. Thus, although it

strives for persuasion rather than for true shared understanding, the art of rhetoric, as a

semblance of such understanding, reflects [dialectic’s] structures.®
Gadamer’s analysis points out the similarities between rhetoric and dialectic in so far as they
both deal in coming to understanding. But he suggests that the chief difference between them is
the intent of persuasion instead of true shared understanding. He implies that, for Plato,
rhetorical persuasion produces the illusion that the rhetor has provided the audience with the
means to grasp his point as clearly and completely as he does, i.e. that the audience is in
agreement not because they are persuaded but because they all equally understand. I think
Gadamer’s point here articulates the suspicion Plato feels toward Lysianic and, to some degree,
Isocratean rhetoric. He considers it dissembling and manipulative, rather than conversational and
revelatory.

Gadamer, however, is not just distinguishing the two disciplines. He is explaining that,
for Plato, dialectic is integral to rhetoric because it gives the rhetorician a method of
argumentation which proceeds along a series of opinions beginning with agreement and ending
in agreement. It should begin to be clear at this point that it is dialectical rhetoric, for Plato,

which takes advantage of the dynamic of love. By using the soul’s desire for beauty in the world

%5 Gadamer 2004, 84
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for the sake of the beauty of the truth, a rhetorician can move a soul to desire one beautiful thing
instead of another by appealing to the source of their original desire.

For Plato, the dialectical rhetorician begins with a definition, i.e. a collection or species
arranged under a single heading with a broad definition, such as: love, or madness. Socrates
explains that it is the dialectical definitions in speeches which allow them “to be clear and self-
consistent (6poloyovpuevov).”®® Definitions in this case do not need to be correct; they simply
define the scale and target of the investigation. After making her definitions, the speaker moves
through a series of distinctions within the given kind, looking for the instance of that kind of
most appropriate to the speech at hand. As an example of proper dialectical division Socrates
refers us to the discussions of madness in each of his speeches.®” In the case of the Palinode,
Socrates begins with the good kinds of madness eventually coming to madness as love which is
“like its left-handed counterpart in name, yet divine in nature.”® These distinctions are not based
on names but on essence, i.e. what something is in its nature. Dialectic moves through
distinctions of essences in order to root out the most fundamental aspects of a kind. It is

primarily this dialectical method of the Palinode which makes it superior to the other speeches.

However, because Plato conceives of rhetoric as, ideally, a communicative mouthpiece
for philosophy he considers speeches which make use of philosophical material far superior to

those with little to no philosophical merit. Socrates says:

Each great one of the technical arts comes with leisurely discussion or, stargazing, about
the nature of things: this loftiness of mind and general effectiveness seem to come from

this source. And it was to this Pericles added to his natural ability: for I think his being

% Phaedrus 265
7 Ibid. 265-6
% Ibid. 266; For an example of this dialectic in action see 244-245.
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with Anaxagoras, being such a man, filled him with stargazing-thoughts about the nature
of mind and arrived at opinion, about which Anaxagoras spoke often, and from here he

[Pericles] drew what is useful to the art of speaking. ®

Socrates praises Pericles’ rhetorical ability based on how much it relies on his “stargazing” or

philosophical reflection.

In the Palinode we can see that Socrates’ reflections on love are not about the effects of
love on the physical or social life of the lover and beloved but about the primary ontological and
epistemological structures which underlie and facilitate love, e.g. the soul, the gods, the Good,
and beauty. Thus, Socrates’ Palinode praises love by way of explaining its relationship to the
divine and to the Good. By making his speech an investigation into the nature of something
Socrates extricates his speech from the epideictic genre and moves into that of science and

philosophy.

Moreover, Socrates’ use of a metaphorical description of the pasture of true being and the
soul implies that any description of these two things would resist de-mythologized language.
Elizabeth Asmis notes that “the use of myth is intended to lift Phaedrus’ awareness from the
narrow focus on human selfishness... to a new cosmic vision, in which humans aim to recover a
divine condition of knowledge...””® In other words, because we are wingless, so to speak, we

don’t have direct access to the pasture of true being, so Socrates has to mediate that experience

9 Ibid. 270: mico Soon peydrar TV TeXVAY Tposdéovian ddoleoyiog Kai petemporoyiog pdoswe mépi: T yop
VYMAOVOLV ToDTO Kal ThvTY TEAESIOVPYOV Eotkev EvieDBéy mobev eictévar. & kol TTepikAfic mpdg Td VPTG etvor
EKTHOATO: TPOCTEGMY YUP OO TOOVTE VTl Avaaydpq, uetsmporoyiog eumincdeic kol &mi phov vod e kol
Stavoiog apkouevos, Gv &M Tépt TOV ToADVY Adyov Emotsito Avalaydpag, EviedBsv silkvosy &mt Ty TdV Adyov
TEQVNV TO TPOGPOPOV QTH.
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through a myth and through the metaphor of sensation. This metaphor serves to emphasize the
way in which we have moved past the realm of direct sensible perception which typified the first
two speeches and into the realm of poetic mediation-- a sort of divine mania or madness in and
of itself. In this final speech we move away from an argument based in ephemeralities and

toward an argument which makes reference to the eternal, transcendent, and universal.

True or ideal rhetoric, therefore, is rhetoric which adheres to truth and moves its audience
toward truth and goodness. Weaver notes: “It is impossible to talk about rhetoric as effective
expression without having as a term giving intelligibility to the whole discourse, the Good.””!
Importantly, for Plato, understanding and awareness of the Good only comes out of dialectical

analysis without which, as Weaver concludes, no true rhetoric can exist.”?

We should see now that Socrates’ Palinode makes use of all these characteristics of true
rhetoric. And if we step back and examine the speech from within the narrative of the dialogue
we can see that Socrates is using the speech as a way to move Phaedrus toward philosophy and
away from Lysian rhetoric. Socrates notices that instead of being seduced by Lysias’ speech,
Phaedrus leaves with the speech trying desperately to memorize the words. But, as we already
noted, Phaedrus doesn’t love people, he loves speeches, so Socrates, understanding the
ontological structures in love, realizes that if the object of Phaedrus’ love is speeches and not
people then arguing about loving people would be irrelevant. If he can show Phaedrus that what
makes a speech effective and beautiful is fundamentally how philosophical the speech is, then
Socrates can convince Phaedrus that philosophy is more important than rhetoric. Socrates lays

the groundwork for their agreement by calling both himself and Phaedrus lovers of discourse.”

I Weaver 1953, 23
2 1bid. 17
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Then he shows Phaedrus that if he loves good rhetoric he must also love dialectic because it
makes rhetoric better. And if he loves dialectic he must love philosophy because it informs good
dialectic. Thus, in the end Socrates moves Phaedrus from a love of speeches which don’t love

him back to the love of wisdom which nourishes his soul.

11.3: Love and Rhetoric as Psychagogia

Now that we have seen how the different rhetorical methods are exemplified in each
speech we should turn now to see how Plato implicitly connects love to rhetoric. However, I
hope it is becoming clear that true rhetoric, for Plato, takes advantage of the dynamics of love:
By using the soul’s desire for beauty in the world for the sake of the beauty of the truth, a
rhetorician can move a soul to desire one beautiful thing instead of another by appealing to the

source of their original desire.

In order to understand the relationship between love and rhetoric we have to see first that
both rhetoric and love are functions of the soul. In the Palinode, before he can explain love,
Socrates must first resort to a poetic-philosophical exegesis of the soul. And we see a similar
order of operations explicitly suggested when Socrates talks about rhetoric. Socrates stipulates
that anyone “who seriously offers a science of rhetoric (téyvnv pnropiknv) must first with all
possible accuracy describe the soul and make us perceive whether its nature is single or uniform
or, like the body, complex.”™* He goes on to suggest that this scientific description of rhetoric
would also include the different types of souls and how each type of soul is affected by its own

unique type of rhetoric.

74 Phaedrus 271a: Literally, “téyvnv pntopiktv”’ means “craft of rhetoric,” but the English word science does a
better job of encapsulating the meaning because it evokes notions of rigidity and deduced concepts. For
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Asmis further contends that “the underlying theme that binds the whole dialogue is...
Plato’s new definition of rhetoric as ‘psychagogia’.””®> She means that soul-leading is the aspect
of rhetoric which ties it thematically to love. Thus, true love, like true rhetoric, is a kind of soul-
leading, and part of the lover’s activity is to lead his beloved toward goodness. And, as Moss
explains: “In the best circumstances, love leads, both lover and beloved to a life of philosophy;
they spend their lives in philosophic conversation.”’® The point both Moss and Asmis seem to be
making is illustrated in the Palinode in which Socrates shows how a lover will be attracted to a
beloved and how he will then conduct himself around that beloved. Socrates suggests that the
lover will be attracted to those people who represent qualities reminiscent of the god whom the
lover followed around heaven. The beloved becomes an emblem of that god for the lover while
the lover attempts to be that god for his beloved.”” This leading is, crucially, also a leading back
to the Good and back to the truth. The beauty of the beloved encourages the lover to return
intellectually to the memory of true reality.”® And then that goodness and truth is the criteria for

how the lover conducts his deeds and actions.

For example, Socrates says that someone who follows Zeus around heaven will be
attracted to someone else who has a propensity for wisdom and truth-seeking and, in turn, that
lover will become more interested in wisdom to create reciprocated attraction from his beloved.
The lover, thus, mimics the characteristics of that god who is his paradigm; the lover strives to

become what he wants.”’

7 Tbid. 154

76 Moss 2012, 13
77 Phaedrus 255
8 Tbid. 254
 Tbid. 255-6
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For Plato, we do not /ove what appeals to us on the level of appetite. Rather, we love the
ideal of that person, i.e. the god to whom they are most similar. This is strikingly and, I think,

fundamentally similar to one of Socrates’ final conclusions about rhetoric. He tells Phaedrus:

If a man is in possession of his reason, he must make this toilsome effort not for the sake
of his speech and his conduct in relation to men: it is gods he must think of. He must
strive to gain the capacity to speak what they favor, to conduct himself in a manner

favored by them—and this to the utmost of his powers.*°

Ultimately, for Plato, our desire and our speech is not for ourselves or even for something in this
physical universe. If we are to practice and understand true love and true rhetoric then we must

know that the end of these activities is always already the divine Good.

11.4: Conclusion

That rhetoric and love are directed toward the Good subordinates them to philosophy and
philosophical inquiry. For Plato, love is only to be understood in the light of philosophy, and
rhetoric is only good if its content is philosophical. But philosophy in this case is a very specific
discipline. Philosophy for Plato is the dialectical investigation of universal and fundamental truth
and goodness. It is moving away from physical, ephemeral, sensual, and symbolic thought into
thinking about a priori absolutes, e.g. the Good. It is important to see that Plato is not suggesting

without philosophy there is no love or rhetoric. Rather he is suggesting that the ideal or best

80 Phaedrus 273: &l 8& ui, oig vovon SthBopsy Teicopeda, OC &av Ui TIC TV T& AKOVGOUEVMY TG PVGELS
SapBunonta, kai kot si0n te StopeicOot Té dvra kol i 18ég Suvatdc 1| kad' v Ekactov TepihapPavety, ob mot’
gotat TeYVIKOG Ady@v TEPL Ko doov duvatov avOpdrm. TodTa 6& 0V Ui moTe KTHoNTOL GveL TOAATC Tparypateiog:
fiv o0y, €veka 10D AEyev Kol TPATTEW TPOG AVOpMTOVG deT dromoveicBat TOV cdPpova, AAAL ToD Be0ic keyapiopéva
pev Aéyetv dvvochat, KEXOPIGUEVMG OE TPATTELY TO AV €iG dVVOLLLY.
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manifestations of rhetoric and love are those which make reference to or participate in
philosophical truth-seeking via dialectic. This is where most commentators misunderstand 7he
Phaedrus. Plato is not suggesting there is only one love or one rhetoric. These, like all things in
the world of sensation, are derivatives of ideals. The Phaedrus lays out for us the ideals for each
of these activities and explains that the way to understand and practice ideal love and ideal
rhetoric is through a philosophical understanding of those activities. And this philosophical
understanding recognizes and prioritizes the seeking of a transcendent, eternal, and universal

truth.

Because Plato prioritizes an eternal truth, he must emphasize ascertaining and seeking
this truth prior to any other activity. And this why, for Plato, Isocrates needs something “more

divine” in order to make him a philosopher.

At the outset of this section I quoted a line from the end of The Phaedrus when Socrates
says: “[Isocrates’] natural talents are too good to be judged by the standards of Lysias and his
school; moreover [Isocrates] appears to possess a nobler character... and some more divine
impulse may well lead him to greater heights; for by his very nature there is a certain philosophy
in the man’s thought.”®! This statement seems to position Isocrates somewhere between Lysian
rhetoric and philosophical rhetoric. For Weaver, this would land Isocrates in the realm of the evil
rhetorician. However, Asmis who thinks, along with Brown and Coulter, that the middle speech
is representative of Isocratean rhetoric, suggests that the fallaciousness of the middle speech is

naive and not maliciously intended.®?

81 Phaedrus 279

82 The fallaciousness of the middle speech is the fact that Socrates never associates love with divinity and fails to
recognize the philosophical importance of love. For Asmis, Brown and Coulter we can read this failure as naive
misunderstanding rather than intentional deception.
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The next chapter turns to look at these questions raised about the middle speech and
Isocrates. Specifically, I turn to Brown and Coulter’s essay to decide if there is any reason to
assume Plato is using the middle speech to represent Isocratean rhetoric and, if he is, what can

we learn about Plato from his representation of Isocrates.
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CHAPTER III: THE MIDDLE SPEECH

Introduction

In the last chapter we focused primarily on understanding the relationship between the
rhetoric of the speeches and their content in the Phaedrus. I argued that Plato’s underlying
argument was that both “What is love?”” and “What is rhetoric?” are questions fundamentally
answered within the discipline of philosophy which investigates the nature of things. That is,

both love and rhetoric are grounded on theoretical absolutes, e.g. the truth and the Good.

Because this thesis aims at explaining the reference to Isocrates at the end of 7The
Phaedrus, our next task is to flesh-out Plato’s understanding of Isocrates’ thought. Once we have
a more complete picture of how Plato represents Isocrates and Isocratean thought we will be able
to clarify this ambiguous reference. To that end, this chapter will contain primarily a close-
reading of Socrates’ first speech or the middle speech. My inspiration to devote so much space
and time to this speech comes from the work done by Malcom Brown and James Coulter in their
paper, “The Middle Speech of Plato’s Phaedrus.”®® Their essay argues that the middle speech
contains an entirely “unPlatonic” philodoxy as opposed to the Platonic philosophy.3* They
further stipulate that Plato uses either Isocrates himself or Isocratean rhetoric as the model for the

middle speech.

I must make a caveat here. I do not agree with all of Brown and Coulter’s reasons for
associating Isocrates with the middle speech, but I do think, if Plato were to associate the middle

speech with anybody, it would be Isocrates. Brown and Coulter have begun a nobly intentioned

8 Brown & Coulter 1971. Brown and Coulter are not the only scholars to recognize a relationship between Isocrates
and the middle speech, but they give the most significant space to the inquiry.
8 Ibid. 405
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and valid project, but I want to re-orient some of their arguments to reveal more authentic
correspondences between Isocrates and the middle speech. That said, I will not be devoting much
time to understanding or interpreting Isocrates in this chapter; I want to save that work for the
next chapter which will be almost entirely devoted to understanding Isocrates on his own terms.
The point of this chapter, to re-iterate, is to investigate what is probably Plato’s representation of
Isocrates in the middle speech. That said, I will point out the places in which the middle speech

and Isocrates’ philosophy seem to correspond.

According to Brown and Coulter the rhetor in the middle speech is an educator who uses
rhetoric to teach a philodoxy instead of philosophy with distorted virtues and whose focus on
utility and pleasure makes him blind to ideal beauty.® This, seems to me, to be a good summary
of the character Plato describes both implicitly and explicitly, and this may be how Plato thinks
of Isocrates as well. This presents us with two questions: 1) Is this a valid characterization of
Isocrates? And 2) regardless of the validity of Plato’s characterization what does it tell us about
the difference between Plato and Isocrates and the reference to Isocrates at the end of The

Phaedrus?

I will focus more on the second question because the first question will be answered after
we investigate Isocrates in the next chapter. In the following discussion I will argue that the logic
and construction of the middle speech are meant to represent a mode of thinking which curiously
prioritizes both d6&a (opinion) and “divine” philosophy in such a way that the speech represents
the transition between Lysias and the Palinode. It is that the middle speech recognizes the

importance of philosophy and proceeds in a philosophical manner that leads us toward the

8 Brown and Coulter 1971, 406
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Palinode, while it is the content of the speech which refers back to Lysias. In other words, the
methodology of the middle speech points forward, while most of the content is meant to mirror
the things Lysias says. It is in the middle speech’s transitional position and its prioritization of
d0&a that we can associate it with Isocrates, but I will show that this particular representation of

Isocrates is misguided.

