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Introduction

The problem with which this thesis originated is simple. In Plato’s early
dialogues' in general, and in the Gorgias and the Republic in particular, Socrates seems
to insist strongly that he only cares to hear his interlocutors’ sincere beliefs. So why, in
the Gorgias and the Republic, do Callicles and Thrasymachus, respectively, refuse, at a
certain point, to continue to answer Socrates sincerely? It is easy to get the impression

that Plato is trying to tell us something by depicting such a dramatic turn of events, but it

- is less clear what his point is.

This paper has several goals. FirstI try to establish definitively (against one
recent scholar in particular) that what I call the sincere response requirement is a general
rule of the early dialogues. In the second chapter I analyze all of the passages where

Socrates invokes the sincere response requirement, and formulate what seem to be his

“explicit goals in requiring sincerity of his interlocutors. The bulk of the paper, however,

is taken up With a close analysis of selected passages from the Gorgias, which I (along
with many other scholars) believe is pivotal in Plato’s bhilosophical development. In the
third chapter I present evidence that Plato is questioning some of the psychological
assumptions upon which the sincere response requirement is based. He does this in
Socrates’ conversations with Gorgias and Polus by suggesting, first, that Socrates’
conception of belief is not rich enough to explain how people can sincerely answer the
same question in different ways at different times, and second, by suggesting that the

denial of akrasia, which is most fully formulated in the Protagoras but reaffirmed in the

' On which dialogues I consider to be early, see Chapter I n.1.



first half of the Gorgias (in the conversation with Polus), no longer makes sense if a
person can simultaneously hold contradictory beliefs. In the fourth chapter I examine the
passages in the Gorgias and the Republic where Socrates abandons the sincere response
requirement. I describe the former goals that can no longer be achieved without insisting
that the interlocutor answer sincerely, and I try to explain why Plato felt compelled to
change the way that Socrates does philosophy. The conversation with Callicles provides
evidence that Socrates rejects the hedonism upon which the denial of akrasia depends for

its soundness, and it also gives evidence that Plato already begins, in this conversation, to

use new methods of philosophical discussion which do not harmonize with the former ad
l hominem nature of the dialogues in which Socrates requires sincerity of his interlocutors.
The Republic confirms what I find in the Gorgias: Socrates once again abandons the
sincere response requirement, the denial of akrasia is definitively rejected, and Plato
clearly switches to a new, more expansive and expository manner of philosophical
‘writing.

The broad conclusion which I reach in this paper is not novel.> This is that the
Gorgias presents a crisis for Socratic philosophy. Plato provides us with an interlocutor
who seems to be- immune to rational persuasion via the elenchus, and who thereby
provides telling evidence against Socrates’ psychological intellectualism, broadly
conceived. At the same time, Callicles refuses to participate in the discussion according
to Socrates’ rules, and Socrates adjusts his method appropriately. These developments

prefigure the Republic, whose radically new psychology and noticeably different method

% Two scholars who make findings quite similar to my own are Klosko (1983) and Beversluis (2000) 367-
376. Klosko’s paper in particular deserves a wider readership. Cooper (1999) and Woolf (2000) have also
recently come to conclusions which broadly agree with my own.




mark a strong Platonic departure from some characteristically Socratic beliefs and
practices.’

What I have tried to do more specifically (and I hope this is where my
conclusions are more novel) is to trace the career of the sincere response requirement in
Plato’s work (especially its abandonment in the Gorgias) and show how it is intimately
connected to Plato’s conception of Socratic philosophy. Not only is the requirement the
sine qua non of the Socratic elenchus, it also relies for its effectiveness on the truth of
Socratic psychology. As Plato decides, in the Gorgias, that Socratic psychology does not

| accurately describe human thought and behavior, he realizes that the sincere response
requirement, the cornerstone of Socratic method, is no longer an effective means of
achieving the goals of the early dialogues. We can see two simultaneous procedures
begin to take place in the Gorgias and continue in the Republic: on the one hand, Plato
begins to adopt new goals for Socrates’ conversations, and on the other hand he provides
ASocrates with a new method to achieve those goals. Thus I hope to show that Plato
always recognized an intimate relatiénship between philosophical doctrine and
philosophical method.
| At the same time, if my thesis is correct, it provides a new defense for a

developmental view of Plato’s thought, but within a framework that considers more than
just the philosophical arguments of the dialogues. I believe that I have not only traced
changes both in Plato’s psychology and in his method (changes which have often been

noticed before), but that I have also shown how those two sorts of changes make sense

? By “Socratjc” I mean merely that which is characteristic of the so-called “early” dialogues (see Chapter I,
n. 1). I am agnostic on the question of whether the Socrates of the early dialogues is in any way historical.
For a vigorous defense of the claim that he is historical, see Vlastos (1991) 1-106.




together and explain each other. IfT am right, then we cannot just examine each

dialogue in isolation if we wish to understand it fully. The Gorgias makes the most sense
if we see it as, in part, a reaction to certain views developed in the Protagoras, and the
Republic can best be understood as, in large part, a development of many of the ideas first
described or hinted at in the Gorgias.

Thus I try to bridge the gap perceived by Robin Waterfield (2003) between
developmentalism and those studies “which relate the form, or artistry, and the content of
the dialogues.” As he puts it, “those who focus on the artistry of the dialogues will be
more inclined to look at each dialogue as a self-sufficient unit, without relating it to
others, and also tend to think that Plato was not the kind of dogmatic or systematic
thinker who can usefully be approached from a developmental perspective.” I hope that
this thesis reveals some of th¢ ways in which a developmental perspective is a useful way
of looking at some aspects of Plato’s work. At the same time I hope to continue what I
see as a recent and fruitful trend in Plato scholarship, the attempt by many to overcome
the perceived split between “philoséphical” and “literary” approaches to the dialogues.
Plato was too great a writer for his students to ignore what he tells us by ineans of the
sometimes subtle methods of the literary and dramatic artist. On the.other hand, most
readers of Plato will agree that he was first and foremost a great philosophical thinker and

a moral and political reformer, and it is in the service of his ideas that his artistry must

constantly be viewed. Such is the balance I have tried to strike in this thesis.
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‘Chapter I: The Sincere Response Requirement: An Overview and
Defense |

What Is the Sincere Response Requirement?

In several of Plato’s early dialogues', Socrates? encourages or requires his
interlocutors only to answer what they really believe. Vlastos (1994, 8) cites the
following four passages:

T1. Gorg. 500b5-cl: xai mpos @ikiov, & KaAdixdess, uire abros oiov deiv mods éus mailety
und’ ot dv Tigms magd Ta doxolivra dmoxgivou, wiT’ al Ta map’ duol oltws amodégou e

- mailovrog

[“And in the name of Zeus of Friendship, Callicles, don’t let yourself think that you ought to play
with me, and don’t give any old answer, contrary to what seems right to you, and don’t
understand the things I’'m saying as though I’'m playing with you.”]

T2. Rep. 346a2-3: xai, & waxdigie, un naga dotav dnoxgivov, a 1 xai weoaivawuey.
[“And dear man, don’t answer contrary to your belief, so that we might accomplish something.”]

T3. Crito 49¢c11-d1: xai opa, & Koirwy, taira xaSouodyiy, snws uy mapd dkav ouoAoyiic
[“And watch out, Crito, while you agree to these things so strongly, that you don’t agree contrary

_to your belief.”’]

T4. Prot. 331c4-d1: Mq poi, 9 8" éydr 00déy yap déouar 6 “sf Bovder” Toiro xai “cf gor
doxel” EAéyeadat, M’ ué te nai oé- 10 &' “tué Te xai 7" Tobro Aéyw, 0louevos oUTw Toy
Adyoy BédTior’ Gy é)éyyeadau, ef Tig 10 “ei" dpilor alTob.

[“Don’t tell me that, I said. For I don’t need to test this ‘if you wish’ and ‘if it seems right to
you,” but rather me and you. Isay ‘me and you’ in the belief that in this way the account is tested

best, if someone keeps the ‘if” out of it.”]
To the above examples we might add the following:

TS. Gorg. 495a7-9: AiapSeigers, & KaMixders, Tovs mpdyroug Adyovs, xal ol &y #ti pet’ uob
ixavids Ta ovra éetalor, eimep maga ta doxolvra cavtd épekk.

! What I refer to as “early” dialogues are the same as those which Friedlander places in Plato’s “First
Period.” These are, in Friedlénder’s chronological order (with which I do nor agree): Protagoras, Laches,
Republic 1, Euthyphro, Lysis, Hippias Major, Hipparchus, lon, Hippias Minor, Theages, Apology, Crito,
Euthydemus, Cratylus, Menexenus, First Alcibiades, Gorgias, and Meno; Friedldnder (1969) 447-456; cf.
Clay (2000) 285-286; Kahn (1996) 42-48. We get effectively (for my purposes) the same list if we
combine the “Elenctic” and “Transitional” dialogues of Vlastos (1991) 46-47.

? The Socrates whom I discuss throughout this paper (except where otherwise stated) is the Socrates of
these early dialogues.
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[“You’re ruining our first arguments, Callicles, and you would no longer sufficiently be
examining the present matters with me if you say the opposite of what seems right to you.”]

T6. Prot. 331b7-8: AL’ dga ef draxwMies anoxgiveaSai, 4 xai ool cuvdoxer otirw.
[“But see whether you forbid my answering, or if it also seems right to you in this way.”]

T7. Prot. 359¢7-d1: AAyS7, Epqy éya, Aéyeis: 4N’ ob Toiro éowrd, dMAa av éml i ons
iTas elvar Tols avdpeiove;

[ “You’re telling the truth,” I said. ‘But I’m not asking you this (i.e., what most people think),
but rather, what do you say that people go towards when they’re brave?’ “1

T8. Hipp. Min. 365c¢8-d4: Tov uev "Oumngov toivuy 2acwuey, émeidy) xai &dvaroy emavepéada
Ti MoTe vo@y TaiTa émoingey Td dmy ab &’ éneidn) gaivy dvadexiuevos Ty airiav, xal ool
guvdoxel Taira dnep e ‘Ounoov Aéyew, dmdnowar xowfj vme Ounpov e xal oavrol,
[“Therefore, let us leave Homer out of it, since it is impossible to question him about what was in
his mind when he wrote these words. But since you seem to be taking up this charge, and these

- things which you say that Homer says seem right to you, answer in common on Homer’s behalf

and on your own.”]

T9. Meno 71d1-5: 2Q. &i 0¢ Botler, airds eimé- donel yap dfmov ool Gmep ixeive.

MEN. "Euorys.

20. Exeivoy wév Toivuy édpey, énsidy xai dreariv: ov 0 alrds, & mods Sev, Mévawy, Ti s
apeTyy elval;

[Socrates: “But if you wish, speak yourself; for I suppose what things seem right to him [i.e.,
Gorgias] seem right to you.”

Meno: “Yes, they seem right to me.”

Socrates: “Then let us leave him out of it, since he’s not here. But you yourself, in the name of

the gods, Meno, what do you say that virtue is?”’]

7’3 b

What [ call the “sincere response requirement™ is widely recognized as a

characteristic, even essential, feature of Socrates’ conversations.* Perhaps the primary
role of the sincere response requirement is, as one of the rules of Socratic elenchus, to

ensure that the interlocutor really is refuted when Socrates says he is. One of the major

goals of the Socratic elenchus is to demonstrate to an interlocutor that he does not really

> I prefer ‘sincere response’ to the “sincere assent” of Beversluis (2000) 38. Vlastos (1994) 7 uses the term
“the ‘say what you believe’ requirement.” Benson (2000) 37-38 more rigorously defines what he calls the
“doxastic constraint: [...] Being believed by the interlocutor is a necessary and sufficient condition for
being a premise of a Socratic elenchos.” He distinguishes this from Vlastos’s constraint, in which “[bleing
believed by the interlocutor is a necessary but not sufficient condition for being a premise in a Socratic
elenchos” (39).

* See, e.g., Irwin (1979) 1; Robinson (1953) 78; Vlastos (1994) 7-11; Benson (1987) 79-80 and (1989) 596-
597, Bailly (1999) 65-66; Brisson (2001) 212-214; for further references see Beversluis (2000) 38, n.3.
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know or believe what he claims to know or believe.’ Socrates generally accomplishes

this by showing the interlocutor that he holds other beliefs which entail something
opposite to or incompatible with the belief which is targeted for refutation.® In the
Gorgias for example, the title character claims that rhetoric is not always used for just
purposes. Gorgias’s claim is that:
a. Rhetoric is not always used justly.
Socrates then gains his assent to the following statements:
b. “If ever you make anyone a rhetor, he must know the just and the unjust things.”
(460a5-7)
c. “The man who has learnt just things is just.” (460b6-7)
d. “The just man will never want to do injustice.” (460c3)
Socrates then concludes:
€. “The rhetor will never want to do injustice.” (460c5-6)
.Socrates understands (e) as incompatible with (a). He has demonstrated to Gorgias that
Gorgias’s belief (a) is not consistent/with his beliefs (b), (¢), and (d). He concludes that
the inconsistency is a problem that needs to be solved if they are to find oui what rhetoric
is:
T10. Gorg. 461a7-b2: Tabra olv oy moté éxer, wa Tov xva, & Logyia, olx dAiyns cuvovaiag
EoTly DoTe iravide Saoréfacar.

{“And so, by the dog, Gorgias, it’s not a matter of a short conversation to investigate sufficiently
how these matters really are.”]

* As Benson (2000) 22 puts it, “Testing the individual’s knowledge is the immediate aim of Socrates’
method;” cf. Brickhouse and Smith (1994) 12-13; Benson (1987) 74-77. The goals specific to the sincere
response requirement will be examined in Chapter 2.

% See Vlastos’s classic account of the elenchus, (1994) 1-37, esp. 11, and Benson (1987) 69.




Socrates here reiterates the aporia into which Gorgias has been cast, and emphasizes
that they have gained no new knowledge, but only demonstrated the inconsistency of
Gorgias’s beliefs.

Socrates’ claim to have discovered an inconsistency in Gorgias’s account of
thetoric strongly implies that Gorgias does not know what he thought he knew about
what rhetoric is and what the rhetor does. The inconsistency is only demonstrated,
though, if Gorgias has sincerely answered all of the relevant questions; if he has
answered insincerely at any point, saying what he does not believe, then Socrates cannot
| conclusively say whether Gorgias holds inconsistent beliefs: maybe his account of
rhetoric, here in this conversation with Socrates, is inconsistent, but what he really
believes might be consistent — there is no way for Socrates to know. If he can
demonstrate to his interlocutqr that the latter’s sincere beliefs are inconsistent, he ought to
be able thereby to convince the interlocutor that what he previously took to be knowledge
| is merely belief, and further that this belief cannot be relied on because it is contradicted
by other beliefs the interlocutor holcis. Therefore Socrates generally wants to know only

what his interlocutors really believe.

Does the Sincere Response Requirement Really Exist?

As we can see, there seems to be an ever-present danger that, if his interlocutor
does not cooperate, Socrates’ questioning will be largely ineffective. On this view, the

sincere response requirement is crucial for Socrates’ method of philosophical discussion.

At least one scholar, however, would dispute this. Beversluis (2000, 57), claiming that
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most commentators put too much weight on the sincere response requirement in general,

declares that the “meager textual base” provided by the four passages cited by Vlastos
(T1-4) “is too precarious a foundation on which to erect so momentous a methodological
principle.” Vlastos’s response to such an objection is that the sincerity requirement “is a
standing rule of elenctic debate, generally taken for granted, mentioned only when there
is special need to bring it to the interlocutor’s notice” (1991, 111,1n.21).” 1 find both
positions unconvincing in certain ways.