1I1.1: Philodoxy

Brown and Coulter characterize the middle speech as philodoxical, thereby implying that
the content in the middle speech is derived from d6&a or opinion as opposed to a philosophical
speech which would derive from sophia or wisdom.® This is an important distinction for us
because 60&a is not the kind of epistemological foundation which Plato prioritizes in The
Phaedrus, but it is what Isocrates thinks of as the perfect rhetorical source for knowledge and
arguments. The most common translation of 66&a is opinion, but this is not some subjective or
arbitrary feeling. Rather, 66&a is the way the world appears to a subject. Etymologically 86&a
comes from the Greek verb doxeiv which means “to seem.” It is often juxtaposed with the verb
etvar which means “to be.” For Plato, we should always look to what-is rather than how things
seem. The assumption built into the notion of 66&a 1s that it is has no demand for truth or validity
even though it may be correct. This means that what-is is often held as the true reality behind
how things appear (06&a). To appeal to 66&a for knowledge or information is to appeal to an
unstable and mutable reference. On the other hand, searching for what-is generates a much more
permanent and fundamental kind of knowledge. For our discussion regarding the middle speech,
a reliance on 06&a over and against true reality necessarily separates the speech from the

Palinode and philosophical inquiry in general. Brown and Coulter correctly identify the speech

8 Brown and Coulter 1971, 405
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as philodoxical although I don’t agree with the determination “unPlatonic.” Furthermore, the
historical association of Isocrates with 50&a is inescapable. It is, therefore, strange that, in the
final paragraphs of their paper in which Brown and Coulter attempt to prove Isocrates’ presence

in the middle speech, there are no claims about the philodoxical nature of the middle speech.

David A. White’s interpretation of the middle speech gives further determination to
Brown and Coulter’s assessment by deducing a possible source of the philodoxy. He says: “The
fact that [the major premise of the middle speech] is an opinion immediately suggests that
whatever will be inferred from this claim can never reach beyond opinion.”®” White is referring
here to Socrates’s sentiment: “It is clear to everyone, that love is a certain desire.”*® According to
White, because the founding premise of Socrates’ argument is common knowledge, the rest of
the speech is built on top of an opinion, and an argument which uses an opinion as its grounding
principle has to stay within the boundaries of opinion.®” White is helpful here because his reading
of the middle speech recognizes the logical priority the middle speech places in opinion.
However, we should not overlook the possibility of an induction which begins from an opinion
and discovers some absolute truth. Importantly, in the middle speech Socrates makes no
pretentions of discovering absolute truths, so that his grounding premise is an opinion seems to
imply that the speech is not meant to reveal anything more fundamental than a popular
understanding on which both he and his audience can agree and which allows him to continue

speaking.

87 White 1993, 39

88 Phaedrus 237d: 811 pév odv &f émbopio Tig 6 Epwg, dmovtt Sfjlov (emphasis mine)

% That the middle speech relies so much on doxa is important for comparing it to Isocrates because he places a great
emphasis on doxa as the criteria for ethical and virtuous actions. I will work out Isocrates’ own definition of doxa in
the next chapter, but it will be fruitful to keep this in mind while we look the “philodoxy” of the middle speech.
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Herman Sinaiko helpfully explains that this definition of love is not a true definition but a
practical or useful one. He says: “[this] definition which merely expresses an initial agreement
between the parties of an inquiry and thus enables them to continue their deliberations is very
different from a definition which states the truth about the subject to be considered.”*° Sinaiko
notices here that the definition which begins the middle speech has a purely expedient end, i.e. to
enable the discussion to continue. He further suggests that this definition for the sake of
expediency differs from a definition which distinguishes one nature from another. The
distinction which Sinaiko draws here echoes the difference between the middle speech and the
Palinode, i.e. the middle speech does not use absolutes to prove a point. Rather, the middle
speech proceeds through working definitions toward a conclusion. The Palinode, of course, uses

dialectic to derive a conclusion based on absolute truths.

That the middle speech derives its content from d0&a is one thing, but in the first half of
the speech 66&a also plays an important role in Socrates’ definition of left-handed love in which

d0&a appears three times. First Socrates explains:

NUOV &v Exdoto dVo Tvé dotov idéa Epyovte kol dyovte, otv Endpueda 1) Gv dynrtov, 1 puév

gueutog odoa émbupio NSovdv, Ak 88 énikintog 86&a, Eplepévn Tod dpictov.’!

In each of us there are two governing and directing principles, which we follow
whichever is leading, on the one hand there is appetite for pleasure, and on the other hand

there is an acquired opinion toward the best.

%0 Sinaiko 1965, 33

91 Phaedrus 237d; 1 am following Meunier’s French translation of &pyovte and éyovte. He renders the passage: “I/
faut aussi savoir qu’il est en nous deux principes qui nous gouvernent, qui nous dirigent et que nous suivons la ou
ils nous conduisent. L un est le désir instinctif du plaisir; ’autre, sentiment acquis, est la propension vers le mieux”
(Meunier 1926, 32-33). Brisson also has a similarly helpful translation.
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Then he describes the highest ethical principle, prudence, as grounded in d6&a led by Adyoc:

When opinion is led by reason (A0y®) toward what is best and is more powerful, this

power is called prudence (co@pocidvn) by name. %2
And finally Socrates defines love as:

When appetite toward pleasure of beauty is more powerful than rational opinion... that is

called love. *3

We should see that, of the two sides of human nature Socrates describes in the middle speech,
d0&a is surely the aspect which tends toward the good and appropriate while appetite tends to
stray from what is appropriate or good. Love in the middle speech is a negative activity, and so
anything associated with it takes on that characteristic. However, anything which is held as
opposed to love is good and helpful. d6&a takes on the very important responsibility of keeping
us on the straight path away from love and the distractions of appetite. Socrates clearly considers
00&a led by Adyog the ethical criteria par excellence in so far as it opposes love. Thus, in the
same way that the speech itself is contained within 66&a, it also prescribes an ethics grounded in
following 66&a led by Adyog. And now we have come full circle in that the speech which derives
its content from 66&a and is therefore a philodoxy also prioritizes d6&a as the guiding criteria of

ethical conduct.”*

2 Phaedrus 237¢: 86EnG pév oDV €ml 10 EP1eToV AOY® dyodong Koi Kpatovuong @ KpATel GOOPOCHVY Svopa.

93 Phaedrus 238b-c: 1 yop Gvev Adyov 80EnG émi 10 0pOdV Oppdong kpathcaco émbvpia mpog Hdoviy dydeica
KAAAOVG. .. Epmg EKANOM.

% It is worth mentioning here that when we turn to Isocrates we will see that his theory of ethics also focuses on
06&a and our ability to interpret the 66&a of others. Brown and Coulter, as I said above, do not reflect on this fact
which seems to me an ample reason to consider this speech aimed at the Isocrates. Even Yunis points out in his
commentary that the definition of 36&a in the middle speech is most often associated with Isocrates (Yunis 2011,
113).
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To Brown and Coulter the philodoxy in the middle speech generates alternate definitions
of words typically associated with Platonic philosophy in a way which is meant to be unPlatonic.
That is to say, according to Brown and Coulter, Plato includes these misusages of his own
technical vocabulary to create the image of a speaker who misunderstands Platonic philosophy.
However, by characterizing something as unPlatonic we run the risk of holding the Platonic
definition of a given word or ideas as the criteria for validity or comprehensibility. The term
“unPlatonic” places the middle speech at odds with Plato and Platonism in the Palinode rather
than on a continuum toward him and it, respectively. Hackforth, along with Sinaiko and Ferrari,
understands these alternative definitions as “popular” or “common” instead of unPlatonic.”® That
is to say these words are not necessarily intentionally denying what Plato says. Rather they are

the conventional ideas on which Plato builds his own philosophy.

There are two specific words which Brown and Coulter discuss as misused Platonic

vocabulary, namely: ovcia and philosophy.

Ousia (ovoia)’®

often appears as a metaphysical or ontological term in Platonic writing.
Brown and Coulter notice that in the middle speech ovcio means “material possessions,” which
is well within the range of meanings for the word, but it does not carry the same metaphysical
force of Plato’s typical usage of the word.”’ In the Palinode, for example, Plato uses ovcio to

refer directly to that central piece of reality around which the gods revel and revolve.’® In the

Palinode ovoia has a decidedly ontological and metaphysical meaning. Comparing the definition

% Hackforth 1952, 41; Sinaiko 1965, 33; Ferrari 1987, 101.

% ovoia comes from the Greek word givar which means “to be.” ovoia is etymologically related to the participial
form of the verb to be which means it describes things that are being. In Aristotle this word often means the
substance of something referring to that thing’s essence or most fundamental existing element, so to speak.

97 Brown and Coulter 1971, 410; Brown and Coulter note that there is another use of ousia in the middle speech in
which it is used more Platonically to mean “the substance or content” of a discourse (Phaedrus 237).

%8 Phaedrus 240a, 241c

42



of ovcia in the Palinode to the definition in the middle speech, reveals that the difference
between them comes from an emphasis on the material and practical in the middle speech, and
an emphasis on the theoretical in the Palinode. This difference between usages further
demonstrates that Plato is trying to generate a consistent picture of a specifically practice-centric
way of thinking in the middle speech, as opposed to the more theoretical and intellectual logic in
the Palinode. Furthermore, this difference in uses of ovcio mimics the difference between
philodoxy and philosophy which, as we have already discussed, is a varying of degrees of

attention to the divine/ideal/philosophical plane of existence.

Brown and Coulter also point out that in Lysias’ speech there is a different
misappropriation of ovcia. There it refers to money and the ability to buy love.” To think about
these three speeches as stages of progressive development reveals that Lysias, in the first speech,
thinks of obcio as money, which is an derivative abstraction of materiality; Socrates, in the
second speech defines ovcio as material possessions proper; and in the third speech or the
Palinode he uses the word “ovcia’” much more philosophically as a state or level of existence
(ovoia dvimg ovoa).!’ The movement along this spectrum from the first speech to the Palinode
is a function of, once again, the relationship of the speech to the philosophical, i.e. to that way of

thinking which pays the most attention to the intellectual and theoretical nature of things.

Isocrates, for his part, also uses the word ovcia, but of the 84 instances in his extant
writings all refer to material wealth or property in general which would have been the more

common or conventional definition of the word.!! It is really Plato who popularizes the more

% Brown and Coulter 1971, 410; Phaedrus 232c

190 Phaedrus 247c

101 The number 84 comes from a search using the word frequency statistics function in the Perseus Project.
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/searchresults?g=ou)si/a&target=greek&doc=Perseus:text:1999.01.0143 &expan
d=lemmad&sort=docorder
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http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/searchresults?q=ou)si/a&target=greek&doc=Perseus:text:1999.01.0143&expand=lemma&sort=docorder

metaphysical use of the word. Brown and Coulter do not make any observation regarding
Isocrates’ use of the word ovcia, and I have not seen any other commentators argue about its
implications. Isocrates is using ovcia the same way as the middle speech uses it, but this simple
fact does not necessarily associate him to the speech any more than it does with Lysias’ speech.
Fundamentally both the middle speech and Lysias are using ovoia to refer to money just in
varying degrees of liquidity and with different purposes. Isocrates’ use of the word doesn’t
reveal much to us, beyond the fact that he was not using the word in a way which aligned with

how Plato had re-defined it. And, really, that is to be expected.
Brown and Coulter argue that:

In Plato philosophia is unthinkable without accurate knowledge of the really real. The
Republic defines the philosopher in terms of the reality of his objects of knowledge
(479f) and longing (490a-b) In the hedonistic, utilitarian, “philodoxical” world of the
middle speech, such philosophical visions and longings and such “real realities”

obviously have no place.'*

Brown and Coulter here suggest that the middle speech cannot appreciate philosophy in the way
Plato most often articulates it. While this is certainly true, the reference to philosophy in the
middle speech should not be tossed away. It has important ramifications in relation to the

movement from the middle speech to the Palinode.
Socrates says:

And this happens to be divine (O¢ia) philosophy, from which the lover must necessarily

bar [his beloved], out of fear that he be looked down on... with regards to the intellect

102 Brown and Coulter 1971, 411
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(01Gvotav), then a man in love is in no way a guardian (€nitpomdg) or a profitable or

advantageous partner (kotvovog Avcttehng).

The reference to philosophy here is more nuanced than Brown and Coulter suggest. In the middle
speech Plato does not need to create a perfect philodoxical system which excludes philosophy.
Rather, he creates an image of a fallacious doxological rhetorician trying to be philosophical or

on his way to being philosophical.

Most commentators think of Socrates as acting the role of the common man or the
layman. De Vries, for example, contends that “O¢ia in this rhetorical context is a conventional
laudatory adjective.”!* The word in this context is #not meant to refer to a divine philosophy like
the one Socrates describes in the Palinode. De Vries seems right in the sense that the
hypothetical speaker of the middle speech would not be using 6<ia to refer to Platonic
philosophy. But, how can we avoid comparisons between O¢ia here and where it appears in the
reference to Isocrates at the end of the dialogue: “6pun Os10tépa” (a more divine impulse)?'% 1
would argue that Ogio must be understood here with something of Plato‘s general call to
philosophy in mind. It is not that the hypothetical speaker in the middle speech is accidentally
stumbling into Platonism, but, rather, that Socrates cannot stop himself from praising his own

brand of philosophy.

103 Phaedrus 239b-c (emphasis mine): todto 8& 1 Oeia prhocogia Tuyydver v, i EpacTiv Tarducd dveryin
moppwlev gipyewy, mepipofov dvra Tod KoTappovndfjvar. .. Té udv ovv kot Stévolay EmiTpomdc Te Kai Kowwmvog
ovdupT] AvoLTeAN|S Avip Exmv EpmTa

194 De Vries 1969, 91

195 Phaedrus 279b
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Yunis submits that “the epithet ‘divine’ also suggests Socrates’ underlying adherence to
his own values and Plato’s sense of philosophy as the pursuit of knowledge of true reality.”!%
And Ferrari similarly argues that Socrates’ references to philosophy and education “put him on a
rather more exalted level than average, although still lacking in philosophical sophistication.”!?’
With Yunis and Ferrari, I see this reference to philosophia as a narratologically necessary
character break in which Socrates, thinking philodoxically, must laud not just any normal
philosophy but the divine kind. And so Brown and Coulter and De Vries seem to neglect the
narrative and rhetorical importance of this reference when they suggest that this is the common
definition. De Vries, however, helpfully adds that “[even] though Socrates speaks ‘in character,’
the reader is supposed to catch the Platonic overtones which are not entirely absent.”!% That is to

say, we must read philosophia with all of its Platonic import while simultaneously recognizing

that it is masquerading as a lay-usage.

Ferrari’s and Yunis’ analyses fall more in line with my reading that Plato is using these
speeches to draw out continua. By reading Socrates in the middle speech as a layman making use
of material which might be slightly over his head intellectually we get a better idea of what Plato
is doing with this reference to philosophia, 1.e. he is anticipating the next step in the development
of the dialogue. De Vries’ insistence that this reference ought to be read with all of its Platonic
“overtones” is important here because without the Platonic nuances there can be no implicit
comparison between philosophia in the middle speech and philosophia in the Palinode. That is to

say, if we read the speeches in a vacuum and do not hold them in relation to one another we miss

106 Yunis 2011, 116 (italics mine)
107 Ferrari 1987, 101 (italics mine)
108 De Vries 1969, 91 (italics mine)
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the importance of this reference to philosophy in that it distances the middle speech from Lysias’

and anticipates, to some degree, the point of the Palinode.

David White reads this reference to philosophy as it relates to the narrative of the whole

dialogue and in the light of the speech’s caveat against favoring the lover. He argues:

The treatment of divine philosophy not only exposes the fundamental falsity of the
nonlover but also indirectly demonstrates to the beloved that love, truly understood, is

better than its opposite.'?

White’s reading suggests that the reference to divine philosophy in the middle speech actually
undermines the speech’s fundamental warning against love. Socrates refers to divine philosophy
as an activity or knowledge from which a beloved would be barred if he were to favor a lover.
Correspondingly, according to White, this suggests that a non-lover would, at the very least,
allow, if not encourage, his non-beloved to pursue philosophy. Problematically, as a non-beloved
learned philosophy he would realize the truth about love (as we do in the Palinode). This
realization would undermine the non-beloved’s choice to avoid a lover and he would, in the end,
turn toward philosophy and love. We should note that White’s reading depends on philosophia in
the middle speech referring to Platonic philosophia in which the non-beloved would learn the
truth about love. In the common or doxological conception of philosophy prevalent at the time,
the conception of love would not necessarily undermine the non-lovers argument in the way

White suggests.

White’s interpretation, however, is helpful because it carefully moves through the

complicated paradox Plato constructs by having Socrates give the middle speech as if he were

109 White 1993, 46
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telling a story and then give the Palinode as himself. He demonstrates that in order to maintain
the overarching goal of the dialogue (i.e. the prioritization of philosophy) Plato puts Socrates into
a paradoxical situation. For our purposes, White re-emphasizes that Plato’s rhetorical goal to
persuade his readers of philosophy’s importance fundamentally seeps into every aspect of the

dialogue.

The introduction of Platonic nuance into the middle speech through allusions is what
causes the speech to have so many layers of meaning. On the one hand Plato wants to describe a
philodoxical rhetorician whose thinking never extends outside of dogma and common d36&a; on
the other hand, Plato needs to use the middle speech as a transition from the abject self-interest
of Lysias’ speech to the philosophical lover in the Palinode. But we need to see that this speech
is philodoxical in a way which recommends, or, makes way for, philosophy. And so, Brown and
Coulter are correct that Platonic philosophy in the strictest sense cannot function within the
middle speech’s implicit philodoxy, but that does not mean that the speaker is “abus[ing]” the
word philosophy.''? Rather the juxtaposition between the speaker’s clear reliance on 860 and
his sudden emphasis on divine philosophy is a manifestation of Plato blurring the lines between
this speech and the next. The middle speech may be conceptually embroiled in 66&a, but at least

it values the importance of intellectual pursuits which could give way to philosophy.'!!

Once again, Brown and Coulter provide us with an analysis of this word as it appears in
the middle speech, but they do not relate it to Isocrates’ use. The way Isocrates uses the word

“philosophy” will be investigated much more completely in the next chapter, but Jaeger tells us

10 Brown and Coulter 1971, 411

"1 'We cannot overlook that these intellectual pursuits could just as easily be masqueraded as philosophy even
though, for Plato, they are not. This ambiguity is a large part of Plato’s problem with knowledge developed from
within the sphere of §6&a.
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that Isocrates’ definition is the common or conventional definition of philosophy. Plato’s
definition was, actually, the rebellious and novel version of the idea.!'? I would further argue that
the specific appearance of philosophy in the middle speech is not necessarily a place of
correspondence between Isocrates and the middle speech, but more an anticipation of the
Palinode and the rest of the dialogue. That said, because I am arguing the middle speech is meant
to prepare us for the Palinode and I think that Plato sees Isocrates as on the way to being a
philosopher we could say that, for Plato, the uninitiated lay-usage reference to philosophy in the

middle speech represents the sort of philosophy he thinks Isocrates is doing.

111.2: The Bipartite Soul

One of the most famous characteristics of Platonic psychology is the tripartite soul
divided into appetite, spirit, and mind, and it is still a debate today whether this division appears
poetically in the Palinode. In the middle speech, on the other hand, the soul is bipartite with
activity divided between d0&a and €mBupia. In the following section I will argue that the middle
speech’s psychology requires a corrected and more complete psychology be elaborated in the
Palinode, and, therefore, Socrates describes a soul in the Palinode which is more representative

of the typical Platonic psychology with three distinct parts.

To begin with we should understand the two sides of this debate in current scholarship.
The argument, for the most part, revolves around whether we ought to map the charioteer
metaphor onto the soul Plato describes in Republic IV. White says “there are more differences
than similarities, and some differences are so striking and crucial that one must question whether

what is obvious to [some] is really so obvious.”!!* Robinson insists that Plato does not leave the

12 Jaeger 1939, 49
113 White 1993, 89
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bipartite soul behind in the middle speech when he moves to the Palinode. For Robinson, the
charioteer does not have a clear enough authority or a distinct enough goal to qualify it as
something separate from the good horse.!'* Hackforth argues it is “of course obvious that the
charioteer with his two horses symbolizes the tripartite soul familiar to us from Rep. IV.”!1?
Ferrari, for his part, reconciles the possible correspondence between the psychology in The
Republic with The Phaedrus by claiming that the labels in The Republic have “limited
application to the conduct exhibited by the charioteer and horses.”!'® I am most inclined to side
with Ferrari here because I think his interpretation recognizes that the literary and rhetorical
devices in the speech might render some doctrinal images imperfectly but that does not suggest
an inconsistency on Plato’s part. But this is only half of my argument. We also need to see how
the psychology of the middle speech actually necessitates the correction given in the expanded

psychology of the Palinode.

Recall in the first chapter when I argued that the good horse and the bad horse each
represent the two earlier speeches of the dialogue. The good horse is led only by words and is a
friend of true opinion which is central to the middle speech, while the bad horse is deaf and is a
companion of deceit which is the effect and point of Lysias’ speech.!!” That these two horses
alone do not provide the complete picture of the charioteer implies that a soul without a
charioteer is incomplete. Plato uses this image to demonstrate that a psychology which contains
only an appetite or only appetite and opinion fails to grasp the full nature of what a soul is. For

Plato we require this third aspect which rules both horses and directs their wills. And it is simply

114 Robinson 1970, 117

115 Hackforth 1952, 75; and Hackforth 1965, 72 (cited by White)
116 Ferrari 1987, 200

7 Phaedrus 253d-e
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more consistent with Plato’s style to represent a progression from Lysias’ speech to the Palinode
which revolves around increasingly complete psychologies.!'® And, in the Palinode, we find a
full expression of the Platonic tripartite psychology as a capstone to the progression which
includes and supersedes the previous two conceptions of soul. This is all to say that I think
Robinson’s assertion that the Palinode, like the middle speech, contains a bipartite soul
fundamentally misunderstands the progression from the purely appetitive to the philodoxical and,

finally, to the philosophical.

Moreover, consider that the Palinode is the first speech in which we get the explicit
statement that true reality is only visible to the mind.!!® It would make little sense, therefore, for
the speech to insist that understanding love and achieving the best kind of love required a kind of
knowledge only accessible to the mind but not explain what the mind is. It is more consistent for
the addition to the psychology in the charioteer to correspond to the addition to the
epistemological structure in mind. That is to say, because Plato adds the charioteer to the
psychologies of the previous speeches he correspondingly adds the notion of mind to the
epistemology. He explains that the truth toward which the charioteer is flying is only accessible
through mind. I think, therefore, the charioteer is meant to represent mind and complete the
tripartite psychology for which Plato is so famous. In this way, Plato completes the progression
of psychologies which begins with Lysias’ purely appetitive psychology; moves to the middle
speech’s psychology which considers social 66&a the ruler of appetite; and ends with the
Palinode which demonstrates that there must be a ruling structure devoted entirely to the true

reality, i.e. the mind/charioteer.

18 Considering the continuum of rhetoric and the continuum of love laid out in The Phaedrus it does not seem
unreasonable to find a continuum of psychologies as well.
19 Phaedrus 247¢
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On this point I agree with Ferrari who demonstrates the incompleteness of the middle
speech's psychology. He understands the bipartition of the soul, in the middle speech, as
analogically mirroring the relationship of the lover to his beloved. In the lover’s soul, Ferrari
says, “judgment [56£0] becomes the outright slave of desire.”'?° And, similarly, the “beloved is
indentured to the lover and beholden to him in all things.”'?! Ferrari is referring here to the

definition of love which Socrates gives at the end of this speech:

For when an appetite for pleasure conquers logical opinions (66&a) on their way toward
upright conduct, and is lead away by beauty, and by appetites akin to it loving carnal
beauty, when this appetite is victorious, it takes its name from that very force, it is called

love (2pac). 122

In this definition of love Socrates holds that love is the moment when desire for beauty
overcomes our cultural inclinations toward propriety. Ferrari’s interpretation above demonstrates
the inversion which makes the love in the middle speech left-handed. That is, this love actively
defeats any inclinations we might have toward good conduct; left-handed love is not just a desire
for pleasure, but a desire for pleasure at the explicit loss of reflective conduct or behavior. Ferrari
explains that Socrates “makes a point of explicitly opposing pleasure as whole to his notion of
the good, and assigning them as two potentially conflicting goals to two different principles in

the soul.”!? In other words, we find here a definition of the soul divided by principles with

120 Ferrari 1987, 107

121 Ibid.

122 Phaedrus 238b-c: 1 yop Gvev Adyov 86Eng &mi 1o 0pOdV dppdong kpothcaco émbvpia Tpdc Hdoviy dydeica
KEALOVC, Kol DO o TAV £QVTHC GLYYEVAHV MLV ETL COUATOV KAAAOG EppOpEVHE POGOEIGH VIKNGATH Y™V,
an’ avTig Tig poung Eénmvopiov Aapodoa, Epmg EKANOM.

123 Ferrari 1987, 96 (italics mine)
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mutually exclusive goals; there is no way for the soul to be complete since the goal of each half

conflicts with the other.

Ferrari concludes that this is the fundamental problem in the middle speech. He says:
“What is missing from all this is the pursuit of a conjoint interest, common to both partners—as
opposed to the mutual compromise of individual interest... [I]n in his mythic hymn Socrates will
transcend the manipulative strategy that has marked both” of the earlier speeches.'?* Ferrari
refers here to the way that the lover-beloved relationship works, but we can compare this, as he
does, to the dynamics present in the soul. So, for Ferrari, the missing aspect of the bipartite soul
is some level of agreement between the driving principles. Socrates does say in the middle
speech that sometimes the principles of the soul are in accord.!? This means that Ferrari is
looking for a different kind of agreement which “transcends” the sort of accord which Socrates

deems possible.

The transcendence, which Ferrari thinks is missing represents the separation between the
middle speech and the Palinode. That Socrates must “transcend” the goal of simply manipulation
and persuasion in order to move from one speech to the next suggests that it requires a
paradigmatic shift to move from one conception of love to the other. This shift is only possible if
we engage those ideas which facilitate seeking goodness not for the sake of ourselves, but for the
sake of the Good itself. That is to say, in order for Ferrari’s “conjoint interest” to occur we need
to find goods which are not intersubjectively formulated, e.g. traditionally appropriate behavior,
or subjectively experienced, e.g. pleasure. We need to find a good which transcends this world.

Of course, in order to recognize or access this transcendent or ideal Good Socrates will need to

124 Tbid. 109
125 Phaedrus 237d
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make recourse to mind or vodg which is the missing piece in the middle speech’s definition of

the soul.

And so, the bipartite soul is a symptom of the dearth of attention to the divine in the
middle speech. That is, it is reflective of the major difference which separates the middle speech
from the Palinode. This difference between the middle speech and the Palinode is also
reminiscent of the prescription Socrates gives for Isocrates, i.e. a divine impulse. And so, it is
possible that the bipartite soul in the middle speech is Plato’s proposition that Isocrates does not
recognize the importance of mind as that which facilitates philosophical reflection. Isocrates, for
his part, does describe a bipartite soul, but it is not between 60 and appetite but between soul
and body. For Isocrates we have only a thinking faculty and a physical faculty there is no

division of the thinking faculty which has more onto-epistemological access.'?

111.3: Virtuosity

In this final section of the chapter I want to bring out the way in which the middle speech
relies on practical and conventional definitions and standards for determining what is virtuous
instead of theoretical deductions. Brown and Coulter also analyze the expression of virtuosity in
the middle speech, but I will show that, though their argument reaches a similar conclusion to

mine, it does not fully grasp the implications of the ethics described therein.

In this discussion it is important to remember that 36&a, in the middle speech, is not the
kind of thinking which explores absolute truths like the Good. Rather, 66&a refers to how things
seem to be. In the middle speech Socrates specifically refers to “acquired 66&a” which means it

is taught (actively) or learned (as in: picked up, so to speak) and not innate or a priori.'*’ By

126 Antidosis 180
127 Phaedrus 237d; See also my discussion above regarding the philodoxy of the middle speech in general.
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basing ethical conduct on learned d6&a, the middle speech makes it impossible to reflect on the
universal causes of ethical distinctions or qualifications. The ethics of the speech are relegated to
what is conventional, typical, or acquired through tradition. This manifests in the way it develops

and distinguishes valuable characteristics to have, i.e. virtues.

Brown and Coulter consider the virtues in the middle speech pragmatically oriented,
however their argument comes out of a perceived comparison between several other Platonic
dialogues. It is also hard, I think, to find textual support for some of their claims in the speech

itself. Brown and Coulter write:

The Middle Speaker’s doctrine of the virtues, then, fits in with his other doctrines
squarely opposed to Plato’s own. A soul whose highest function is doxa in a world which
excludes real being can aspire to nothing nobler than power to persuade and

shrewdness. !

The highest function of the soul in the middle speech is not d6&a but prudence or coppocvvn
which is a state that occurs because of d0&a. It is also clear from the passage above that Brown
and Coulter assume that the middle speech is incomplete since they imply that there is something
nobler than persuasion and shrewdness. They also fail to see that not only are these two
characteristics not set apart from any of the other virtues described in the middle speech, they are

certainly not designated as the highest aspirations of anybody.

Brown and Coulter cull their list of virtues from the passage in which Socrates explains

how a lover will inhibit the growth and moral betterment of his beloved. He says:

128 Brown and Coulter, 1971, 414
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And so, the lover will not willingly supplicate to a beloved who is mightier or even equal
to him; he will always make [the beloved] less; for the ignorant is less than the wise, the
cowardly less than the brave; the inarticulate less than the rheforical (pnropikod), and the

slow-witted less than the shrewd (éyyivov).'?’

Brown and Coulter assume that by warning Phaedrus to avoid lovers because they inhibit
attaining these qualities Socrates implies that these qualities are desirable. Therefore it would be
virtuous to be wise, brave, rhetorical, and shrewd. We should notice that these “virtues” are only
virtuous in so far as they inhibit a lover from being attracted to someone. That is to say, for
example, being shrewd would make someone unattractively competent. Brown and Coulter
correctly interpret the prioritization of these qualities, but I do not agree that simply because a
mad lover would deny his beloved such attributes we can assume they are virtues. Socrates does
imply that it is negative not to have these traits, but he never ranks them or says any one is more

important than the others as Brown and Coulter suggest.

It is important to notice that the madness of a lover is so self-centering that it can
convince him to actually hurt the development of his beloved. The madness of a lover forces him
to turn away from socially laudable activities and to engage in deceitful sabotage for his own
sake. This extreme selfishness would have been striking to Plato’s readers who considered this
sort of anti-social behavior deplorable. In fact, the Greek word for someone who behaved this
way, 1010, remains with us today in its cognate “idiot.” In this vein we should note that

Isocrates considers the cultivation of the soul of paramount importance. It is possible, therefore,

129 Phaedrus 239a: obte 81 kpeitto obte icodpevoy kv Epactig mondukd avéEetat, fittm 88 kol vmodeéotepovy del
amepydletar: TtV 68 Apabng coeod, dehog avdpeiov, AdVLVATOG elmelv PrTopKod, BPaddS dyyivov.
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that if the middle speech were describing what a lover is actually like, Isocrates would similarly

argue against love in order to avoid such developmental inhibitions.

Moving forward: Brown and Coulter argue that Plato replaces co@pocivn with dyyivola
(shrewdness) in order to remain consistent with the philodoxical values of the speech. They
imply that shrewdness somehow carries a more pragmatic and less idealistic quality of character.
However, the middle speech does explain and reflect on the virtuosity of co@pocivn, so Brown
and Coulter’s claim is not so cut and dry. Socrates, it is true, uses dyyivoia in a place where
cw@poovvn might have worked, but it is impossible to decide if Plato consciously exchanged

these two words with such a severe rhetorical goal in mind.!*°

According to Socrates co@pocvvn is “when opinion leads by reason (Ady®) toward the
best...” 1*! Considering, further, that co@pocvvn is the positive ethical pole opposite love in the
middle speech, it is safe to assume that for all intents and purposes co@pocvvn and opinion led
by reason represent the practical principle or ideal for ethical conduct in the middle speech. This
definition identifies co@pocvvn with, at the very least, the capacity for and tendency toward
right and good conduct. Additionally, it is clear that in the middle speech co@pocivn is ethically
superior to love which is its opposite, i.e. appetite taking full control of our behavior. Socrates
tells us that when a lover is no longer in love the mania of love is replaced with co@pocsvvn and
mind (vod¢).!*? This reflection on co@pocvvy implies that virtuosity in the middle speech is

defined against love and not absolutely or in terms of absolutes. There is no moment in which we

130 Phaedrus 239a

BITbid. 237e: 56&ng pév odv £mi 10 dprotov Ady® dyovonc. There is not enough space here to complete a full analysis
of both Plato’s concept of coepocvvn and Isocrates’s. But it is worth noting that they both use the word, however
Isocrates’ conception is much more in line with self-control and has less to do with 66&a. But this partly because
Isocrates’ understanding of d6&a does not function in his ethical system the same was as it does in the middle
speech. I will go into further detail on this in the following chapter.

132 Phaedrus 241a

57



deduce that it is better to have co@pocvvn than to not have it because of some universal
principle. Rather Socrates simply asserts that because being prudent is not being in love it is

better to be prudent.

We should take note that the definition of co@pocvvr in the middle speech is not

representative of the way Plato refers to cm@pootvn in his other dialogues. As Hackforth says:

That Plato should thus momentarily adopt the ethical position of the ordinary man will
surprise us the less when we remember that the whole standpoint of the present speech is
in a sense unreal. The &pwg that Socrates is condemning is not what Plato conceives to be
true €pwg, the pavia of which he speaks in this very sentence (241a) is not the povio in
which true €pwg consists: it is the popular, ‘Lysian’ €pwg, the popular ‘Lysian’ povio:
hence the coppocivn commended over against it may well be the popular, not Platonic

virtue.!33

Hackforth is referring here to the second time Socrates uses the word co@pocsvvn when he tells
us that a man who is no longer in love will possess co@pocstdvn and mind (vodg).!** Socrates
implies here that being prudent is the opposite of the madness inspired by love. This madness of
love is the denial of d6&a and socially acceptable behavior generated therein, in favor of personal
aesthetic desires. 1*° It is a denial of the social and the public for the sake of the self. A lover’s
madness even goes so far as to inhibit the development of the soul in anyone to whom he is

attracted in order to maintain that lover’s happiness and comfort. And so, we see that

133 Hackforth 1952, 48. De Vries, interestingly, says that Hackforth’s own translation of these two words, vobg and
cmPpocvvn, as “wisdom and temperance” might carry too much of the Platonic overtones. De Vries agrees,
however, that the words should be taken as “popular” usages (De Vries 1969, 99).