First, Beversluis’s claim that “Socrates explicitly invokes the sincere assent
requirement with only four interlocutors” (2000, 57) is simply false. As we see in T8 and
T9, Socrates also invokes the requirement with Hippias and Meno. We should note that
the emphasis in these two passages is slightly different from that in T1-4. There, it is
sincerity which is emphasized, being contrasted with insincerity, whereas with Hippias
and Meno what is requested is their own views as opposed to someone else’s. 1 believe
Vthat the requirement is essentially the same in both situations. To support this we might
cite T7, where Socrates demands tha£ Protagoras give his own opinion rather than that of
“most people.” Coming as it does after Socrates’ explicit insistence on the sincerity of
Protagoras’s answers, this latter request, for Protagoras’s own opinion rather than that of
the many, seems to be merely a new formulation of the requirement for sincerity, adapted
to the present situation.

There are several additional passages where, though sincere response is not

explicity required, Socrates either praises sincerity or reveals that he assumes it in his

" rwin (1993) 13 justifies two of the exceptions which Beversluis complains about, and seems to agree
with Vlastos’s explanation that it is a “standing rule” which only gets violated for important reasons.




10
interlocutor. So at one point in Socrates’ conversation with the slave-boy in the Meno,

they have the following exchange:

T11. Meno 83d1-2: ITAL "Euorye doxei obrw.

20, Kalis: 10 yap cor doxolv Toiro a’,rro)fgﬁ/ou.g
[Boy: It seems like that to me.
Socrates: Good; you should answer what seems right to you.]

And in the Laches we read:

T12. Lach. 193¢6-8: AA. Ti yap av i Mo galy, & Sdrgarec;
Z(. 002y, sineg oloité e olrwe.

AA. AMa uny olual ye.

[Laches: Why, what else would someone say, Socrates?

Socrates: Nothing, if he really thought that it was like this.

- Laches: Well, [ certainly think so, at least.]

In the Euthydemus Socrates twice reveals that he assumes that someone having a
discussion should say what he really thinks. In the first passage he urges Clinias to

answer Euthydemus’s questions sincerely:
y

T13. Euthyd. 275d7-8: Odgger, fv 0" 2yd), & KAewia, xal drmérovar dvdpeiws, omotepa oot
galvetar. '
[ “Take heart, Clinias,’ I said, ‘and boldly give whichever answer seems right to you.””]

Later, in his discussion with Dionysodorus, Socrates expresses surprise that he might be

answering contrary to his opinion:

T14. Euthyd. 286d11-13: Adyov évexa, & Aiovuaidwge, Aéyeis Tov Adyov, iva O dromoy
Aéyms, 7 ws aAnSég doxel gor 0ldeis efvar duadnc dvdpdimw;

[“Are you making that claim for the sake of argument, Dionysodorus, just in order to say
something strange, or does it really seem to you that no person is ignorant?”’]

In the Theaetetus, when Socrates asks Theaetetus how he would answer an especially

perplexing question,” Theaetetus answers:

¥ Bluck ( 1961) 300 states ad loc., “The use of the present imperative means that the slave should always
state his real opinions;” cf. also his note on Meno 82¢4-5 (296).

“Le., “Is it possible for anything to become larger or greater in number without being increased?” (154c8-
9) '
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T15. Theaet. 154¢10-d3: OEAL ‘Eav uév, & Zdngates, 0 doxotv mpos oy viv dodrrmary

N ! 7 /4 2 »w b 1 1 1 ’ s A d 4 ” o b
amoxQIvwal, oTI oUX 0TIV Eqv 0¢ moog TN mpoTépay, QUAGTTWY W EVAVTIQ €T, 0TI ETTIV.

2. EV ye vy my “Hpav, @ @ide, xai Seiwe.

[Theaetetus: “Socrates, if I answer what seems right according to the present question, I would
say that it isn’t; but if I answer according to the earlier question, then, being careful not to say the
opposite, I would say that it is.”

Socrates: “By Hera, that was well and excellently spoken, my friend!”]

Socrates’ praise of Theaetetus seems to apply both to his intellectual acuity in seeing that
he is in danger of contradicting himself and to his reluctance to answer insincerely. Even
if we discount Socrates’ reaction,10 Theaetetus’s answer reveals that e assumes that he
should answer sincerely.!! Overall, these five passages make it clear that Socrates and
his interlocutors expect people in discussion to say what they think.'?

Nevertheless, it might still be objected that there are only six interlocutors of
whom sincere response is explicitly required, whereas there are at least ten more, from
the early dialogues alone, to whom the sincerity requirement is never even mentioned,

513

and that this evidence still constitutes a “meager textual base.”'> My response to such a

* complaint, similar to that of Vlastos, is that sincerity is not so much a “standing

requirement” as a basic assumption of conversation.
As a general rule, if someone asks me what my profession is (as Socrates begins
his questioning of Gorgias), I will have no reason to lie to him, and he will have no

reason not to expect an honest answer. The same might be said of any conversation in

' One could argue that Socrates’ role as midwife, which is so prominent in this dialogue, is a strong
departure from the Socrates in the other, early, dialogues that I discuss. Therefore I use this passage mostly
to demonstrate Theaetetus’s assumptions about sincere response.

"' On this passage see the comments of Benson (1989) 594, who demonstrates that Socrates emphasizes the
contrast between his preferred method, which establishes inconsistency in what someone really believes,
and eristic, which only establishes inconsistency in what someone says. .
2 See also T21 below (Rep. 337¢4-10) for more evidence of the sincere response requirement apparently
being assumed by Socrates.

" My calculation of ten is two less than that counted by Beversluis (2000) 57 because I have removed.
Laches and Hippias from his list of interiocutors from whom sincere assent is not required. He excludes
the Meno from his list of ‘early dialogues.’
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general. It is only extraordinary circumstances which might elicit a desire to give an

insincere response or a suspicion that one has been given. For example, if [ go on a blind
date with the friend of a friend of mine, and my friend asks me whether I think her friend
is pretty, [ might say ‘yes’ even if that answer is not sincere. On the other hand, if I try to
avoid answering the question, or give a vague or non-commital answer (e.g., “I guess so,”
“Some people would say s0”), those could be reasonable grounds for suspecting my
sincerity. In general, though, an assumption of sincerity exists in human conversation.

And in fact, in certain types of conversation in which Socratés takes part, this
assumption of sincerity might be éven stronger than normal. So in the case of a
conversation with an alleged expert in some field (e.g., Euthyphro, Ion, Laches, Nicias,
Gorgias, and Cephalus'?), we might expect the expert, on the one hand, not to feel any
need to lie, because he thinks he has all the answers, and on the other hand actually to be
eager to answer sincerely so that he might better impress Socrates with his expert
knowledge."® While with young interlocutors (e.g., Charmides, Polus, Hippocrates,
Polemarchus, and Theaetetus) we rr;ight expect that a combination of fear, respect, and/or
lack of guile would prevent most attempts at insincere responses. 16

We might take this argument a step further and say that in a typical conversation
in which Socrates is involved the assumption of sincerity would be stronger than in a

normal conversation without Socrates. There are two reasons for this. First is that

Socrates often expresses how eager he is to find out something or to understand

" Here I am taking Cephalus as an expert on old age.

" This is a two-edged sword, though. When the expert realizes that Socrates is refuting his answers, he
may have a stronger motivation to be insincere in order to save face.

' Parmenides makes this assumption explicit when he says, “Then who will answer me? Or will it be the
youngest? For he would be least meddlesome and would most likely say what he thinks.” Parm. 137b6-8.
Theaetetus’s guileless question to Socrates (T15, above) also demonstrates this principle.
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something. In such situations it would be rude and mean-spirited for an interlocutor to

lie. Second is that Socrates sometimes claims that he is investigating questions which he
thinks are the most important for a person to know, such as “What is justice?” and “What

is the best way to live?”!’