134 Phaedrus 241a

135 Tbid. 237¢
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cw@poovvn which is the complete adherence to d0&a, implicitly moves us outside of this self-

obsessed madness toward the public sphere.

Ferrari says that the lover “deprives [the beloved] of every opportunity of attaining to
what his culture agrees is fine and worthy in a person.”!*® Ferrari’s statement here re-iterates the
philodoxy of the middle speech and confirms my suggestion. The lover is inhibiting gaining
qualities which are culturally agreed upon to be good which is to say these qualities are
consistent with the prevailing 66&out. These are not necessarily beneficial in and of themselves,
and even if they are, in the middle speech, the logic does not allow for a good which is an end in
itself. That is all to say that in comparison with Lysias’ speech co@pocvvn and 30&a in the
middle speech provide us with a way of determining good conduct and assessing the benefits and
harm of something such as love, without basing that assessment purely on the subject’s desires.
While love is still defined in terms of a single person’s desires and attractions, our criteria for
determining the importance of love is now part of the greater "socio-cultural mechanism"
implied in acquired d6&a. This conceptual move from the absolutely appetitive to the doxological
between Lysias’ speech and the middle speech lays the foundation for the next move from the

middle speech (the doxological) to the Palinode (the philosophical).

I want to make one more point about the pragmatism expressed in the middle speech.
This is another aspect of the middle speech about which no other commentator I have
encountered has remarked. When Socrates discusses 06&a in the middle speech it almost always
comes with the epithetical description: reaching toward the best (dpictog) in one form or

another. At first glance it may seem as if this is a typical Platonic suggestion to aim at the

136 Ferrari 1987, 107
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theoretical ideal Good, but I would argue that this appositional qualifier of 66&a fundamentally
shifts the context away from the theoretical and into the pragmatic. That we are driven toward
the best (apiotoc) rather than toward The Good (dyaBog) implies a certain level of practicality
over ideality. dpiotog is the superlative form of dyaf6g which means it is grammatically and
theoretically the highest limit of what dya80g expresses. The best, though practically
unattainable, delimits and defines a spectrum of attainable qualities. Correspondingly, The Good
which grounds and facilitates the existence of the spectrum on which the best appears, is not a
descriptor of possible conduct but the idea in which those qualitative distinctions participate. The
Good is simply the idea of goodness; it is only accessible theoretically outside the realm of
practice, yet manifests derivatively in practical pursuits. We can qualify practical pursuits in two
categories of goodness: ethical goodness or quality of perfection. Within these two categories
there are two infinite spectra beginning at the worst and ending the best. But these spectra only
exist because of the idea of The Good. The Good makes possible the practical idea of the best.
But the best is a practical qualification and not a theoretical or ethically generative transcendent

principle.

It may seem as though my argument has simply replaced the Good with some vague
idealization of Practicality, but it is crucial to realize that the middle speech is not
recommending idealism. Its logic necessarily admits of qualitative continua to the exclusion of
ideals. It may help to think of the encouraging and clichéd sentiment: “Shoot for the moon, so
even if you miss you’ll land among the stars." The message is to aim at the practically
unattainable with the hopes of landing somewhere near-by. The point being: if the middle speech
were constructing an idealism, that ideal would function as the ground and aim of the guiding

principle, not just the vague goal.
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Socrates expresses a similar idea in the latter portions of the dialogue when he concludes
that in the quest to familiarize himself with the various types of souls and their corresponding
rhetorical requirements, a rhetor will inevitably aim his speeches toward the gods or the ideal.!’
Socrates in the middle speech is different from the Socrates describing ideal rhetoric. Firstly, the
best (dpiotoc) in the middle speech is the goal of d6&a, our learned opinion, and it becomes the
ethical end of conduct for a prudent person. This is not the same as the kind of rhetorical
triangulation on which Socrates reflects in the later portions of the dialogue. Socrates is talking
about how a rhetor might lead someone from their current ethical status toward an ideal, like the
Good, (metaphorically manifested as a god in the Palinode), while the middle speech explains
that we are prudent when our opinions aim at the best -- not the idea of the Good -- but the
practically best defined in terms of the Good. It is helpful to think of the distinction Plato makes
in The Meno between true opinion and knowledge. Opinion can be true, but it is neither
permanent knowledge nor certain to be true. For Plato, though true opinion and knowledge are
functionally equivalent it is better to have the permanent knowledge.'*® For our purposes here,
both ethical prescriptions, that of the middle speech and that of the Palinode, could result in a
similarly acting person, but it is also true that the middle speech is, fundamentally, referring to an
onto-epistemological category different from the one to which Socrates refers in the Palinode

and describes in relation to ideal rhetoric.

111.4: Conclusion

Brown and Coulter think the middle speech is unPlatonic. They argue that the

epistemological, ontological, and psychological claims contained within the middle speech are

137 Phaedrus 274b
138 Meno 97b-98a (I will bring this distinction up again in the last chapter.)
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fundamentally opposed to those expressed in Platonic doctrine. Hackforth, however, assures us
that “in the substance of [the middle speech] there is nothing un-Socratic or un-Platonic.”!*
From Hackforth’s perspective that 66&a is inhibitive of pure desire anticipates the typically

Platonic denial of sensuality. To resolve this seeming contradiction we have to see in what ways

the speech truly occupies the middle. As Brown and Coulter point out:

The speech as a whole occupies a middle position between those of Lysias and Plato [i.e.
the Palinode] conceptually as well as in the structure of the dialogue. There is a
semblance of Plato’s concern for virtue and education, and also a semblance of Plato’s
method of definition. It is a middle conceptually, then, because it is like Lysias’ speech in
its conception of love, but unlike it in method, whereas it is like Plato’s in method, but

unlike it in the conception of love.'*°

Thus, from Plato’s perspective, the speech is the middle term which moves us from Lysianic
rhetoric toward something more philosophical. For that reason, it is neither aggressively anti-
Platonic nor perfectly in line with Plato’s ideas. It contains elements which echo what came
before (its definition of love) and anticipate what will come after it (its dialectical method). The
transition represented by the middle speech is one from the entirely individualistic and deceptive
mode of thinking which typifies Lysias’ speech to the entirely philosophical way of thinking in
the Palinode. In between these two modes of thought we find a logic which prioritizes 66&a in so

far as it produces socially acceptable conduct.

The persona Socrates takes on in the middle speech is a rhetorician who functions within

the realm of 06&a not, as Brown and Coulter contend, in a way which denies Platonism, but in a

139 Hackforth 1952, 42
140 Brown & Coulter 1971, 406.
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way which could potentially turn to Platonism. As David White points out, the middle speech’s
argument actually pushes its audience toward philosophy in a way which could actually nullify
the speech’s warning by revealing the truth about love. That is, as the non-lover encourages the
non-beloved toward divine philosophy, the non-beloved will realize that love is actually a good

thing and that the non-lover was trying to trick him all along.

We need to recognize, as Brown and Coulter rightly do, that the logic of the middle
speech is philosophical in method, yet, from Plato’s perspective, it is flawed in its fundamental
definitions and grounding principles, i.e. the middle speech pays entirely too little attention to
what truly is outside of the fluctuations and mutability of 66&a. We should recognize at this point
that the middle speech when compared to the ideal manifested in the Palinode, does not
recognize the importance of the divine in its analysis of love which is symptomatic of its
ignorance of the more ideal and philosophical aspects of existence in general. Thus from Plato’s
perspective, the middle speech like Isocrates suffers from a lack of attention to divine
philosophy. The ethics and the rhetoric of the middle speech are in need of the same divine

impulse as that which Socrates prescribes for Isocrates.
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CHAPTER IV: ISOCRATES

Introduction

In the previous chapter we examined the middle speech in The Phaedrus to flesh out
what is probably Plato’s representation of Isocratean thought. Now we turn to Isocrates’ own
words and examine his thought without Plato’s looming influence. However, we cannot forget
that the middle speech is only an implicit engagement with Isocrates, and Plato’s only explicit
reference to Isocrates comes at the end of The Phaedrus when Socrates suggests that Isocrates
requires some sort of divine impulse in order to become a philosopher. Part of this chapter will
attempt to reveal what about Isocrates’ actual writing might have garnered such a response from

Plato. But first I want to do some work analyzing Isocrates’ thought on its own.

The first step in removing Plato’s influence from our reading of Isocrates is recognizing
that Plato's identification of Isocrates's teaching with the craft of rhetoric (pntopixn)
misrepresents Isocrates. Edward Schiappa has argued that Plato, in fact, coined the word
pntoptikn in an attempt to distinguish himself from his competitors—like Isocrates.'*! Isocrates
himself neither uses the word pntopikn to describe what he teaches nor does he refer to himself
as a rhetor.'*? Instead of calling himself a rhetor, Isocrates refers to his teaching as philosophia,
an act which Michael Cahn calls “an implicit denial of rhetoric.”'** Labeling Isocrates and his
teaching presents us with a problem because he straddles these two disciplines of rhetoric and

philosophy. David Timmerman’s essay on the philosophy of Isocrates offers what must be an

141 Schiappa 1992, 2

142 In two speeches Isocrates uses the word pntopiiog (rhetorikos) to describe a hypothetical student who is capable
of speaking well (Nicoles 8 and Antidosis 256). This word does not refer to the technical art form or discipline, so it
should not be seen as an exception to the fact that the name of the discipline of rhetoric is virtually absent from
Isocrates’ extant writing. At To Philip 81, Isocrates denies being a rhetor.

143 Cahn 1989, 134
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exhaustive survey of the different trends surrounding this question in Isocratean scholarship.'**
He, along with almost all others, cites Jaeger’s famous title for Isocrates: “the father of
humanistic culture.”'*> Jaeger’s epithet for Isocrates may sound positive, but in context it comes
across more as a consolation prize than anything else. For the most part Isocrates is not taken
seriously as a philosopher or theorist because Plato’s definition of philosophy dominates the
history of western thought. Often from a heavily biased perspective commentators actively
denigrate Isocrates. Kennedy says “[Isocrates] was tiresome, long-winded, and above all,
superficial.”!¢ And Norlin reduces him to a “political pamphleteer.”'*” These scholars fail to
read Isocrates from outside of Plato’s idea of philosophical discourse, so they, along with Plato,

cannot appreciate the value and depth which Isocrates’ writing contains.

There has been a revival in Isocratean study lately which recognize his theoretical ability
and claim to the title of philosopher. Cahn (1989), Too (1995), Timmerman (1998), Poulakos
(2001), Muir (2008), Haskins (2009), Wareh (2012), and Crosswhite (2013) have all written
about the philosophical work of Isocrates. These commentators often have different readings of
Isocrates, but one characteristic remains constant: Isocrates was an educator who believed that an
instruction in how to speak (Adyoc) would benefit the student’s ethical interactions in general and

not just his speaking ability. Isocrates makes this explicit in his discourse, Against the Sophists:

Those wishing to obey the prescriptions of my philosophy will be helped more quickly to
reasonableness and politeness (émeikelav) than toward facility in rhetoric (pnropeiav).

And let no one think that I am saying just-living (dwaiocvvnyv) is teachable. For, in short,

1% Timmerman 1998, 145-146
145 Jaeger 1943, 46.

146 Kennedy 1963, 203

147 Norlin 1928, 1
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there is no art by which to implant justice (dikarocvvnv) or prudence (cm@POGVHVTV) into
those who are deviant (kak®c) with respect to virtue (apetnv). But, nevertheless, I do
think that the study of political discourse (T®v Adywv 1@V ToAtik®v) would be the most

preparatory and helpful toward this end. !4

Here Isocrates identifies his philosophia with 6 Loyoc t@v moltik®v or political discourse, and
he suggests that studying political discourse will encourage a person to conduct herself in a way
representative of the qualities of justice and prudence. We can think of political discourse here as
the most formal mode of public speaking, i.e. what would occur in the assembly. That is not to
say, however, that all of what Isocrates’ teaches is contained within this genre. Rather, by
suggesting that the most specific mode of speaking can be used as the paradigm for our general
ethical conduct Isocrates is, effectively, advertising the functional breadth and variety of what his
philosophia teaches; it applies to all activities and interactions from the formal to the

spontaneous and day-to-day.

The existence of this ethical aspect in his teaching ousts Isocrates from the reductive and
Platonically-influenced categorization of Sophist.'*’ In fact, Kennedy says that what

distinguishes Isocrates from the Sophists is “[his] insistence upon moral consciousness as

18 Against the Sophists 21: xaitot To0g Povlopévoug Teldapyeiv Toic V1o Thg PocoPiog TOHTNC TPOGTATTONEVOIG
7oA Gv BatTov mpog Emieikeloy T TpOg pnTopeioy dPeANceley. Kol undeig 0iécbw pe Aéyewv ag 0Tt dikatoohv
318aKTOV: Shdg &V yap ovdepiay fyolpon Toto Ty tvol Téxvny, HTic T0ic K@ TEPUKOGL TPOC BPETHV
GOEPOGVVNV GV Kol SIKAOGUVIV EUTOMMOELEV: OV UV GALA cupmapakerevcooBai ye kal cuvackijcol poMot
ol THY TV Aoyev 1@V moMTik®dY Smpéleioy.kol undeic oiécbm pe Aéyev dg ot Sikonoovvn S18akTov: HBAmG Uev
yap oddepiov fyoduon Totodny ivon Téxvny, ATig T0ig Kak®dS TEQUKOGL TPOS APETHY GOPPOSHVNY v Kol
Suconochvy umom|cetey: 0O pfv GAAG cuurapakelevcacdol ye kol cuvackiioot pdAiot & olpol THY TdV Adymv
TAV TOMTIK®V EMUELELOV.

149 Sophists roamed from city to city teaching young men about speaking and debating. It is possible that Plato was
the one to begin denouncing sophistry, but for the most part they were not as reviled as he would have us think. Part
of the problem with Sophists was that they were so involved in the political affairs of a city without actually being
citizens.
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actually growing out of the process of rhetorical composition.”'** Dionysius of Halicarnassus
also notices that “the best possible lessons of virtue are to be found in the words of Isocrates.”!>!
Interestingly, several Neo-Platonic authors turned to Isocrates for guidance through Platonic
ethics—particularly in relation to understanding Socrates.!>? It is, therefore, necessary to

understand the relationship of Isocrates’ ethical teachings in relation to his writing about teaching

AdyoG.

In all of this scholarship, however, there has not been an extended investigation into
explaining Isocrates’ conceptual leap from the pedagogy of speaking to the pedagogy of conduct.
Many scholars comment on the association of the two aspects of Isocrates’ teaching, but I have
not encountered a source which endeavours to explain how Isocrates relates one to the other. In
the following examination I will explain how and why Isocrates thinks his philosophia is capable
of teaching how to speak well and how to conduct yourself well. I will begin with an analysis of
what good speaking looks like for Isocrates. Then I will examine how good speaking is actually a
pedagogical paradigm through which we can learn how to interact with others. Finally, in my
conclusion, I will compare Isocrates' philosophy with Plato's representation of it in the middle
speech. This comparison will help us come to terms with Socrates’ prescription of a divine

impulse for Isocrates at the end of The Phaedrus.

1V.1: Good Speaking

Much of what Isocrates tells us about his curriculum for good speaking is in his speech

called Against the Sophists. In this polemic, Isocrates castigates Sophists who falsely claim to

150 Kennedy 1963, 178

5! Dionysius of Halicarnassus: The Critical Essays. Isoc. 4. Trans. Stephen Usher. Loeb 1. 1974

152 Menechelli, M. “Un Commentario Neoplatonico come Introduzione alla Letura di Isocrate nella Scuola
Neoplatonica.” Néa ‘Poun: Rivista di recerche bizantinistiche. Universta delgi Studi di Roma. 2007: 4.
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teach virtue and happiness and those who suggest that their teaching will garner a student
abilities which approximate those of the gods.!} In order to further demonstrate the depth of the
sophistic misunderstanding of good speaking and pedagogy Isocrates draws on the distinction

between speaking and writing:

I am amazed whenever I see these men [the sophists] deeming themselves worthy of
students; who fail to notice that they are using the paradigm of an ordered and structured
art (tetaypévnyv téxvnv) to describe a creative process (o tikod tpdypnotog). For who,
besides those teachers, does not know that letters are without change and remain fixed, so
that we always continue to use the same ones in the same ways, but discourse [i.e. the
use of words] (tdv Aoywv) is altogether the opposite of this? For what is said by one
person is not equally useful (ypioyov) for another speaker; on the contrary for he seems
of the utmost skill who speaks worthily of the situation (mpayudtwv), and yet is able
discover [things to say] which are different from those things said by others. And the
greatest sign of this difference is that speeches cannot be beautiful (kaA®dg) unless they
participate in the specific circumstances (T®v Koap®v), propriety (tod npendvimg), and
originality (toD katv®dg) of a given situation, and none of these characteristics extend to

letters. >4

153 Against the Sophists 1-5

15% Against the Sophists 12-13: Oovpdlm 8 dtav 1w tovTovg padnTdv dElovuévons, ol TomTikoD TpayHaTog
TETAYLEVIV TEXVIV TAPASEY LA @EPOVTEC AeABUGL GQEC odTOVC. TiC Yap 0VK 010 TATV TOVTOV 8TL TO PV T@V
YPOUUATOV GKIVATOC EXEL KOl PEVEL Kot TODTOV, DoTE TOIC 0dTolG Gel TeEpl TV adT@MY YpdUEVOL SloteloTuEY, TO O
TOV AOY@V AV TovvavTtiov mémoviey: 10 yap 0@’ £1€pov PNy T@ AEyovTl HeT’ EKEIVOV 0VY) OUOIMG YPNoOV E0TLY,
BAA" 0DTOG lvat SoKsTl TEXVIKMOTATOC, 8S TIC BV GEIDS HEV AéyM TAY TpayIaToV, pndev 8¢ @V adTdv Toig dALoIC
shpiokey dOviTar. péytotov & onueiov Tic GvopoldTTog oTdY: TOVC PV Yap AdYOVC 0Dy, 010V Te KAAGC Exetv, v
U T@V Koapdv Kol Tod TPENOVIMS Kol ToD Kavdg EYEV LETAGYOOLV, TOTG O YPAUUOGTY 0VIEVOS TOVTOV
TPOGESENGEV.
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In this passage Isocrates, on one level, criticizes teaching someone to speak as if speaking to an
audience is the same as writing or spelling words. The reason this analogy between writing and
speaking fails pedagogically is that writing relies on a static system of signs, i.e. letters and their
corresponding phonemes, but speaking cannot take for granted that every audience understands
the same system of references, e.g. cultural allusions or historical paradigms. Therefore,
instructing someone to speak in the same way that they might spell a word fails to consider the
possibility that this student might encounter an audience which does not understand the same
system of references and arguments which the student has been prepared to use. It also precludes
the student from ever learning to improvise because if we treat speaking like spelling or writing
then we presuppose that there is a correct spelling and grammar for every speech like there is for

words and sentences, respectively.

Correspondingly, Isocrates is also suggesting, in this critique, that teaching good speaking
and learning to speak from a written document is ineffective because the implicit claim of a
manual or a treatise for speaking is that it is, or attempts to be, universally applicable. This
implication problematically suggests that there is some way to codify the proper way to speak in
all cases. Michael Cahn offers an insightful analysis of Isocrates’ denial of handbook-style
teaching. He suggests that part of Isocrates’ project is to emphasize the teacher-student
relationship over the reader-handbook relationship. In order to do this, however, Isocrates,
according to Cahn, must argue that what he is teaching is not the same discipline as that which
the Sophists are teaching. !> Cahn thinks Isocrates undermines the institutional teachability of
rhetoric as a discipline in order to affirm his own school which focuses on the student’s natural

ability as primary to whatever the teacher contributes. Cahn says: “By revolutionizing its

155 Cahn 1989, 128-130, 134
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teaching procedures and its institutional framework, [Isocrates] was able to shatter the
confidence in rhetoric as an art and to reconstitute it is a rarified confidence in his own

school.”!%¢

Cahn also reflects on the apocryphal suggestion that Isocrates wrote a technical handbook
which is lost to us now. Cahn holds that there was no such handbook and that the very lack of an
Isocratean handbook is meant to encourage us to become his students rather than pick one of the
many handbooks. Cahn notes that Against the Sophists ends abruptly in a way which would
imply more information should follow and that following information would be some sort of
rhetorical manual. However, for Cahn and Eucken, Against the Sophists is an “intentional
fragment” meant to emphasize the necessity of Isocrates as a teacher over any of his written

discourses. '’

Yun Lee Too comments extensively on Isocrates’ relationship to writing. She argues

persuasively:

Writing provides Isocrates with an important aspect of his civic identity and also that the
written word legitimises this civic identity beyond the limits of his own city. He has
replaced the earlier politics of the voice by a politics of the written word. In the hands of
Isocrates writing now contradicts the view that it is a form of discourse weakened by its
relative newness, by its association with dicanic [forensic] logography and, above all, by
the absence of an author or speaker. Writing is now a political activity which, so he

claims, endows its practitioner — in this case, [socrates—with the status of ‘leader of

156 Thid. 140
157 Cahn 1989, 137; Eucken 1983, 5
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words’ in all Greece. Thus Isocrates shows an Athenian identity can be used as an

expression of authority and superiority over Greek and non-Greek alike.!>®

Too’s argument attempts to explain how Isocrates can consistently use writing when the
contemporary cultural institution demands speaking. Too does not disagree with the notion that
Isocrates denies technical handbooks for the instruction in the art of speaking, so her reading that
Isocrates actually uses writing to his advantage does not suggest any inconsistency in his
pedagogical assertions in Against the Sophists. That it so to say that Isocrates’ use of writing to

garner political power does not suggest that he valued the instructional capacity of technical

handbooks.

For Too, Isocrates sees the durability and mobility of written discourses as the possibility
for an enduring and widespread identity built on a call to create a Panhellenic people pitted
against the barbarians. She claims that Isocrates’ Epistle I divests the authority, which an
author’s presence is supposed to supply, from that presence by implying that those who may be
present to the king addressed in the letter, (e.g. court flatters) are no more convincing than his
letter.'*® Too also gives a reading of The Panathenaicus in which she sees Isocrates arguing that
interpreting a piece of writing for others is inappropriate; instead, “each member of the audience
is to be given the opportunity to work out a reading for himself.”!%° For Isocrates, the onus is put

on the interpreter and not the text itself.

Too’s reading of Isocrates uncovers a high degree of consistency between his political

sentiments, his proposed discipline, and the medium in which he expresses himself. She also

158 Too 1994, 150
159 Too 1994, 122-4; Isoc. Epistle I
160 Thid. 127
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helps us to unpack the fact that even though Isocrates rarely spoke publically he managed to
maintain the persona of a politically active individual. His activity manifests, however, in what
Too calls, “the politics of a small voice” whereby he influences major political figures with
written letters and discourses which establish Greece as the superior nation and the Greek
language as the symbol of education and intellectual authority. Even with Too’s reading in mind,
Isocrates’ critique of writing as an analogy for speaking in Against the Sophists still rings true. In
Against the Sophists Isocrates attacks the tendency of Sophists to teach speaking as if it were like
the task of writing, that is, as if explaining an idea to an audience were the same as writing that
idea down with no audience in mind. For Isocrates there is no way around the fact that writing
cannot effectively approximate the sensitivity to the given moment which a speaker has. He even
says so in his letter 7o Philip: “And yet it does not escape me the difference in the persuasiveness
of words when they are spoken and when they are read.”'®' And although Too wants to show that
Isocrates rescues the written word from this weakness, I do not think she successfully does so. It
is true that Isocrates gives writing a lot of authority and power—more so than Plato at any rate,
but, as Too shows, Isocrates gives writing a specific kind of political power only in so far as it
removes him from direct political activity but, at the same time, makes of him the ideal political
agent who will stop at nothing to establish concord among the Greeks. He does not, in other
words, afford the written word any authority or potential power outside of these documents
intended to politicize and generate community. Writing, though politically effective and
necessary, is neither analogous to speaking nor does it contain the same opportunities to be

sensitive to the moment.

161 To Philip 25: xaitol o0 AAn0ev 8cov Siapépovct Tdv Adymv ic 10 neldetv ol Aeydpevol Tdv

AVOYLYVOOKOUEVOV
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It is important, at this point, to distinguish Plato’s views on writing from Isocrates’. This
distinction helps to reveal some differences between their philosophies. Plato critiques the
efficacy of writing in The Phaedrus, The Seventh Letter, and The Statesman. In The Phaedrus,
Socrates explains that the problem with writing is that it seems to contain true knowledge but is
really only a semblance of what someone truly conversant in such knowledge would know. For
such a person, the writing would serve as a reminder. Part of Plato’s critique of writing stems
from a piece of writing not being able to react to its audience.'é? Socrates also makes an
argument against rhetorical handbooks in The Phaedrus which corresponds to Isocrates’
argument in Against the Sophists. Plato concludes that like medicine, poetry, and music, rhetoric
or the art of speaking is more than just the sum of its parts. There is something which enables the
synthesis of all the forms and techniques into the successful application of those techniques.
Socrates explains to Phaedrus that what made Pericles such a great speaker was his investigation

into the nature of things with Anaxagoras. For Plato, this third-term is philosophy or dialectic.!®

In The Seventh Letter Plato denies ever having written his doctrine down and suggests
that even if he were to have written it down his true insight is only accessible psychically in a
moment of sudden epiphany and must be self-sustaining, i.e. without reference to documents.'%*
It 1s hard to say which aspect of the nature of this kind of knowledge denies its translation into
written language more. On the one hand the fact that this knowledge must occur in the individual
soul suggests that there can be no reference to a text or manual. And, on the other hand, the fact

that the knowledge must be self-sustaining similarly implies that there can be no reference to a

text which, in and of itself, is entirely ephemeral.

12 Phaedrus 275 d-e
163 Tbid. 267-270
164 Seventh Letter, 341c-d
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And, finally, in The Statesman Plato explains that codified laws cannot be constructed so
as to be relevant to all people at once. He argues that the best government is a single ruler who
continually institutes new policies and alters old laws in order to benefit the entire city.
According to Plato, the overarching legal principle is that the law truly benefit the community.
This critique of codified laws can be expanded to include a critique of writing in general. In the
same way that codified laws fail to apply to all cases at all times, a piece of written
communication cannot always be translated in a particular situation. The problem is that a
written law particularizes a universal principle which, by definition, undermines the universality
of the principle. Writing attempts to preserve an approximation of a kind of knowledge which
can only be thought.'®> Gadamer is very helpful in understanding the relationship between the
written law and application of it. With Aristotle, he explains that “the law is always deficient, not
because it is imperfect in itself but because human reality is necessarily imperfect in comparison

to the ordered world of law, and hence allows of no simple application of the law.”!%¢

We should note that Plato’s critique of writing extends to every example of written
communication, while Isocrates’ critique targets the supposed analogy between speaking and
writing. That said, the fundamental difference between Plato’s and Isocrates’ views on writing is
that Plato distrusts writing as a communicator of absolute knowledge, while Isocrates denies that
the task of writing, which relies on a static system of signs, can be compared to the process of
speaking which must be spontaneous and relative to a specific audience. Put differently: Plato

seems to think that there is no way for an absolute truth only accessible to the mind to be

165 The Statesman 294a-296¢
166 Gadamer 2004, 316
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translated into writing while Isocrates, who is unconcerned with absolute truths, thinks that the

writing is altogether too static to react to the demands of a moment.

I should note that Plato does recognize the demands of the moment in his reflections. I
would not argue that Plato’s prioritization of the absolute denies him the ability to attend to the
particular. On the contrary, Plato is constantly trying to attend to the particular but only with the
reference to the universal. For Isocrates, on the other hand, there is no universal principle or
absolute truth to which we must refer while speaking or acting. Rather, all ethically
determinative criteria and standards exist within the very moment itself. And so, even though
their criticisms overlap in some regards, because Plato and Isocrates disagree about the existence
of these fundamental absolute principles, they do not share the same critique of writing. To make
this distinction clearer we need to investigate the differences between the Isocratean

understanding of the particular moment or xaipog and Plato’s.

Isocrates says: “Speeches cannot be beautiful (kaA®c) unless they participate in the
specific circumstances (T@v Koupdv), propriety (tod npendvimg), and originality (1o kovdg) of
a given situation, and none of these characteristics extend to letters.”!%” The three qualities
Isocrates requires for beautiful speaking all serve to emphasize the specificity of each and every
attempt at successful eloquence. According to him, the speech must relate to that moment or
Kaipog; it must be appropriate or proper to that xaipog; and it cannot be a replication of some
prior speech meant for some other xaipog. Though each of these qualities is distinct, the truth is
that participation in the kaipog is chief among them. The other two qualities (propriety and

originality) are defined in terms of the xaipog. There is no way to recognize what is proper for a

167 Against the Sophists 13
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speech or to know what is an original way of expressing an argument without first understanding

what the moment is in which the speaking occurs.

Siaporra tells us that, for Isocrates, “an understanding of the importance of kaipog as a
dynamic principle rather than a static, codified rhetorical technique is integral to rhetorical
success.”!'®® We are not, therefore, to consider the xaipoc as a technique which is part of our
rhetorical tool-box. The xaipog is a principle with which we must contend while formulating a
speech and the arguments therein. As Siaporra puts it: “The opportune moment must be chosen
for a particular treatment of a theme, the appropriate arguments for each of the historical events
must be marshalled, and the actual arrangement of the words must be skillful.”!® Because the
Kaipog is dynamic it is constantly changing in relation to the interpreter and the evolution of
other events around it. And each kaipog brings with it a new set of implicit demands which
neutralize or invalidate a piece of writing written for a different xaipog and, simultaneously,
make necessary a mode of communication which relates to the xaipog in and through a relation

to the audience.

It is helpful to distinguish kairic time from chronological time. Though kaipog refers to a
moment of sorts, it is not a chronological moment but a moment distinguished by qualities which
give rise to varying interpretations. One kaipog is different from the next because of interpretable
qualitative characteristics, not simply the sequence in which they occur or their quantitative
extent (though these two characteristics are important). John Smith helpfully distinguishes the
Kaipog from the chronos (or: chronological) in his study comparing qualitative and quantitative

time. He writes:

168 Siaporra 1990, 125
199 Tbid.
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I shall suggest that xaipog presupposes chronos, which is thus a necessary condition
underlying qualitative times, but that, by itself, the chronos aspect does not suffice for
understanding either specifically historical interpretations or the processes of nature and
human experience where the chronos aspect reaches certain critical points at which a
qualitative character begins to emerge, and when there are junctures of opportunity

calling for human ingenuity in apprehending when the time is “right.””!”°

Smith rightly notices that chronological time underlies kairic time, but it is kairic time which can
be critical or have significance. Chronological time can pin-point a specific moment along an
infinitely continuing series of events, but it does not reveal that this moment has any qualities
which make it different from the moment before or after it. Kairic time denotes a moment as a
specific convergence of events; a convergence which gives rise to a specific situation with its
own situational demands. Smith further explains that because “[the kaipog] belongs to the
ontological structure of the order of happening” human behavior is part of the kaipog, but,
crucially, we cannot influence what makes an event critical or opportune.'’! Smith emphasizes
that the nature of the xaipog is such that humans can act within them, but there is no human

generation of the opportunity. Humans can only notice and interpret kaipot as they occur.

Plato also notices the importance of the kaipog as it relates to rhetoric, but he does not
conceive of the demands of the moment in the same way as Isocrates. We see this manifest partly
in Socrates’ and Phaedrus’ references to the specificity of their location and how it is the locale

itself which is, in part, dictating their conversation.!’> For example, just before continuing the

170 Smith 2002, 48
171 Ibid.
172 For xaipog in the Phaedrus see 229a and 272a; For references to the specific location see e.g. 230b-c, 238c¢, 242a.
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middle speech Socrates tells Phaedrus: “Be quiet and listen to me. For this place seems to be
divine to me, so much so that you should not be amazed if, going forward, I seem possessed by
nymphs while speaking; for even now my words are all dithyrambs.”!”® Socrates, here, is telling
Phaedrus that the glade in which they have decided to speak has partly determined what he is
saying, as if there is a divine aspect of the location which can affect his words, their order and
patterning. That Socrates compares himself to someone possessed by nymphs and to a Bacchic
reveler is meant to imply that the location’s divinity completely controls his words and that he is
simply a vessel or mouthpiece for that divinity. It is remarkable that Plato chooses to discuss the
demands of kaipog geographically instead of talking about it as a temporal unit. It is possible that
he does this to emphasize the discreteness of the kaipoc which can be hard to understand when it
is expressed in terms of time. That said, suggesting that there are geographical aspects to the
Kaipog is not always a metaphor. It is reasonable to think of a physical location as partly

determinative of what a rhetor might say in a speech.

Plato’s most important reference to the xaipog appears at the climax of the discussion of
rhetoric as Socrates explains that a rhetor must have a dialectical understanding of the kinds of
souls and the kind of rhetoric which corresponds to each soul.!” This moment represent Plato’s
most explicit engagement with rhetoric’s place in the realm of the particular. Before this moment
rhetoric is mostly considered as a theoretical art, but now Socrates moves on to make the claim
that only when a rhetor can identify the actual representative of a kind of soul and know which

kind of rhetoric he will need to persuade that particular person will the rhetor be a master of the

'3 Phaedrus 238c: ouyfj toivov pov dxove. ¢ dvit yap Ogiog Eotkev 6 TOMOG gival BOTE &0v Epol TOAAAKIC
VOUQOANTTTOG TTPOiOVTOC TOD AdYoL yévmpat, i Bavudong: ta viv yap obkéTt Toppw d1BvpauPav @bEyyouar.
174 Phaedrus 271-2
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art. It is the emphasis Socrates puts on the actuality of this application that indicates a move from

theory into practice.'”