Again, to answer such questions dishonestly would be little
else than mockery of Socrates’ avowed seriousness. One further consideration should
help to convince us that the sincerity requirement is implicit in a typical Socratic

conversation, despite any alleged lack of textual evidence. This is that it could be

considered rude to tell your interlocutor to be honest. It reveals that you do not trust him

1

and that you are afraid that he might lie. We should expect Socrates to invoke the

sincerity requirement only if his interlocutor brings up the matter himself or if Socrates |

has a good reason to suspect him of not being sincere. i
We see, therefore, that Vlastos is essentially correct: there is an underlying ‘

assumption of human conversation that all participants will speak sincerely. Because of

the subject matter of Socrates’ conversations and the nature of his interlocutors, we

should expect the sincerity assumption to be even stronger in those conversations. And t

Socrates in fact reveals that, even when he does not explicitly require sincerity, he does E

indeed praise it, and he and his interlocutoré assume it. E
Where I do not agree with Vlastos, though, is in his assertion that sincerity is “a

standing rule of elenctic debate.” It is not clear whether by “elenctic debate” he means a

peculiarly Socratic form of conversation, with which the interlocutors would be familiar

only from their contact with Socrates, or whether he is suggesting that there was, in

Socrates’ and Plato’s time, a more widespread and well-known type of argument with its

7t Gorg. 487¢7-488a2, Apol. 30a2-4 for examples of Socrates asking such questions.
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own familiar standing rules. In the two dialogues where we see the strongest evidence

for a familiar Athenian or Greek practice of a kind of elenctic debate (Protagoras and
Euthydemus), there is no hint of a sincerity requirement being built in to the rules of the
debate. In the Protagoras, in the debate over method in which the other intellectuals
present take part (334d-338e), the question is whether Protagoras should be required to
give brief answers, as Socrates would like, or whether he should be allowed to answer at
whatever length he deems necessary. Although Socrates has already required
Protagoras’s sincerity (331b-d), and will do so soon again (359¢c-d), that is not the issue
with which the onlookers are concerned: insofar as they see this to be a competitive
debate, they do not seem to assume a sincerity requirement.

In the Euthydemus, where the brothers Euthydemus and Dionysodorus perform
public refutations, there do seem to be some standing rules, including answering every
question, no matter whether you understand it (295b-c), and only answering with ‘yes’ or
‘no’ (295e-296b). However, they make no mention of requiring sincerity, and in fact,
immediately after Socrates encourages Clinias to answer them sincerely (T13, 275¢),
Dionysodorus whispers io Socrates that “whichever way the boy answers he will be
refuted” (omorep’ av dmxgz’vﬁmz T0 peipdxiov, éésheyydnaeTar, 275¢5-6). In addition, when
Socrates tries at one point to find out if Dionysodorus is being sincere, the latter avoids
the question and replies, “You just refute me” (dAAa o, om, EAeybov, 286e1). Socrates
himself describes to Crito the ability of the brothers “to refute what is always being said,
in the same way whether it’s false or true” (ouoiws eavre Yetidos édvte aAndes 4, 272b1).

Sincerity seems to play no role in their arguments, and in fact it seems to be irrelevant to

them. Again, though, it is not clear that (as Vlastos seems to imply) the kind of
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performance which the brothers put on is an example of some kind of popular “eristic

competition” which would have pre-established rules outside of what the brothers
themselves demand.

But even if we grant the existence of such a ‘competition of refutation’ with
which educated Athenians would have been familiar, Plato’s dialogues (with the possible
exception of the two cited just above) make it clear that neither Socrates nor his
interlocutors considered themselves to be taking part in any kind of formal conversation
with its own external rules.'® On the contrary, the Socratic conversations which Plato
creates for us generally seem to spring up almost spontaneously among friends and
acquaintances,'” though his friends are not surprised when Socrates steers the discussion

toward his favorite topics, nor when he reduces an interlocutor to aporia.*®

. Conclusion

I have tried to show that Socrates expects the people with whom he holds
discussions to speak sincerely. He demonstrates this eipectation both through explicit
requirements for sincerity and through his reactions in other relevant situations. I
suggested that the main reason for Socrates’ insistence on sincerity results from his
attempts to refute his interlocutors. As we will see in the next chapter, though, analysis
of individual passages reveals that Socrates in fact has a wide variety of reasons for

requiring sincerity from his interlocutors.

¥ Vlastos (1994) 1-2 contrasts the strict “method” of the middle dialogues with the procedure of the early
dialogues, where Socrates “never troubles to say why his way of searching is the way to discover truth or
even what this way of searching is.”

Pct, e.g., Charmides, Laches, Republic 1, Euthydemus.

0 Cf. Nicias’s comments, in the Lackes, on the effects of Socratic questioning (187e6-188¢3).
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Chapter II: Why does Socrates invoke the sincere response rule?

We saw in the previous chapter that, in general, Socrates and his interlocutors
would most likely assume that questions should be answered sincerely. It is reasonable
next to ask what circumstances, or which kinds of interlocutors, prompt Socrates to
invoke the sincere response requirement, and what Socrates expects to achieve by means
of this invocation in each instance. The interlocutors in question are Callicles,
Thrasymachus, Crito, Protagoras, Hippias, and Meno. Three of them (Thrasymachus,
Protagoras, and Hippias) are sophists. In fact, they are the only sophists with whom
Socrates hoids discussions in the Platonic dialogues. Meno, though not a sophist, is the
student of Gorgias, the famous rhetor, and therefore also considers himself skilled at

speaking. As I pointed out earlier, we might reasonably expect these four experts in

speaking to go to great lengths, including insincerity, in order to avoid being defeated in

argument by a professed amateur. Such attempts would provide clear reasons for
Socrates explicitly to demand that tl/ley answer sincerely.! It is more difficult to predict
why Sociates might have to insist that Crito and Callicles, both Athenian éentlemen,
respond sincerely. Let us look at each invocation of the sincerity requirement and see if

we can find any common elements.

Meno

In the Meno, Socrates’ insistence that Meno give his own views comes right at the

beginning of the dialogue (T9, 71d1-5). Meno begins by asking Socrates whether virtue -

' As Vlastos (1994) 8-9 puts it, Socrates wants “to test honesty in argument. [. . .] One must say what one
believes, even if it will lose one the debate.”
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can be taught (70al-2). Socrates responds that he does not even know what virtue is

(i éorwv, 71b4), much less what it is like (omoiov 7€ 71, 71b4). Meno then asks whether
Socrates hasn’t met Gorgias, and if he did not think that Gorgias knew what virtue was
(71c¢5-7). Socrates claims that he does not remember, but that, since Meno knows what
Gorgias said, he should tell Socrates. He continues,

T9. Meno 71d1-5: 2. &/ ¢ Bovder, airos ciné: doxei yag Mmou ol dmep éxsiv.

MEN. “Euorye.

v 2 ~ 1 ’ 3~ b Z‘ ) v 1 v 7 ’ 5 1 -~ 14 Id 1
20, ‘Excivov ey Toivuy éduey, Emeidn xal ancotiv: av 0 alrog, & meos Sedv, Mévwy, i g
ageTny slval;

[Socrates: “But if you wish, speak yourself; for I suppose you hold the same views as he [i.e.,
Gorgias] does.”

"~ Meno: “Yes, I do.”

Socrates: “Then let us leave him out of it, since he’s not here. But you yourself, in the name of
the gods, Meno, what do you say that virtue is?)>

Though Socrates does not thoroughly explain his insistence on hearing Meno’s own
views, beyond saying that Gorgias is not present with them, this insistence is soon
justified.

Meno starts to describe virtue (evidently elaborating the view that he and Gorgias
share), concluding that there are different virtues for different kinds of people (71el-
72a5). Socrates clarifies that what he is looking for is ﬁ description common to all
examples of Virtue (72¢6-d1). This is where his insistence on Meno giving his own
opinion comes into play. Just as Meno had not predicted (and does not understand at
first) this new formulation of Socrates’ question, it is quite likely that he does not have a
prepared response from Gorgias for every question that Socrates will ask. So the main
purpose of Socrates’ insistence here on sincere response seems to be to ensure the

interlocutor’s ability to answer any question that Socrates asks.