Along with this knowledge of the souls and corresponding kinds of rhetoric the
rhetorician will also know what the corresponding time (xaipog) is for speaking or not
speaking.!”® This appeal to the notion of kaipog demonstrates, at some level, an affinity to
Isocrates’ definition of the concept, but what we have to notice is that for Plato xaipog does not
contain the determinative elements of what we ought to say. For him, we look at people as if they
are representative of a kind and to that kind we will apply the corresponding kind rhetoric and if
the moment calls for it we will give speech. For Isocrates, it is the kaipog which determine the
arguments and the words we will use for speaking. To be clear: Isocrates and Plato both
recognize the necessity of the moment implicit in any successful attempt at persuasion, however
Plato’s theory that we can theoretically prepare for any type of soul with a dialectical analysis of
types of rhetoric is not the same as Isocrates’ insistence on being practically aware of the 66&at
of the audience. Yunis tells us that when confronted with the problem of choosing what to do in a
given kaipog Plato makes reference to the process of leading souls which is to say he refers to

something outside of the kaipog itself.!”’

The difference between these two ideas of kaipog will become clearer after a discussion
of Isocrates’ notion of 66&a. Therefore, the following will attempt explain why Plato’s dialectical
analysis of kinds of souls and kinds of rhetoric does not recommend the same kind of imminent

criteria for speaking as Isocrates’ insistence on the attention to 60&a. Isocrates writes:

175 Cf. Yunis 2011, 216
176 Phaedrus 272a
177 Yunis 2011, 217
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Those [teaching] philosophy pass on to their students all of the kinds (i6¢0c) which
discourse (Adyog) happens to use. And once they have made them experienced and
conversant in those techniques, they exercise them again, and make them accustomed to
work, and then [the teachers] compel [their students] to synthesize those things they have
learned so that they have a firm grasp on it and so that they are nearer to the opportune
moments by means of the judgements [of those moments]. For, on the one hand, it is not
possible to embrace all of these situations [with one technique] since in every scenario
they elude exact science (émotipag), but, on the other hand, those who most heartily put
their minds to this task and are able to see the consequences, they most often hit up on the

opportune moment. !’

In this passage we see that, according to Isocrates, good speaking combines rote memorization of
different forms of speeches and rhetorical techniques with the ability to apply those forms and
techniques to unique situations. That ability is perfected, however, by gaining some proximity
between ourselves and the xaipog through the judgments or opinions (66&aic) in those
moments.'”’ Notice how, unlike Plato, the different kinds of speeches and techniques are not

applied to souls but selected because of the kaipog and the 66&a therein.

I have translated the phrase, “so that they [those studying rhetoric] are nearer to the

opportune moments by means of the judgements (66&a1g) [of those moments],” differently from

178 Antidosis 183-4: oi 8¢ mepl TV @rAocopiay viec TAG idéac Amdoac, oig 6 AOYog TUYXAVEL YPOUEVOC, S1sEEpyovTal
701G pantais. Eumeipovg 8¢ ToVTOV TOMoaVTEG Kol S10KPIBOCAVTES £V TOVTOLS TAALY YOpvALovsty avTode, Kol
moveiv £0iCovat, kai cvveipety kad’ &v Ekaotov OV Epadov avaykaiovoty, tva Tadto PefaldTepov KoTAGYMGL Kol
TV Kop@V EyyuTépm Todg S6EmC YEVOVTOL T PEV Yap £idévar mepthafeiv odtodg ody oldv T €otiv: &mi yap
ATAVTIOV TOV TPAYHATOV SoPEDYOVCL TAG EMGTAOG, Ol 08 PLAAGTA TPOGEYOVTEG TOV VOV Kol duvapevol Bempelv 10
cuUPaivov MG Eml TO TOAD TAEIGTAKLG ADTAV TUYYAVOVGL.

17 1t is better to think of 36&a as a judgment rather than an opinion, in this case, because Isocrates is suggesting that
our ability to read the room or judge which arguments and words should be used is determinative of how effective
our speaking will be.
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other translators. Norlin, in his Loeb edition, makes 66&a the object of the sentence: “bring their
theories into closer touch with the occasions for applying them.”'®" Mirhady and Too, in their
more recent translation, also choose to make 66&a an object: “[so that] their views may be better
adapted to the right moments.”!8! These translations, however, neglect 86&a’s status as a means.
Isocrates wants us to use the 06&u present in the moment to determine our propositions. Given
the intransitive verb (yévovtar) and the dative noun (taig 66&a1g), in this phrase, there is more
grammatical evidence to suggest a change of state in the subject of the sentence (the students)
rather than 66&au of those students. Isocrates sees the d6&at in a Kaipog as the avenue through
which we can interpret the appropriate arguments and words to use for the speech. It is not that
the speaker must change his judgments, but that he must alter his speech to fit the judgements of
others. The speaker’s own opinions may or may not change—that is wholly irrelevant to the

effectiveness of speaking. '

Isocrates, furthermore, makes a point of distinguishing d6&a from €matiun as a possible
means for understanding the necessity of the moment. I’ll repeat the line here for convenience:
“Since in every scenario they [the moments] elude exact science (émotipag).” Isocrates makes
this distinction in order to emphasize that there is no way to deduce or scientifically analyze a
moment or kaipog outside of that very kaipoc. The kaipog eludes émotun, for Isocrates,
because there is no way to anticipate the uniqueness of a Kaipog before it has happened. Any
attempt to prepare for a Kaipog assumes certain knowledge about its xaipog which would actually

inhibit the speaker’s ability to react should those assumptions prove false. Isocrates insists that

130 gntidosis 184 trans. George Norlin

181 Antidosis 184 trans. Mirhady and Too

132 Granted if we consider the arguments a speaker uses to be his 6&au then, in a certain way, he is altering his own
judgements. However, there is no evidence in Isocrates’ work to suggest this reading of d6&a nor does any
commentator ever suggest it.
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rather than attempt to scientifically prepare for a kaipog we react and adapt to the demands of
that moment as it arises. In The Phaedrus when Socrates tells us that we must know the kinds of
souls and their corresponding kinds of rhetoric this suggests that we are to construct a science or
émotun around these kinds of souls and kinds of rhetoric. This, I contend, is exactly what
Isocrates is arguing against here in this passage. He would rather us attend to the judgments and

opinions present in the moment than attempt to inject something into the moment from outside.

In many ways, the difference between Plato and Isocrates comes down to how the rhetor
identifies his audience. In his essay, “Isocrates’ use of doxa,” Takis Poulakos argues that
Isocrates uses 60&a in a way which prioritizes the identity of the audience over the goal of
persuasion. Poulakos posits: “If the orator can succeed in guiding auditors to see the new
situation as confirming their traditions and as validating their familiar notions of self, then there
is hardly any need for persuasion.”!® Poulakos goes on to demonstrate that, for Isocrates,
successful speaking occurs when an orator smoothly integrates a novel situation into the
prevailing opinions of the audience. In this way the audience is not persuaded to change its mind,
but its identity is affirmed in the new propositions of the speaker. Poulakos’ argument enriches
our understanding of d0&a because it suggests the 66&at of a given xaipog arrive with the
audience; they are the contentions and the propositions of which the audience is familiar. In this

way the audience dictates what is most appropriate in the given situation.

It is important to see that Isocrates’ use of d6&a which implies an identification of the
audience is not the same as Plato’s suggestion that we must know the souls of the audience. For

Plato rhetoric is the art of leading souls. He compares it, in The Phaedrus, to a lover encouraging

183 Poulakos 2001, 69
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his beloved to behave and think like a particular god. This analogy implies that the rhetor, like
the lover, knows where the beloved/audience is before the leading takes place. That is to say,
before I lead an audience toward a new idea, I must first make sure of how close or far away the
audience is in relation to that idea. But this system relies on a metaphysical distinction (i.e.
where a soul actually is compared to where it could be in relation to where a rhetor wants to lead
it) the knowledge of which the rhetor brings to bear on the kaipog. Therefore, Plato does
recognize and attend to the practical and the pragmatic, but he only does so with reference to

absolutes which remain outside the kaipoc.

Isocrates, on the other hand, wants speakers to be sensitive to the audience as an other
and to engage with that audience on its own terms. This requires recognizing the historical and
cultural tradition of the audience and being aware in some capacity of what the audience thinks
of you as the speaker. For Isocrates we use the audience itself as the target of our persuasion;
persuasion is simply the re-affirmation of the identity of an audience in a novel situation. This is
not to say that Isocrates wants to avoid transforming an audience’s 60&at. But effective use of
00 occurs when a rhetor can demonstrate how an audience's current 6o gives rise to
something new. We should avoid words like “improvement” and “progress” in reference to this
aspect of Isocrates’ theories because those terms imply a sort of goal or ideal toward which we
are moving. A rhetor’s goal is to recognize those 66&at and use them as a mechanism through
which he can translate the present into some alternative. But there is no implication in Isocrates’
writing that this alternative is an improvement other than the implication that if someone gives
advice he usually believes that counsel to be better in one way or another than the current state of
affairs. We could argue that for Plato we are also leading the audience toward themselves in so

far as we are leading them to the ideal of what they could be. But Isocrates does not think of
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speaking as this process of leading in the same way Plato does. For Isocrates, the arguments and
strategies a speaker employs are dictated by the identity of the audience in the moment not a
hypothetical ideal of that audience. He wants us to show the audience that the novel alternative is
consistent with the current moment; he is looking for a neutral translation, and not a movement

toward and ideal.

IV.1.2: Conclusion

In this section I summarized the basic criteria for good speaking according to Isocrates.
He holds that good speaking must be attuned to the specific audience and the specific moment or
issues in which the debate is occurring. Isocrates argues that good speaking cannot be taught
from a handbook. In fact, as Michael Cahn says: “Isocrates’ text is not a theory of rhetoric, but
rather a theory of the impossibility of theorizing about rhetoric.”'®* Instead of theorizing about
rhetoric, Isocrates insists that each speaker learn the different forms of speeches, and then, with
practice and creativity learn to be sensitive to the arguments and propositions of a given
audience. For as we learned from Poulakos, Isocrates does not think of speaking as purely the art
of persuasion. Rather, part of learning to be a good speaker, is learning to recognize the identity

of your audience and then reflect that identity back to it in a novel situation.

Moving forward, the most important aspects of Isocrates’ reflections on good speaking
are (1) 60&a is the kairically determined source of the criteria for a good speech, and (2) knowing
and recognizing the appropriate things to say in a speech is the same as recognizing and

identifying who your audience is.

184 Cahn 1989, 124
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1V.2: How and why speaking well teaches us to live well

Up until this point we have been examining, essentially, a mode of Adyog, i.e. 1OV AOYOC
noAtk@®v. This mode of Adyog refers to public speeches for which young aristocrats and royalty
in 4" century B.C.E Athens would be trained by teachers like Isocrates. But Isocrates does not
think Adyog is only at work in these formalized institutions. Rather, as we will see, Adyoc for
Isocrates represents the actual limits of human speaking, doing, and thinking. There is no activity
which occurs outside of Adyog, so learning how to function within the realm of political
discourse can teach us how to conduct ourselves with others. The logic of our ethical interactions

(between the self and the other) is the same as that of the rhetor and his audience.

Isocrates’ clearest description of his concept of Adyog appears in 7o Nicoles and is

repeated in The Antidosis:

Regarding the other [powers] we have, we surpass no other form of life, but we are
lacking, in terms of swiftness, strength, and many other faculties, but born into us is the
capacity to persuade one another and to make clear to one another what we desire, and
through this not only do we distance ourselves from the lives of beasts, but also we come
together and found cities, set-down laws, and discover arts, and in nearly all of our
constructions, discourse (Adyog), which helps in all of these institutions, is there. For [in
and through discourse] we set down laws concerning just things and unjust things and
shameful things and beautiful things, and [without those laws] we would not be able to
come together and live (oikeilv) with one another. And it is through [discourse] that we
indict (8€eAéyopev) evil things and praise good things. Through this we educate the
ignorant (Gvorutovg) and approve the practically wise (ppovipovg). For it is necessary
that being able to speak well (10 Aéyew) is the greatest sign of practical thinking, and true
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and just discourse (A0yoq) is the image (£idwAov) of a good and faithful (motfig) soul.
With this ability [discourse] we both contend and seek knowledge about matters which
are unknown; for we use those same arguments in private deliberation as in public debate,
and we call someone eloquent (pntopikovg) if they can speak in front of many people,
and we consider well-advised, those who debate the best with themselves about public
affairs (t@v npayudt®dv). And if it is necessary to sum up this ability [discourse], then we
must say this: we shall find that none of our intellectual deeds (t®v @povipwg
npottopévmv) are without discourse (aAGY®g), but that in all of our deeds and thoughts
we are led by [discourse], and it is most employed by those having the most wisdom
(vodv). Therefore, those who dare to blaspheme against educators and philosophers

deserve our hatred just as much as those who profane in the places of the gods.!®’

In this passage, often called the “The Hymn to Adyog,” there are two premises which are
fundamental to Isocrates’ thought. Firstly, Adyog is the defining ability of the human species. It is
comparable to the speed and strength of other animals, which is to say that it is not a semi-divine

characteristic. And secondly, because Adyoc is the medium by which we persuade one another

185 Nicoles 5-9: 10ig uév yap 8ALo1C oi¢ Exopev o0dEV TdV BAAmY {Dwv Stapépopey, GALY TOAAGY Kol T¢) Téyet kol
M) pou” Kol Toig dAlaig evmopiong KaTade£oTEPOL TVYXAVOUEY OVTES: £yyevopuévov & Muiv Tod meibewv dAlnlovg Kol
IMAodV TpdC HUAC adTOVE TTEPL OV 8V PovAnddpey, 0O povov Tod Iproddc (v amnALdynpey, GAAY Kol
ouvelBOVTEG TOAELS MKioapeY kal vOpovg £0€ueba kal téyvag ebpopey, kol oxedov dravta Ta o1’ MUAV
pepMyovMpéve Aoyog MV £6TV 6 GLYKOTAGKEVAGOC. 0DTOC Yo TEPL TV Scaimv Kol TV adikmv kai TV oioypdv
Kol TV KOADY EvopobETnoey: AV T StooyBéviev ovK dv 010l T HUEV OIKETV PeT’ GAARA®V. TOVT® Koi TODE KOKOVC
g€eléyyouev Kol Tovg dyadovg Eyk@pdlopey. 510 ToVTOV TOVG T  AVONTOVG TOLOEVOUEY KOl TOVG PPOVILOVG
Soxydlopev: 1O Yip Aéysv ig S&l 1o ppoveiv € néyiotov onusiov moovpueba, kol Adyog AnOng Koi vOuIog Kol
dikatog yoyiic ayadtig kol motig ld®mAOV E0Tv. petd To0TOL Kai Ttepl TdV Apgiofnnoipoy dyoviiopedo kol mepi
TV dyvoouuévev cromovueda: Taic yap miotestv aig Tovg dAlovg Aéyovieg meiBopey, Toig avTaic TanTog
Bovigvopevol ypmdpeda, Kai PTopkovg HeEV KoAoDUEV TOVG €V T@ TANBEL Suvapévoug Aéyety, dPovAiovg 8¢
vopiCopev oitveg av atol TPOg AHTOVS APLoTa TEPL TOV TPOYULAT®OV SOAEXDDGY. £l 08 del GLAANPONV TEPi THG
duvapemG TANTNG EIMETV, 0VOEV TOV PPOVILMG TPOUTTOUEV®V EDPNCOUEV AAOY®OG YIYVOLEVOV, GALY KOl TOV EPYmV Kol
TAV SLOVONUATOV ATAVI®OV 1YEUOVO AOYOV OvTa, Kol LAAGTA YP®UEVOVG DT TOVG TAEIGTOV VOOV ExovTag: BoTe
TOVG TOAU®VTOG PAOCONIETY TEPL TV TUSEVOVTOV KOl PIAOGOPOVVTMV Opoing GElov oely domep ToVg gig TO TMV
Oedv E€apaptdvoviog.
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and make clear our own desires to others, it allows us to do things together. And it is in terms of
these two modes of interaction (persuasion and the clear expression of our own desires) that we

participate in all human activities and endeavours.

Gorgias, Isocrates’ probable teacher, also wrote a hymn to Adyoc in his Encomium to
Helen. 1t might be fruitful to keep Gorgias in mind as an example of a kind of thinking from
which Isocrates is, in general, trying to distinguish himself. Gorgias explains that he sees the
efficacy of Adyoc in altering human action as magical. Referring to the power of Adyoc he says:
“the power of the incantation beguiles [the soul] and persuades it, and alters it by witchcraft.”!86
This line reveals that, for Gorgias, the power of Adyog lies partly in its mysteriousness and that it
is an approximation of the divine in so far as it operates like witchcraft. Michael Fournier holds
that it is not Adyog which is magical but magic that is logical.'®’ It is in the mysteriousness and
indeterminacy of Adyog where Gorgias, according to Fournier, locates its power. In so far as
magic manifests in Adyoc, what is magical depends on Adyoc. Thus, the power associated with
magic and witchcraft is dependent on participation in the realm of Adyog. The differences
between Gorgias' and Isocrates' hymns most likely come out of the fact that Isocrates wants us to
understand A6yog as the fundamental human activity which brings us together and makes us
capable of great things while Gorgias is trying to demonstrate the absolute power of Adyog by
equating the force of persuasive speech with necessity, divinity, and human physical force.!®
They both seems to recognize that Adyog possesses a certain fundamental position, but the way

Gorgias' praises A0yog comes out of a goal to describe the depth of its power, whereas Isocrates,

nonetheless concerned with the power of Adyoc, focuses more on the way in which it manifests

186 Encomium to Helen 10
187 Fournier 2013, 120
188 Ibid. 6-7
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as an activity in which humans participate and the way that participation gives way to subsequent

inventions and institutions.

Isocrates, however, clearly indicates that Adyog is not simply a tool which we can use to
affect others. Rather by distinguishing between persuasion and making oneself clear to others
Isocrates implies that Adyog is a fundamental part of our ethical interaction. In both of these
modes of Ad0yog we are required to recognize the difference between ourselves and others.
Persuasion requires first and foremost a sense that I, as persuader, have a different set of thoughts
and desires from my audience. The corollary to this sense of self is that there are others. And in

this way persuasion demands knowledge of difference between persuader and persuaded.

Isocrates’ second category, that of making one’s desires clear to others, is different from
persuasion because it does not carry the same tendency toward homogeneity. In making myself
clear I am not trying to modify anyone else’s ideas or thoughts, but I want to make it known who
I am and what I want. In a way, this second dimension of Adyog is self-identification, a bearing

witness to one’s own selfthood.

It is important to note that Isocrates does not discuss any use of Ad0yog which happens in
an isolated or perfectly private domain. He makes a single reference in this passage to individual
use of AOoyog, but he does so only to claim that individual and interactive use of Adyog relies on
the same arguments. He, thereby, denies any radical difference between the way we interact
through Adyoc and the way we think or reflect privately. The fact that we use the same arguments
privately as publically represents that our thinking and decision making process is inherently
discursive and mediated through Adyoc which is always already intersubjectively oriented. Thus,
we should see that for Isocrates our ethical categories do not come to use from some

transcendent realm of pure thought. Rather, in Adyoc or in discourse we generate our own ethical
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categories and then maintain them. Yun Lee Too argues that for Isocrates after Adyog is done

persuading it simply perpetuates the community it generated in that persuasion.'®

The centrality of Adyoc to our social existence manifests in that it allows us to distinguish
what is just from what is unjust and what is shameful from what is laudable. Isocrates moves
through a conceptual archaeology of these ideas and institutions in order to show how everything
in society depends on human interaction via Adyoc. This means that what is just or unjust is not
something derived or deduced from ideals or pure concepts and then symbolized in language.
Rather, justice and injustice are deliberated on and require some sort of agreement or human
interaction to take shape. Interestingly, [socrates posits that shame and praise appear in the same
logical step as justice and injustice. This archeological association of the concepts of justice and
laudability implies that the realms of the social in which shame and praise occur as well as the
realm of the judicial in which justice and injustice occur, are not only co-original to one another,

but logically subsequent to the realm of Adyog.

The last idea which needs fleshing out from Isocrates' "Hymn to Adyoc" is the way in

which Adyog represents the boundaries of human knowing. Isocrates says:

And if it is necessary to sum up this ability [discourse], then we must say this: we shall
find that none of our intellectual deeds (t@v @povipme Tpattopévmv) are without
discourse (dAOywc), but that in all of our deeds and thoughts (t®v €pywv kai TdV
dtvonuatov) discourse (A0yoc) is our guide (1yepova), and it is most employed by those

having the most wisdom (vodv).!"?

189 Too 1995, 4
190 Nicoles 9
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That Adyog is the sufficient condition for human activity implies that there is no activity for
humans which occurs outside of discourse or Adyog. Therefore Isocrates does not consider the
possibility of any a priori concepts which transcend or resist language. They may very well

exist, but Isocrates neither discusses them nor would their existence have any real implications
for human activity which is constrained to what occurs inside Adyoc. Moreover, as we saw above,
categories like shame and justice, which some philosophers consider absolutes, Isocrates argues

arrive to us from out of our interactions in Adyoc.

Isocrates reiterates his belief in limited human-knowing by claiming that we cannot know
the future. He writes: “For I think it is clear to all that foreknowledge of those things to come is
not for us, by nature...”!”! Isocrates goes on to discuss that even Homer showed how knowing
the future was impossible for humans and is a power only afforded to the gods.!*? Isocrates
reflects on this notion of limited human knowing throughout his writing in order to distinguish
himself from those who would profess to teach their students how to be happy or to know what

to do in every situation.'”?

To be able to predict the future would be able to know with absolute certainty the way in
which human activity and interaction would progress from the present until the moment of the
prediction. It also suggests that we can have knowledge of interactions which have not happened
yet. These interactions will occur within Adyog but have not yet, and so they effectively are not

part of Aoyog which means they have no functional application to present interaction. Therefore,

91 dgainst the Sophists 2: olpat yop Gmacty evon gavepdv 8Tt T LEAOVTA TPOYLYVAGKEWY 0D TG HETEPOC PVGENDC
£0TV

192 Isocrates’ religiosity has become, more and more, an interesting question for me. It may prove to be a fruitful
inquiry in the future. It seems to me impossible that his theory of epistemology would allow for any fundamentalism
with regards to the gods. But it is possible that he thinks of mythology from a nuanced and intensely rhetorical
perspective. That is to say, his references to the gods could be strategic hooks on which, those audience members
who do believe, are baited.

193 Against the Sophists 3
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Isocrates’ limitation on human knowing falls out of the conclusion that all of human activity

occurs within A0yog and is essentially interactive.
Gorgias, too, reflects on the nature of limited human knowledge. He writes:

Since, as things are now, it is not so easy for [people] to recall the past nor to consider the
present nor to divine the future; so that on most subjects most men take opinion (66&a) as

counsellor (copfovlov) to their soul.'**

And so for Gorgias, it is actually because of the inability of people to know the future, recall the
past, or even consider the present that we can persuade each other at all. Because we have such
limited certain knowledge we are constantly allowing what seems (36&a) to inform our ideas of
the world. What is more, because d0&a is simply how things seem to be, persuasion is just
replacing one §6&a with another.!®® So, for Gorgias, 86&a represents the limited epistemology of

humanity and the weakness in our epistemological process which makes possible persuasion.

Isocrates also associates 00&a with our inability to tell the future. But instead of making it
our weakness, Isocrates suggests that d0&a can be the source of success. Christoph Eucken
argues that in distinction form Gorgias “Isocrates posits that philosophers, who presume to have
knowledge, rely on 86&01.”1?® The difference, therefore, between these thinkers is that §6&an for
Gorgias represents our vulnerability to persuasion and Adyog, but for Isocrates knowing the 66&a

of the moment is what makes someone a philosopher. He writes:

194 Gorgias, Encomium to Helen 11

195 Tbid. 13

19 Bucken (1983), 34: Stellt Isokrates die Philosophen, die ein Wissen zu haben vorgeben, denen gegeniiber, die
sich auf Doxai stiitzen.
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For since, in the nature of man it is not possible to ascertain through science (émotiunv)
what we must do (mpaktéov) or what we must say (Aextéov), out of this, I consider wise
those who can recognize the judgements (86&at) most of the time, correspondingly, they
are philosophers who spend time gathering such a practical wisdom (@p6évnowv) as

quickly as possible.!”’

Notice first that Isocrates here intimately associates knowing what to do with knowing what to
say. For him this knowledge comes from the same source, namely, 66&at. The ability to
internalize and make use of the 6&o quickly, he calls ppdvnowv or practical wisdom. For
Isocrates, we determine the appropriateness of our words when making a formal oration to an
assembled audience, in the same way we determine an appropriate action in our everyday

dealings, that is: we turn to the 66&an of the moment.

We should now see that 56&a is the hinge of Isocrates’ theory on which we can collapse
one’s ability to speak well into her ability to conduct herself well. It is through 66&a that a
speaker may gain access to the words and arguments appropriate to their speech, and similarly it
is through 66&a that we can aim at the most appropriate way to conduct ourselves. That d6&a
represents this criteria is remarkable because it implies first and foremost that what it means to
act well and speak well is ultimately relative to the context of the action and the speaking.
Additionally, by basing our conduct on d6&a and not something universally the same, it is clear
that Isocrates is not concerned with acting in a way which will garner the agent universal

approval. Rather the criteria for good conduct is specific to a moment and that given context.

Y7 Antidosis 271: émedn yap odk Eveotv &v Tf PoEeL TH TV AvOpdrmv émotiuny Aafeiv fiv &yovteg Gv £ideiuey &
TL TPOKTEOV 1] AekTéOV EOTiv, €K TAV Aod®V 60OV HEV vopuilm Tovg Taig d6&aIG EmtTuyydvely Mg £mi TO TOAD T0D
BeAticTon Suvapévoug, Prhocdpovg 8& Todg &v TovTolg dtatpifoviag &€ GV TéyIeTa ANYoVTaL TV Tl TV
ppovNoLV.
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It may sound as if Isocrates is arguing for a sort of valueless relativism which has no
stable ideals. But this misunderstands the fact that for Isocrates we must always be working
toward the benefit and perpetuation of our community. For Isocrates we achieve this perpetuation
in two ways: (1) always disposing ourselves toward civic agency, and (2) constantly working

toward agreement or concord.

In his Antidosis there is a difficult passage in which Isocrates attempts to explain how
wanting to speak well encourages virtuosity in the name of the city and human welfare. This
passage gives Isocrates’ readers a sort of practical principle in order to decipher appropriate
actions. But don’t confuse this with a transcendent cause or ideal. We know from Isocrates’
concept of Adyog that the city and any politicizing activity occur within the bounds of discourse.

Isocrates writes:

But, for me, people improve and become more worthy, if they dispose themselves toward
speaking well in a way which deserves honor (pilotipnmg), and toward being able to

persuade those listening, and also those who desire advantage (mieove&iag). I don’t mean
the kind of advantage which the unlearned consider advantage, but what it means to truly

possess this power [to persuade]. And that this is so, I intend to make quickly clear.

For firstly, someone choosing to speak and write speeches worthy of praise and honor
will not make them about topics which are unjust or small or deal simply in private
matters, but they will choose large and magnificent topics about human welfare and
public situations... Someone experienced in contemplating and examining such topics

will have that experience not only with respect to their speaking but in their actions as
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well. It follows therefore that good speaking and practical thinking (ppoveiv) will reward

those who are intended toward discourse. '8

Here we can see that, according to Isocrates, as we learn to speak well we begin to become
conversant in those issues which are important to humanity in general. We learn to put these
topics ahead of those which are private and small which means we learn to put others before
ourselves. We are not simply determining the value of actions arbitrarily from situation to
situation. Rather, we are always looking outwards to others and considering: what are my
audience’s opinions? What is my audience’s history and cultural tradition? How do I appear to
my audience? What topic is most critical to the perpetuation of the society in which we all live
(oikeiv)? These questions inform the content of our speeches as well as how we conduct
ourselves day to day, but, critically, the answers to each other these questions is relative to the

Kaipog and contained, for the most part, in d6&a.

For Isocrates we also perpetuate our community by constantly seeking agreement.
Eucken says that Isocrates’ understanding of human interaction is grounded in shared and
corresponding experiences and not everyone simply doing as they want. He further insists that
the measure of 86&a’s appropriateness comes out of a public consensus.!”” Eucken’s claims

corroborate Yun Lee Too’s assertion: “After Adyog establishes community, it stops persuading

198 Antidosis 275-277: o0 piv 6AN" adtovg v’ avtdv Bektiovg dv ylyvesOon kai mAéovog dEiovg, &l mpdc 1€ 10 Aéyev
b QrhoTipog dratedsicy, kai Tod meibsv SuvachHot Todg dcovovtag Epacheisy, kol Tpodg T0VToIC Tfic TAcoveEiag
gmBopnoatey, pn thg VIO TV dvoNTeV volopévng, GAAL TG dg aANO®S v dvvauy Tady &xodong. kai Tadh’
o¢ ot TEQUKE, ToYEMS Ol SNADGELY.

TPATOV PEV Yap O AEYEWY T} YPAPEW TPOULPOOIEVOS AOYOVG AEI0VG EMaivoy Kol TG 0VK E0TIV OGS TOU|GETOL TAG
VroBéaelg adikoug f| ikpdg T mepl TV dimv cupforaiov, ALY PHEYAANS Kol KOAAG Kol GIAAVOPOTOVS Kol TEPL TOV
KOW®V TPAyUATOV: UT| YOp TO0TAG EVPIoK®V 0008V dtompdéetal T@V dedVI®V... 0 6 Tag TovTag cVVEBILOEVOC
Bewpelv kot dokdley od povov mepl Tov EveoT@Tta AOYoV AL Kol TTepl TG GALOG TpaEelg TV avtnyv €&l Taw TV
Sovopy, HoB’ Gpo o Adyewy €D Kod TO PPOVEIV ToPoyEVAGETAL TOIG PIAOGOPMC Kol PILOTILME TPOC TOVS AGYOVC
OLOKEIUEVOLG

199 Eucken 1983, 33
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and starts perpetuating the community it generated.”?% In a way we can also return to Poulakos’
theory that Isocrates’ use of d0&a prioritizes the identification of the audience and not persuasion
because what we are looking for is agreement and the perpetuation of the community and not an

ideological homogeneity.

Isocrates’ emphasis on agreement and consensus comes across nicely in the following
passage. Here he pits the unyielding certainty of scientific knowledge (émiotrun) against the
possibility of agreement in studying 66&a. Isocrates writes:

Those who consult 66&at are more agreeable (Opovoodvtog) and more successful

(xatopBovvtag) than those who claim to have scientific knowledge (émotunv), and it

seems to me likely to disregard such time-sinks and consider them immature and trivial,

and not a way to care for (dmuéhav) the soul. 2!

In this passage “agreeable” or 6povoodvtog literally means “to be of the same mind.” That
Isocrates chooses this word instead of 6pdAoyog which literally means “to be of the same
language” suggests that to be cognisant of 66&a is not simply speaking the same language or
using the same argument. Rather to be conversant in 6ot and to use them in speaking and
doing creates a certain kind of identity between an agent and the others with whom she interacts.
From another perspective we could say that 6plovoodvtog implies that we are not looking for
cosmic confirmation that our perceptions actually reflect reality. Rather good conduct and good
speaking manifest in a meeting of minds around an issue not by applying normative doctrine to

something novel. This seeking of agreement as a means to discovering ethical criteria for

conduct implies that these sorts of questions can be answered in discourse and do not depend on

200 Top 1995, 4

201 ggainst the Sophists 7-8: ndAlov dpovoodvtog kol mhein koropBodvtac Tovg Taig S6EmG ypwuévoug §j TodG THV
gmoTAuNV Exetv mayyellopévoug, eikdTme olpal katappovodat, kai vopilovoty ddoieoyiay kai pucporoyioy GAL’
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scientific derivations or analysis of the essence of things. We can use d6&a to be ethical, and this,
in turn, makes us more agreeable.

In this section I have attempted to explain that because Isocrates conceives of human
epistemology as contained within the boundaries of discourse and communication, he thinks that
good conduct does not arise out of the scientific application of absolute ideals to particular
situations. Rather, for Isocrates, good conduct is analogous to good speaking, in so far as any
situation in which either speaking or doing could occur is potentially a kaipog complete with its
own contingent criteria for appropriateness. To conduct ourselves well for Isocrates, therefore,
becomes a function of reading the implicit cultural and historical circumstances which have
converged into the present (d0&at) in the same way we would assess which arguments to use
when speaking in a formal assembly. Finally, I explained that Isocrates’ conception of Adyog and
d0&a prioritizes the perpetuation of a community by looking for agreement as a meeting of

minds.

1V.3: Isocratean Philosophy and Plato

In this current chapter [ have outlined some of the basic premises and arguments which
make up Isocrates’ philosophy. Most importantly: he considers Adyog the sufficient condition to
human activity. Because Adyo¢ initiates everything we do, Isocrates posits that teaching someone
to speak is analogous to teaching them to conduct themselves in their day-to-day lives with
others. Therefore, he suggests that in learning to speak well we will also learn to conduct

ourselves well.
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What makes Isocrates so problematic for Plato is that, as Jaeger puts it, “he makes a
virtue of necessity.”?*? Instead of conceiving of an ethics which derives the criteria for good
conduct from an absolute ideal, Isocrates thinks that each moment and its circumstances

necessitates its own specific set of ethical criteria, i.e. the d6&o of that kaipog.

For Plato, that truth must always come first makes it impossible for him to recognize

Isocrates’ system as philosophical. As Persuasion personified, Socrates says:

For I do not cause those ignorant of the truth to learn to speak, but if my advice means
anything, they will procure this first before acquiring me. For this greatness of myself |
speak: without me the man who knows reality (t& dvta) is no closer to the art of

persuasion.?%?