? As I explained in Chapter I, though the emphasis here is on Meno giving his own beliefs rather than those
of Gorgias, I still classify this demand under the sincere response requirement.
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The concern with responsiveness which Socrates reveals in this passage relates

closely to the concerns expressed by Socrates in at least two other dialogues. In the

Protagoras Socrates criticizes popular orators (Snunyéewy, 329al) for only being able to

give long speeches, and being unable to answer questions briefly (329al1-b5). We might

§ guess that, if Meno were relating Gorgias’s opinions, each answer would be a kind of
miniature speech of the sort Meno gives to describe virtue. The second expression of this
concern is found in the Phaedrus, where Socrates criticizes written words because they
cannot answer questions:

| T16. Phaedr. 275d7-9: dofass wev av s 1 ppovolivtas abrovs Aéyery, daw 0 1 Epy téw
Aeyouévewy BovAuevos wadeiv, & 1 aoquaiver wovoy Talmrov del,
[“You would believe that they’re speaking as though they understand something, but if you ask

something about what has been said, in a desire to understand it, it indicates one thing only,
always the same.”]

We see that Socrates’ insistence that Meno say what he thinks fits nicely into a broader
abiding concern in Plato that an interlocutor respond not onIy sincerely, but, more
| generally, in a manner appropriate to the form of conversation in which he is

participating.

Hippias

The situation in which Socrates insists that Hippias give his own opinion (T8,
Hipp. Mi. 365¢8-d4) is parallel to that of the Meno. Hippias has just given a speech
praising the /liad above the Odyssey to the same extent that Achilles is superior to
Odysseus (363b2-4). Socrates asks him to explain more clearly what the differences are

between the two heroes (364b9-c2). Hippias explains that Homer presents Achilles as

“honest and straightforward” (aAnS7s Te xai dnhois, 365b4), whereas Odysseus is “tricky
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g and dishonest” (moAdrgomds e xai Yeudns, 365b5). Then the following exchange brings

us to the passage cited earlier (T8):

T17. Hipp. Mi. 365¢3-7: 20. Edoxer dga, ws éoixey, Ouige Erepos uév elvar dvio dlnH,
ETegos O¢ Yeudns, aAA’ oly 6 alric.

ITT. ITds yap o wérler, @ Zdngaree;

ZQ. "H xal ol doxei alr®, & Trnia;

i IIT. [Tavrwy pakiora: ral yag av devov ey ef w.

¢ [Socrates: “Then to Homer, as it seems, the honest man was one thing, and the false man another,
but not the same.”

Hippias: “How could that not be, Socrates?”

Socrates: “And does it seem right to you yourself, Hippias?”
Hippias: “Absolutely; for it would certainly be remarkable if it weren’t s0.”]

Socrates immediately begins to ask questions which could not be answered from the text
of Homer without significant interpretation on Hippias’s part.
We should notice that the situation in the Hippias Minor, so close to that in the ‘

Meno, is even more relevant to the criticism of books offered in the Phaedrus. Here it is

actual books whose testimony is rejected for that of a live interlocutor. Again, Plato is l
, here emphasizing the importance of an interlocutor’s responsiveness to questioning: one

must be able to-answer whatever sort of question Socrates might ask. Also, the opening

statement of the dialogue, by Eudicus, emphasizes the difference between the display that

Hippias has just gjven (Trrmiov Tooaira émdeiauévov, 363al-2) and the ‘testing’ which

Socrates might like Hippias to undergo if Socrates has questions about anything he said

(7 xai Eéyyers, & Ti gor pa) xalds doxei eigmrévar, 363a2-3). This context for the sincere

response requirement recalls the passage in the Protagoras cited earlier (Prot. 329a-b),

where unresponsive orators are criticized.
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Crito

Crito is visiting Socrates in prison in order to attempt to persuade Socrates to let
his friends break him out and take him away from Athens. Crito addresses Socrates with
a short speech (452a-46a), giving several reasons for him to escape from prison. One of
the reasons is that Socrates’ friends will get a bad reputation if they fail to save him. In
his response, claiming that he is willing to examine the questions that Crito has brought
up, Socrates says:

T18. Crito 46¢6-d4: niss odv av petoidrata oxomoiueda alrd; & modrroy wev Toiroy Tov Aoyoy

7 / (4] 1 4 1 ~ ~ 14 ~ 3 14 € ’ kAl b4 €/ ~ \
- avadaPoiey, ov au Aéyers mepl Ty dokw. ToTEQOY KAAl)S EAEYETO EndaToTe 4 ol, ti TQIS ey
’

Jel 1@ dobidv mgoaégery Tov volv, Tais 02 ol ¥ moly yév éu deiv dmoSvpaxer xal&ds EAéryeto,
viv 0 natddnlos doa éyéveto 611 aMws Evexa Adyou EXéyeto, Gy 8¢ maidid, xai eAvagia we
aAySig;

[“How could we most reasonably look into these matters? If we first take up this statement which
you make concerning opinions: was it well said at that time or not that it is necessary to pay
attention to some opinions but not to others? Or, before I had to die, was that well spoken, but
now does it become quite clear that it was spoken in vain, for the sake of argument, and was
really a game and empty talk?”]

Socrates makes two points here and in the exchange which immediately follows (up to

47all). First, that only the opinions_ of intelligent people ( or ‘wise,” ggoviuwy, 47a9)
should be of any concern to us. Crito agrees with this (47a12). Second, that an opinion
which one does not maintain in difficult circumstances is only “a game and empty talk”
(46d4). After a brief demonstration that one should not live with an unhealthy body or an
unjust soul (47e4-48a2), Socrates secures Crito’s agreement that “one must never do
wrong” (oldauds aga dsi adieiv, 49b7). Socrates has just explained that this is what he

and Crito used to agree to, and this reference to their former discussions emphasizes the

importance that Socrates places on consistency of beliefs throughout one’s life.
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It is in this context that Socrates insists on Crito’s sincerity, trying to make

absolutely sure that he really agrees with Socrates on this point. Let us repeat T3, this
time including Socrates’ explanation for why he is being so careful here:

T19. Crito 49¢c10-e4: 2Q. Ore dpa avradineiv Jei olite nandds moely oldéva avSpdomewy, old’
av otiolv maayy U’ airév. xai Gga, & Koirwy, taiita xaSouooyidy, Snwg wi naed d6ka
ouoloyfis: oida yag ot1 SAiyors Tial Taita xai doxel xal ddEer. ofg o0y olitw dédoxtat xal ols
w, ToUTOIS 0l ETTt Kot Boudd), dAAG avdyrm TolTovs GAAAwY xaTappovely opdovTas
aMyAwy Ta BovAeduara. oxémer Oy oly xai ov b wdda woTegoy nowwveis xai cuvdoner vor xal
agywpeda Evretdey Bovlevauevor, wg ovdémote dpSide Exovtos olite Tob ey olire Tol
avradixely olte xaxis maoyovra auiverSal avridodvta xaxiy, 4 dpirracal xal ob xovwyeic
Tijs dogds; fuol pev yap xai madat olirw xai viv éri doxel, ool 02 &t my EMAy dédontas, Aéye
xai ddagxe. & & éuuévers Toic mpoade, To peta TolTo Gxove.

KP. "AM duuévw Te xai quvdonel pot dAAa Aéye.

[Socrates: “Therefore it is right neither to do injustice in return nor to wrong any person, no
matter what you suffer at his hands. And make sure, Crito, that in assenting to this you don’t
assent contrary to your belief. For I know that these things seem right — and will seem right — to
only a few people. And those to whom it has seemed right, and those to whom it has not, have no
common counsel, but they necessarily despise each other when they see each other’s plans. And
so you, check very carefully whether you agree and it seems right to you, and let us begin our
deliberation from that point, that it is never right, either to act unjustly, or to do an injustice in
return, or, if one has been treated unjustly, to defend oneself by acting unjustly in return; or are
you of a different mind and do you not agree with this beginning? For this has seemed right to
me for a long time, and it still does now, but if it seems any different to you, speak and let me
know. But if you stand by the things said back then, listen to what comes next.”

- Crito: “Well, I stand by it and it seems right to me, too. Speak on.”]

And Socrates d‘oes indeed speak on “from that point,” as he proceeds to use this
agreement to prove that he should not escape from jail; because that would violate the
laws of Athehs and harm the city, which is never the right thing to do (50a ff.).

Socrates has two main goals in securing Crito’s sincere response here. The first is
what (as I suggested in the first chapter) is generally considered to be the major reason
for Socrates’ invocation of the sincerity requirement: elenctic refutation, i.e.,
demonstrating to an interlocutor that he does not know what he thinks he knows.