Plato reminds us here that the bare truth is not persuasive. And even someone who is fully aware
of the way things really are is no more capable of communicating those facts than anybody else,
unless she possess the ability to speak well. In this way, for Plato, the ability to speak and
persuade is properly informed by the truth or facts (ta 6vta). Furthermore, Persuasion-
personified also suggests here that we investigate truth prior to learning the art of persuasion. So,
if Plato had his druthers, it seems that learning the art of persuasion would come only after

learning to do dialectic and studying philosophy.

Contrary to the Palinode, in the middle speech Plato gives us the image of a rhetor who

uses rhetoric without ever investigating or learning the truth. Plato imagines an ethical system in

202 Jaeger 1939, 65
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which the ideal, so to speak, is §6&a led by A6yoc.2** Though this may seem similar to what
Isocrates prescribes, the difference is that for Isocrates Adyoc is the condition for 66&a. It is not
that there is more than one kind of 86&a or some 86&a which can be led by Adyoc. There is only

Ao0yoc in which we make use of 66&a. Poulakos describes this well:

Plato’s scheme demand[s] something that Isocrates was not prepared to do: distinguish
d0&a into two levels, an inferior and a superior 60&a, and demonstrate under what
conditions and on the basis of what standards superior d6&a could approximate wisdom,
or sophia. Unwilling to go this route, Isocrates remain[s] committed to situating
phronesis within the troublesome domain of political life, that is, on the same level as the

ambiguous world of 56&a.2%

There is no divided line of onto-epistemological realms for Isocrates. There is only Adyog and the
interactions humans have within Adyog produce d6&ot and those d6&ot determine how we can
continue interacting. In the ethical schema Plato creates for the middle speech Adyoc has a
beneficial effect on d6&a — as if Adyog can make a given 66&a better than some other d6&a. But

there is no room for this kind of hierarchy for Isocrates.

Interestingly, the way Plato’s rhetor in the middle speech uses 06&a reflects the way that
“true opinion” functions in 7he Meno. In that dialogue Socrates and Meno decide that “true
opinion” is just as useful as knowledge because it just as often hits on right action. However, it is
important that, for Plato, “true opinion” is unlike knowledge because it is not anchored to

whomever holds it. Knowing something, therefore, is more valuable because you always know

204 Phaedrus 237
205 poulakos 2001, 73
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it. Holding an opinion, on the other hand, no matter how true it may be, is less valuable because

it lacks permanence.?%

The necessity to correct the middle speech with the Palinode represents the superiority of
Emoun over 0p06¢ 66&a in The Meno. In The Phaedrus, the rhetor of the middle speech does
not understand the true nature of love because he does not make recourse to permanent and
absolute knowledge in the realm outside of 06 and Adyoc, so Socrates must correct the middle

speech (his first speech) by making such recourses in his second speech, the Palinode.

I would argue, therefore, that the difference between these two epistemological strata
(06&a and émotun) and the difference between the middle speech and the Palinode is analogous
to the way Plato evaluates himself in relation to Isocrates. In the scholarship surrounding the
debate between Plato and Isocrates the difference between them is often captured in the word
“transcendence.” Timmerman, for example, claims that “Plato’s conceptualization of philosophia
is characterized by a transcendence that is absent in Isocrates.”?’” And Eucken also notices that
the difference between these two thinkers is a definition of transcendence.?’® These two
commentators see that [socrates conceives of an ethical system defined by a radical immanence
and mindfulness of the present. Plato on the other hand, famously divides the ontology of the
universe into several levels. Because he so severely divides the world of truth and reality from
d6&a, Plato cannot allow a doctrine dominated by a practical sensitivity to the moment and the
06&a therein to share the name philosophia with his doctrine. Moreover, for Plato there is no way
that all of our knowledge is contained simply within Adyog or discourse—especially not in the

way Isocrates conceives of it. This is demonstrated several times in the Platonic corpus, but there

206 Meno 97b-98a
207 Timmerman 1998, 147
208 Eucken 1983, 18
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is one moment in The Phaedrus when this distinction of the realm of Adyog and d6&a from the

realm of truth and true reality is made clear.

In the Palinode Socrates describes the ovcio dviog odoa as “pdve Oeatn véy” or “only
visible to the mind.”?” This phrase, “pnove Osath vd,” suggests that what really is, the truth, is
neither describable in language nor visible to the eyes. The word “OBeatr)” is etymologically
related to the word from which we derive the words "theory” and “theorize,” and its root word
can also be translated as “contemplate.” The etymological implications of Oeatr) emphasize that
Plato is not talking about physical visibility but something more akin to intellectual accessibility.
He is claiming that true reality, is not available to the senses, but only accessible in and through
our minds or vodg. The onto-epistemological structure Plato describes here precludes the
possibility of true reality being accessed from inside the realm of Adyog and 66&a, so, for Plato,
whatever information we might glean from the realm of true reality would be lost if we follow
Isocrates’ ethical prescriptions to stay attuned to the fluctuating d6&a of each kaipog. To Plato, in
order to remedy this situation Isocrates requires some divine assistance. Socrates prescribes a
divine impulse which would not be unlike the one which encourages Socrates to correct the
middle speech.?!” Therefore, when we ask: Why does Plato have Socrates say that Isocrates
needs some divine impulse to make him a philosopher? The answer is: It is in reaction to
Isocrates’ own convictions which intentionally turn away from the theoretical and ideal in which
the gods and the divine exist and toward everyday judgements of people seeking pragmatic

solutions to situations as they arise. To suggest Isocrates needs some sort of divine impulse is

209 Phaedrus 247¢
210 Tbid. 242-3
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tantamount to insisting that he accept Plato’s emphasis on the eternal and absolute over and
against the kairic and contingent.
1V.4: The Question of Normativity

Now, we come the final question of this chapter: Is there a normative principle for
Isocrates in the same way that there is for Plato? In other words: How do we judge, for Isocrates,

that a given act is more appropriate than another?

For Plato we glean normative principles for ethical conduct from studying ethical
absolutes, e.g. The Good and Justice. And in this way Plato argues for a double attention to both
the universal and particular. It is, however, problematic in some ways to expect the demand of
normativity implicit in Plato’s idealistic ethics to be met in Isocrates’ kairic or pragmatic ethics.
If we think that ethical conduct can be explained in and through recourse to absolutes and ideals,
then we implicitly require some sort of standard or criteria to which to compare our conduct and
assess its value. For Isocrates there is no such absolute demand. Moreover, as I noted above, in
Plato’s Meno he discusses the functional equivalency of “true opinion” and knowledge. If we
were act rightly because of opinion, i.e. through our own judgements without recourse to the
ideal, then there would be no way of determining whether we deduced it from the ideal or not.
Plato admits in this way that there is no practical demand for a normative principle in so far as
“true opinion” is just as effective as knowledge. Of course, for him, philosophical knowledge of
the Good would secure certainty that all your actions are universally good and just, whereas, for
Isocrates, this certainty is impossible for humans to attain. Confronted with the question of
studying such questions Isocrates responds: “Likely conjecture (d0&aCewv) about useable things

(t@v ypnoinwv) is far more powerful (kpeittdv) than exact knowledge (émictacOar) of useless
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things (tév dypnotwv).”?!! This line summarizes the Isocratean position on the necessity of
ascertaining perfect certainty in ethical conduct: deciding whether there is or is not a normative
principle for ethical conduct is not a useful endeavour, in so far as, not having one (as is the case
with “true opinion”) does not always result in evil deeds and can result in right action. Therefore,
it is more powerful (read: applicable) to be able to estimate and hypothesize good conduct than it

is to try to gather functionally irrelevant certainty.

There are, however, two aspects of Isocrates’ thought which offer us some semblance of a
normative principle, namely: historical paradigms and opovouwa. I would argue that if there is any
sort of standardizing impulse to be found in Isocrates’ ethical considerations it is a coalescence of
reflecting on political and cultural history and a very general movement toward concord or

agreement.

Historical Paradigms

In his letter to Demonicus (a young aristocrat), Isocrates writes: “While deliberating,
make paradigms of the past for the future; for you will have a diagnosis of the invisible most
quickly with recourse to the visible.”?!? This aphorism represents Isocrates’ approach to history
and culture as sources of models of virtue. As C.H. Wilson says: “[he is preoccupied] “with the
moral lessons that history affords.”?!® In fact, Isocrates is so enamoured with the past, at times,
that it may seem as if he simply replaces the ethical absolutes of Plato with an idealized version

of the past. But the past does not represent perfection for Isocrates. Furthermore to simply repeat

211 Helen 5
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what has already been done would neither meet the demands of the present nor would it be
original or unique. Rather to find the appropriate course of action for the future we ought to look
to the past and re-affirm that tradition within a novel situation. It would require, in other words,

the agent to adapt to the situation in light of the historicity of the moment in which he acting.

Thus, unlike Plato, Isocrates does not require that actions be justified by their relationship
to metaphysical absolutes. He justifies actions and words in and through appeals to the past.
Wilson holds that for Isocrates: “The law discernible in the past is applied normatively in the
future.”?!* He refers us to an excellent quotation from Isocrates’ Archidamus: “All wars coming
forward to today have been decided not according to might or ability, but by justice.” Wilson’s
reading of this line is probably too Hegelian to correctly encapsulate Isocrates’ relationship to
history, but we do get the sense that rather than seeking a metaphysical ideal outside of history
and social interaction, as Plato suggests, Isocrates looks to the events and moments in history to
find models and paradigms of virtue.?!® Jaeger helpfully summarizes the differences between
Plato and Isocrates regarding their use of historical study: “Isocrates does not then, like Plato,
think that rulers [or rhetors] should be trained by studying the lofty abstract conceptions of

mathematics and dialectic, but by knowing historical fact.”?!

Concord and ouovoio,

De Romilly says that concord (6pdvoua) “is [Isocrates’] one great idea.”?!” He uses it in
political, educational, and ethical discussions. I quoted a passage above in which a derivative of

ouovola helped us piece-together Isocrates’ ethical stance:

214 Wilson 1966, 57

215 Cf. W.H. Walsh 1962; and R.G. Bury 1951 for more on Plato’s use of history.
216 Jaeger 1944, 101

217 De Romilly 1958, 8
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Those who consult 06&at are more agreeable (0povoodvtag) and more successful
(xatopBodvtag) than those who claim to have scientific knowledge (émotqunyv), and it
seems to me likely to disregard such time-sinks and consider them immature and trivial,

and not a way to care for (émuéhow) the soul 28

This passage asserts that agreeability (opovoodvtag) is a by-product of using 66&a rather than
gémomun. I argue above that for Isocrates a sensitivity to the 66&a of others directs an ethical
agent to put those others before himself or, at least, even with himself in order to begin the
process of communication and persuasion. That is to say, for Isocrates, persuasion and Adyog are
not intended for deception and trickery but producing concord and agreement through a

sensitivity to the d6&o of others present in the moment.

Isocrates also uses the opovoia to refer to peace or concord among the Greeks which is a
major political theme in his writing. For example, in The Antidosis Isocrates says: “And, yet,
regarding what topic could be more noble (or beautiful) and more of the circumstances then that
which summons the Greeks to make an expedition against the barbarians and advises them to
form a concord with one another?”*>! The association here between the nobility and pragmatism
of a speech which advises concord or dpovoio demonstrates that, for Isocrates, the value of a
speech depends in part on the practical value of what it expresses which, in this case, is the
creation of a united Greek front against the Barbarians. But this is also one of many moments in

which Isocrates indicates dpovoia is a constant goal for speaking and acting.??°

218 Against the Sophists 7-8
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In order to answer the question of Isocratean normativity it is necessary to understand his
conception of history and to see his goal of a united Greece. He thinks that history provides us
examples and clues for how to act in the future, but, fundamentally, we should always be moving
toward a kind of agreement and concord. I don’t think, for Isocrates, this means that he desires
perfect ideological homogeneity. In other words, 6povoia does not imply persuasion, but a
coming together around an issue inside a kaipog by recognizing the 6&an of others. This implicit
recognition of others is one of the most fruitful characteristics of kairic ethics. In an ethical
system which constantly makes references to ethical absolutes it is possible to lose sight of the
other with whom you are interacting. When the moment is paramount we are confronted by the
other in so far as he or she is implicated in and unique to that moment in which you are acting. I
hesitated to answer and ultimately dismissed this question of normative principles in Isocrates.
He offers us an ethics which does not require any special knowledge or innate philosophical
ability. Rather, for Isocrates, being noble and virtuous comes out of how we appear to others and
how well we internalize into our own criteria for conduct the necessity of speeches to be
productive of general human welfare. This, in turn, comes out of a constant attention to those

with whom we are interacting and the contingency which gave birth to our present interaction.?*!

1V.3.1:Conclusion

This chapter contained a reflection on the philosophy of Isocrates. I have explained how
Isocrates thinks that teaching people to speak well also teaches them to conduct themselves
ethically in so far as the basis of human interaction is A0yog. For Isocrates being well-spoken and
conducting yourself well both require a fine tuned attention to the xaipoc and the 66&a of those

with whom you are interacting. Furthermore, we just learned that Isocrates’ criteria for

21 Antidosis 274-8
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appropriate action in the Kaipog comes, in part, from a reflection on history and cultural
precedents as well as a movement toward dpovoio or agreement. Isocrates tells us to speak well
requires “a brave and doxastic soul (yoyfic avdpikic kol SofaoTtikfic).”?*? We must be brave in
order to attempt novel and unique arguments but remain, simultaneously, attentive to what is

conventional and customary so as to maintain appropriateness to the historicity of the kaipog.

The second goal of this chapter was to relate a more authentic summary of Isocratean
thinking to Plato’s representation of him in the middle speech of The Phaedrus. Correspondingly,
I explained why Socrates prescribes Isocrates a divine impulse at the end of The Phaedrus. |
demonstrated that Plato’s representation of Isocratean rhetoric in the middle speech was not
wholly accurate in so far as it misunderstands the place of 66&a as a means for understanding the
moment. Plato implies that when Adyog leads 06&a, that leading somehow perfects 66&a and
allows for good conduct, but hopefully it is clear from the discussion above that Isocrates’
conceptions of Adyoc and 66&a do not work together in this way. Rather Adyog gives rise to the

interaction which instantiate and perpetuate 66&a.

I explained, further, that in the Phaedrus Plato describes a divided metaphysical ontology
grounded on ethical absolutes only accessible to the mind. When Socrates tells Phaedrus that
Isocrates is in need of a divine impulse he is referring, metaphorically, to these ethical absolutes.
For Plato, because Isocrates contends that an ethical agent need only find an appropriate
adaptation to the moment (kxaipog) in terms of its historical contingency and the others with

whom he is interacting, he fails to appeal to any metaphysical absolutes.

222 Against the Sophists 17
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In the concluding pages of this chapter we examined the possibility of a normative
principle in Isocratean thinking, but instead we discovered that Isocrates’ ethical stance does not
require the same kind of absolute standard as Plato’s. Rather he suggests that we examine the
d6&m of the kaipog in order to determine what would be an historically appropriate way to deal

with the novel situation and hopefully produce some sort of concord or agreement.
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CHAPTER V: CONCLUSION

Beginning with the question proposed by Socrates’ ambiguous characterization of
Isocrates at the end of The Phaedrus, this thesis has re-constructed the debate between Isocrates
and Plato. In the first chapter I gave a reading of the The Phaedrus which is meant to show why
rhetoric ought to be devoted to the communication of dialectically established truths—not just be
a tool for lawyers and demagogues. Moreover, in The Phaedrus, we learn that for Plato good
conduct like good rhetoric comes from an attention to the ideal or absolute in the realm of pure
being only accessible via the mind and dialectic. In the second chapter I gave a close reading of
the middle speech in The Phaedrus to establish Plato’s conception of the Isocratean position.
And, in the third and final chapter, I described Isocrates’ philosophy which posits Adyog as the
basis of all human interaction and understands good conduct as analogous to good speaking. I
examined the nature of the kaipog as unit of interpretable time and d6&a as the medium of that
interpretation. We came to see that, for Isocrates, it is an attention to the kaipog in and through
the d0Em of the other that we can come to terms with what is necessary to say or to do. For
Isocrates this is not a perfect science (émotun) but a kind of practical wisdom (ppdovnoig)
which works most of the time. In the final pages of the third chapter I explained why, for Plato,
Isocrates would require some sort of divine impulse in order to make him a philosopher. For
Plato absolute truths remain accessible in a realm which resists Adyoc only open to mind.
Isocrates’ explicit denial of these transcendent truths and affirmation of the kaipoc and historical
paradigms, bars him, according to Plato, from these truths which we can think of metaphorically
as the gods. In other words, for Isocrates to become a philosopher he would need to be turned
away from the mortal and mutable world of opinion and impression toward the world of the

permanent and divine.

108



My goal in this thesis was to explain the rhetorical and philosophical motivations behind
Plato’s comment at the end of The Phaedrus. Other scholars have remarked on whether this
comment is meant to be malicious, friendly, sarcastic, or parodic. I was not concerned with this
sort of categorization. I demonstrated, instead, that Plato’s characterization of Isocrates
encapsulates the very nature of the difference between the two philosophers. And, regardless, of
Plato’s reading, I hope to have shown that Isocrates offers a consistent doctrine of thinking which

does not require the divine assistance Socrates prescribes.
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