Socrates wants to ensure that he and Crito both understand what is happening when Crito

ends up getting refuted. Only in this way will Socrates’ second goal be achieved; that is,
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to convince Crito that Socrates is doing the right thing by not escaping from jail.

Socrates so strongly emphasizes the point about never acting unjustly (by gaining Crito’s
assent to five different statements of the claim, 49b2-c9) that it is clear that he really
wants to convince Crito that he is making the right decision. In fact, this is Socrates’
most emphatic insistence on sincere response in the entire Platonic corpus , and I think it
is no coincidence that it occurs in a situation where he is trying to persuade a good friend
about a very important question in a matter of life and death.

But refutation and persuasion are not the only purposes of the sincere response
requirement here. Socrates is also emphasizing the importance of consistency in one’s
views, by telling Crito that if he changes his beliets now, when they are really being put
to the test, then the beliefs never really meant anything in the first place. In this way
Socrates tests Crito, to see whether he will live in accord with his stated beliefs. If
Crito’s beliefs are inconsistent, then who is to say which beliefs will govern his actions at
any particular time? On the other hand, if his beliefs stay the same over a long period of
time, and in diverse circumstances, éhat is strong evidence that Crito lives and acts by
them.

Finally, Socrates stresses that it is the opinion of the individual that matters wheﬁ
one is deciding how to live one’s life, rather than the opinion of the many. It is
significant, though, that Socrates seems to be saying that this only holds true if that

individual is intelligent (gedviuos) and the crowd is senseless (dogovwy, 47a10). Not just
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any interlocutor will be adequate for discovering the right course of action, and

therefore the opinions of the many cannot be used as reliable evidence for the truth of a

view.?

Thrasymachus

Thrasymachus enters the conversation of the first book of the Republic when
Socrates has just refuted Polemarchus and convinced him that it is never just to harm

anyone (335e5). Thrasymachus is annoyed that Socrates is only refuting others, rather

- than offering his own definition of justice. He therefore insists that Socrates tell them

what he thinks justice is:

T20. Rep. 336¢5-d3: aMha xai avros amixpwar xal einé i g elvat 6 dinaiov. xai Smws por
w Epels o1 0 Ofov Eoiv umd” Gt 6 dpédor umd’ Gti To Avarreoty wnd’ St 16 xepdadbov
und’ 671 TO aquugégoy, aAAa capis wor xai dxpiBis Aye Sti Gy Aéymg

[“But answer yourself, and tell me what you say the just is. And however you do it, don’t tell me
that it’s the necessary, nor that it’s the beneficial, nor that it’s the profitable, nor that it’s the
gainful, nor that it’s the advantageous, but clearly and precisely tell me what you say.”]

“Socrates complains that Thrasymachus is unfairly forbidding answers that might be

correct, and compares himself to someone asked a question of arithmetic and similarly
restricted in his answers:

T21. Rep. 337¢4-10: grrov 1 alrov ofer anoxgveivSal 16 pawiuevoy avt, ddvre tueic
anayogelwuey EavTe ui;

b4 5 3 1 \J |24 7’ T ? \ 2 ~ ’ k4 ~

Ao 11 oby, Epm, nai ov oltw momjaeis &y éyay dmsimov, ToUTwY T1 dmoxpI;

> n 4 5 y 2 L4 » ’ A4 /

Odx av Savuaga, Gy 0 éyar & ot oxedauéve obrw dokeiey.
[“Do you think that he will any less answer what seems right to him, whether or not we forbid
him to?”
“Certainly,” he said, “you’re also going to act this way: you’ll give one of the answers which I
disallowed?”
“I wouldn’t be surprised,” I said, “if this is how it seems right to me when I’ve looked into it.”]

? It is not clear whether Socrates considers Crito to be @eovipos in the matter at hand (though given his
comments at 47d we might reasonably believe that he does not). But, because his main goals here are
refutation and persuasion, rather than discovering the truth (Socrates already seems to think he possesses
the truth), that is no objection to Socrates’ wider point.
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Here we see Socrates on the other side of the bench, but even in the role of the person

being questioned he both assumes and insists on sincere responses. Of course, Socrates
will soon be in the position of questioner again, but this exchange helps create an
atmosphere, in his debate with Thrasymachus, in which sincere responses are expected.
Thrasymachus then offers his own definition of justice, claiming that it is the
advantage of the stronger (338c2). He argues that in each city the stronger element is that
which rules (338d10). After Socrates demonstrates that this definition leads to a
contradiction,* Thrasymachus claims that when he said ‘ruler’ before, he meant it in the
common sense of the term by which we speak of rulers who make mistakes. Then he
adds:
T22. Rep. 340e7-341a4: Towiroy odv 0 oot xal éué vnoraBe vuvdny dmonoivesSas- 16 8%
axgiBéataToy éneivo Tuyxaver by, ToV doyovra, xaY boov Geywy éoTiv, wy duapTavery, um
apagravovta ¢ 10 ait® BéATioToy TideoSai, Tolito 0F TG dgyoubve momTéoy. ore Smep

agxis EXeryoy dixatov Aéyw, T6 ToU KgeitToVOS TIOIETY TUPEOY.
[“But this happens to be the most precise formulation: that the ruler, insofar as he is ruling, does

_not err, and in not erring he orders what is best for himself, and this must be done by the one

being ruled. So what I was saying from the beginning I say is just: bringing about the advantage
of the stronger.”

Though he insists that his definition has not changed, Thrasymachus seems to be
modifying his definition so that it might be able to withstand the refutation which he just
endured. We may have here an example of the phenomenon I predicted at the beginning
of the chapter: a sophist sees that he risks being refuted and therefore changes his
answer, with the result that Socrates (and the reader) is not sure what his interlocutor

really believes. Socrates recognizes this tactic, and, in resuming the questioning, asks

* On the one hand, Thrasymachus has claimed that it is always just for a subject to do what the ruler orders
him to do; but he admits the possibility that a ruler could mistakenly order a subject to do something that is
not to the ruler’s advantage. Therefore justice (doing what the ruler, aka ‘the stronger’, orders) is not
always the benefit of the stronger. ~
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Thrasymachus to define (diggioar, 341b4) whether he means ‘ruler’ in the common or in

the precise sense.

When Socrates proceeds to demonstrate that the ‘precise’ ruler is only concerned
with the well-being of those he rules, Thrasymachus does not assent, but instead insults
Socrates and gives a short speech about how rulers are only concerned with themselves
(343al-344c8). Socrates then claims that Thrasymachus has reverted to the ‘common’
meaning of ruler, and that he is trying to change his position covertly:

T23. Rep. 345b7-c3: aMa modrov uév, G av einys, Euueve Tolror, 4 dav wetanSj, paveods

- weTaTideoo xal quds wn éandra. viv 02 Godis, & Opaciuaye—ETi vap Ta Sumpordey
emaxefoueda—ati Tov wg aAnSds latedy To medTov opilouevos Tov we aAnSis mowiva obnéti
Gou Oety Uorrepov anpiBise pulatar.

[“But first, stand by whatever you said, or if you change your mind, change your mind clearly and
don’t deceive us. You see now, Thrasymachus — for we should still examine the earlier matters —

that though at first you defined the one who is really a doctor, later on you no longer thought it
was necessary to keep a hold precisely on the one who is really a shepherd.”]

Here Socrates is clearly telling Thrasymachus to say what he believes, and if he changes
~what he believes, to reveal that fact openly to those present. When he takes up the
questioning again, we get an explicit insistence on sincerity:

T2. Rep. 346a2-3: xai, & pandgre, uy naga dobay amoxgivov, iva Ti xai mepaivouey.
[“And dear man, don’t answer contrary to your belief, so that we might finish something.”]

Socrates is addressing two separate problems when he insists that Thrasymachus say
what he believes. The first is that he wants to be clear about what proposition he is
testing: is it always just only to obey the ‘precise’ ruler, or is it also always just to obey

the ‘common’ ruler? The second problem is that Socrates cannot securely test

Thrasymachus if Thrasymachus changes his opinion every time he gets into dialectical
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trouble. Socrates wants his refutation of Thrasymachus to be a refutation of

Thrasymachus stating his real beliefs.’

Protagoras

Socrates and his young friend Hippocrates go to Protagoras in order to decide
whether Hippocrates should become Protagoras’s student (313¢c-314c). When they arrive
at Callias’s house, Socrates asks Protagoras what will happen to Hippocrates if he

associates with Protagoras (318a3-4). Protagoras answers (after some clarification of the

- question by Socrates) that he will teach Hippocrates how best to manage his household

and how to become most powerful in the affairs of the city (318e¢6-319a2). When
Socrates asks if he is claiming to make men into good citizens (SmiagveioSas moweiv &vdoag
ayadovs moditag, 319a4-5), Protagoras says yes. Socrates then explains why he thinks that

such matters cannot be taught (319a8-320c1), and therefore Protagoras demonstrates, by

“means of both a story (u005) and an argument (Adyog), why virtue can be taught (320c8-

328d2).

After this exposition, Socrates elicits from Protégoras the view that virtue is one
thing with various parts that do not resemble each other (329¢6-330b6). He then asks the
following question:

T24. Prot. 330c1-7: 9 dnarooivy meGyua i éotiy 4 oldey mpdyua; éuoi uev yap doxel* i O¢
aoi;
Kawoi, Zpn.

r 57 2 3 F: \ oy ’ \ ’ 3 ’ ~ 1
Ti olv; i 15 ggorto éué e xail oé+ " Ipwrayipa Te xai Sdxpates, simetoy M pot, ToiTo T
Todyua 0 WyoudoaTe GeTl, 7 Onalortvy, aliTo Toito dixaidy datiy 4 Gdov;" Eyw wev dv alrd
amoxgvaiuny 611 dinatov: ab 0 Tiv' &y Wijgov Seiv; Taw alryy fuol 4 EMqy;

Ty abty, Eom.

“Is justice a thing or not a thing? For it seems to me, at least, that it is. What about you?”
b >

“It seems so to me, t0o,” he said.

* Cf. the major goal of the sincere response requirement in ch. 1.
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“Well then, if someone asked me and you, ‘Protagoras and Socrates, tell me, this thing that you

“were just now naming, justice, is this thing itself just or unjust?’ I would answer him that it is

Just. But what vote would you cast? The same as me or a different one?”
“The same,” he said.]

Socrates is clearly asking Protagoras for his own opinion. And in fact the use of the
hypothetical questioner seems designed to remove any impression Protagoras might have
that Socrates is confronting him in a hostile manner; this has the further likely result of
inducing Protagoras to answer sincerely.®

This strategy appears to work, because when asked by Socrates whether holiness

~ is just and justice is holy (331a6-b8), Protagoras is willing to disagree openly with

Socrates:

T2S. Prot. 331b8-d1: 00 maw por doxet, 2oy, & Sangares, obirws dmholy elvai, Gore
quyxweiioal Ty Te duatoaivyy baiov elvas xal Ty éorétyTa dixarov, GAAG T( wor doxer dv alrd
didwogoy elvar. adAa i Toliro Dapéper; Epy el yap Bother, Eotw Huiv xal dixaroaivy Sriov xal
oo16TYS dinatov.

M pot, Gy d'éyawr 0ldsy yag déouar 0 "el BotAer" Tobiro xal "l gor doxel” EXéyyeaSai, AN
Ewé Te xal 0é* 0 0" "Sué Te xai o€ ToiTo Aéyw, olduevos olirw Tov Aéyov BédTiaT’ Gy

’ ~
EAéyeaSai, & Tig o "si" apédor avrol.,

[“It doesn’t seem so simple to me, Socrates,” he said, “that [ would answer that Jjustice is holy and
holiness is just, but there seems to me to be a difference here. But what difference does it make?”
he said. “If you wish, let justice be holy for us and let holiness be just.”

“Don’t give me that,” I said. “For I don’t need to test this “if you wish’ and ‘if it seems right to
you,” but rather me and you. Isay ‘me and you’ in the belief that in this way the account is tested
best, if someone keeps the “if” out of it.”]

Here Socrates first insists on Protagoras’s sincerity, strongly reacting to Protagoras’s
apparent indifference concerning the question of sincerity. We should note, however,
that even this demonstration of indifference to sincere response reveals that Protagoras
assumes it as a principle of conversation — first he answers sincerely, then he expresses

his willingness to give a different answer if Socrates wishes.

® Though we should note that this same hypothetical method of questioning, at least for the time being,
decreases the protreptic force of confronting an interlocutor with his own views. This is a much gentler
method.
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In Socrates’ statement here of the sincere response requirement, he claims that

he makes this requirement in order that he himself, Protagoras, and the view all get
tested. Though we can accept this as one of the reasons for the requirement, Socrates’
comments just before and just after this exchange seem to indicate that he is also trying to
persuade Protagoras of his own point of view.

Just before the passage above, Socrates explains how he would answer his
hypothetical questioner:

T26. Prot. 331b1-4: éyw v yag alri imép e duavtol wainy &y xal Ty dixatoatvyy Saioy

7 A} 1 € 14 I4 10 1 ~ Ié b4 r 7 > \ n ~ 3 ’
- elvau xal Ty ootoTyTa dialov xal Uneg gl 0%, e ue é¢mg, Taltd &y Tatra amoxgwoiuny [...].

[“For I myself would say on my own behalf both that justice is holy and that holiness is just, and I
would answer these same things on your behalf if you let me [. . .].”]

Socrates clearly wants Protagoras to give the same answer that he himself has given.
And immediately after Protagoras claims that justice and holiness are not the same,

though they might “have some similarity” (§uoisy 7 &ovra, 331e3), Socrates says:

"T27. Prot. 331e4-332al: Kai éyw Savuacas efmoy meos avréy: “H yag olrw cor 16 Sixatov

nai To 6ai0v mpos aAMyAa Exer, Bore Guoioy T1 auixgoy Exery aAAFAors;

Ov maw, Epm, oltws, ol wévtor 0lde ab we o por doxeic olzadar.

[And I, in surprise, said to him, “Do the just and the holy seem to you to be related in such a way
that they have some slight similarity to each other?” '

“Not exactly like this,” he said, “but also not how you seem to think they’re related.”]

The form of Socrates’ question seems designed almost to coerce Protagoras into giving a
particular answer. Socrates is not simply proceeding through his argument by taking as
his premises whatever the interlocutor claims sincerely to believe. He had a particular
argument in mind, based on certain answers which he expected or wanted Protagoras to
provide. This interpretation is borne out by the fact that Socrates drops this line of
reasoning precisely because of its failure to garner Protagoras’s assent. Despite his claim

that he changes his questions because Protagoras is getting upset (Jvoyeods, 332a2), a
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more likely explanation is that Protagoras will not agree to one of the premises of

Socrates’ argument.’

We soon get more evidence both that Socrates thinks that it is important to show
that holiness and justice are the same, or at least very similar (and hence that he was
trying to persuade Protagoras of this claim), and that he gives up that argument because
he is at a loss how to convince Protagoras of the point. In his next argument, Socrates
gets Protagoras to agree, “quite unwillingly” (ual’ éxovrws, 333b4), that wisdom and
temperance are one thing. He then continues:

T28. Prot. 333b5-6: 10 de mporegov ad épavy nuiv v datoatvy nai % éoiétye axedoy T Talroy
FfAnd earlier it seemed to us that justice and holiness were nearly the same thing.”]
Though he has, arguably, softened his own previous claim slightly (at 331b, that justice

and holiness are the same), Socrates is still making a stronger statement than Protagoras

agreed to earlier: Protagoras admitted a similarity between the two qualities, but not that

they were “nearly the same thing.”® Socrates seems to want to win this point even if he

needs to use some slightly tricky methods to do it.”
If Socrates is to show Protagoras that Protagoras is wrong in his claim that the

virtues are different from each other, he has to convince Protagoras of the point, which is

7 Cf. Robinson (1953) 9: “and if the answerer refuses to grant [Socrates] a premiss ([Rep.I] 348E) he keeps
the conversation going somehow ([Rep. I] 348E-349B) until he has thought of another starting-point which
the answerer will admit and which will serve to refute him.”

¥ This inaccurate restatement of Protagoras’s claim could be taken as evidence that Socrates does not
consider sincere response to be as important as he sometimes says it is: why is sincerity necessary if
Socrates sometimes misrepresents his interlocutors’ views?

? It is noteworthy that Protagoras himself later concedes that “four of the virtues are pretty similar to each
other” (349d3-4). But he seems to admit this not on account of sincerely believing it, but out of the belief
that the concession will not damage his case overall, because he thinks that he can prove that courage is
completely different from the other virtues, and therefore that the virtues are not all identical.
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what he is trying to do here.'® But he is clearly emphasizing the importance of gaining

the interlocutor’s assent: even if he does at one point take that assent to be stronger than
it is in fact, that act only underlines how much Socrates believes he needs that assent.'!
The emphasis on persuasion in the passage just discussed gives the impression
that Socrates thinks he already has a better explanation of how the virtues are related than
Protagoras has: why try to persuade someone of your view unless you think it is the
correct one? After the long discussion of Simonides’ poem, Socrates gives a sort of
explanation for his behavior. He quotes Homer to the effect that two people perceive
better than one.
T29. Prot. 348d3-el: "uoiivos 0" einzg te vorjoy, " abrina nepuaw (yrer 6t émdelnrar xai
ped' otou BePurdionral, Ewg dv évtiyy. domep xal dyd évena TovTou goi GOéwe daAéyouai
u@Mov 4 @A Tvi, qyoluevis ae BédTior' Gy émanddacdar xai meoi Ty EXAwy mepl Gy einog
onomeicdar Tov emewnd), xai 0 xal mwepl doeTd.
[‘And if someone perceives alone,” he immediately goes around and looks for someone to whom

he can show it and with whom he can confirm it, until he finds him. Just as I for this reason
gladly speak with you rather than anyone else, in the belief that you would best look into both

those other matters which it is proper for a reasonable man to look into, and above all into virtue.]

What Socrates is implying here is that he has had this perception about virtue: namely
that, though it may be made up of parts, all of the parts are the same. Protagoras claims
to be an expert in (or at least a teacher of) virtue, so Socrates finds his opinion important.
Though Socrates here emphasizes the aspect of a ‘search’ (oxév xai dpwray xai

avaxovebrdai, 349a5), it is clear that he already has certain beliefs which he is trying to

' There is no sign here of Socrates claiming, as he does with Polus in the Gorgias, that Protagoras already
agrees with him. What he is doing here seems much more like persuasion.

'""This is what Benson (1987) 78-81 calls the “Doxastic Constraint.”

2 Of course, there is evidence that Socrates would not admit the idea of parts at all, but that, rather, he
insists that the five virtues are just five different names for one thing.
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get Protagoras to confirm. We might understand this as Socrates’ attempt to get closer

to the truth about virtue by gaining the assent of a self-professed expert on the topic."?
As Socrates’ first demand for sincerity (T4/T25) led to an impasse in the
conversation, the next time we find him insisting on sincerity it is as a result of a kind of
impasse. In his attempt to demonstrate that wisdom is courage (v sogia &v dvdpeia gl
350c4-5), Socrates tries to get Protagoras to admit that to live pleasantly is good (76 uéy
dea mdéws (ijy ayadév, 351b7-c1). Protagoras admits this claim only with the qualification
that one take pleasure in fine things (Tofg xahoig [ . . .J dsuevog, 351c1-2). This
qualification is unacceptable to Socrates, so Protagoras suggests that they investigate the
matter further (351€3-7). Socrates then compares himself to a doctor examining a
patient, and questions Protagoras in the following way:
T30. Prot. 352a6-b4; 352¢2-4: Seacdauevos b1 olitws Eyers mpos 0 ayaSov nal 6 1900

@5, Oéouar Towirov Ti eimeiv: "I & poi, & Howraydpa, iai T6de Tiis davoiac amoxaAvfoy-
s Exers meos EmaTHUMY; TOTEQOY Kl TOUTG oo doxel Bamep Tofe moAAoic dvSpdimors, 7 EMwe;

~ N\ -~ ~ A 4 ~ 7 J b 1 2 t 4 Al 7 f o2 \ 5
- Joxel’ 0¢ Toic moAMols megl EmaTaumg To1obTY T1, ok loyueoy 008" Fryemovixdy old’ doxinoy elvar-

[...]. megtednouévmg omo @y aAhwy amdvray. o' ody xai ool Towitdy 11 megl alris doxei, 4
nahov e elvas g émariun xai olov doge Tob dvSpdmou [ . . );

[Now that I’ve seen that you’re like this concerning the good and the pleasant, as you say, I need
to say something like the following: ‘Come now, Protagoras, and reveal this part of your mind to
me — how are you concerning knowledge? Does this seem to you even as it docs to most people,
or differently? Something like this seems right to most people concerning knowledge, that it is
neither strong, nor commanding, nor ruling [ . . .], getting dragged about by all the rest [i.e.,
temper, pleasure, pain, desire, and fear]. Well then, does such a claim concerning it seem right to
you, or is knowledge fine and able to rule a person [ .. .] 7]

The medical analogy makes it seem as though Socrates here insists on Protagoras’s own
opinion because that will aid Socrates in determining whether Protagoras is ailed by an

incorrect view of knowledge.'* If we push the analogy just slightly, we can see Socrates

Y Cf. Socrates’ comments to Crito that we should only attend to the opinion of intelligent people (Crito
47a).

" This is slightly different from the role of the elenchus as a whole as described in Sophist 229e-230e. As
Robinson (1953) 13 describes it, the nature of the elenchus “is illustrated by a comparison with medical
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implying that if Protagoras holds the wrong view, then Socrates will be ready to treat

him by persuading him of the correct view. It happens in this case that Protagoras holds
what Socrates considers to be the correct view of knowledge, but Socrates goes ahead
anyway to persuade the many that his own and Protagoras’s view of knowledge is the
correct one. The important point to notice, though, is that Socrates can only correctly
diagnose his interlocutor’s state of mind if that interlocutor responds sincerely.

By way of introducing his final argument for the identity of courage and wisdom,
Socrates asks Protagoras to defend (dmoAoyeizdar, 359a3) his claim that courage is quite
different (mavv moAv diagégerv, 359b1) from the other virtues. They have the following
exchange:

T31. Prot. 359¢5-d1: Iotegoy of pév dethoi émi 1o Sagoadéa Eoyovrat, of O avdpeior émi Ta
deva;
Aéyetar O, & Swmgates, obtws Imo T@v avSpdmwy.

2 ~ »” b 4 Id 2 1 J ~ b ~ 2 1 1 b 1 4 1 bl 5 Al 2 ’
A3, épny éya, Aéyes: add' ol Toiro Sgurrd, aMa ov émi i s frag elvar Tobe avdosious;
[“Do cowards go toward things which are easily attempted, and courageous men toward fearsome

_things?”

“So it is said by most people, Socrates.”
“True,” I said. “But I’m not asking that, but rather what do you say men go towards when they
are courageous?”] ’

Socrates demands that Protagoras defend his claim about courage with his own belief.
The implication is that, if the belief is not his own, then the defense will be a defense not
of Protagoras’s beliefs but of those of the majority. On the other hand, if Socrates defeats
the defense, he wants to ensure that he has defeated Protagoras’s real position and shown
him that he is in fact wrong. We might also draw a parallel to the Crito, where the

opinion of the many is disparaged in comparison with the opinion of one intelligent

purging, which brings out the doctrine that elenchus is not itself the instilling of knowledge, but an essential
preliminary thereto, consisting in the removal of an all but complete bar to knowledge naturally present in
man. This bar is the conceit that we already know [i.e., that we already have knowledge].”
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(70g0g) person. This parallel further emphasizes that Socrates does consider Protagoras

intelligent enough to discuss virtue with him.

As we have noticed, one of Socrates’ dominant modes in his discussion with
Protagoras is persuasion. He also refutes Protagoras’s views on the unity of virtue, but
the refutation itself almost seems more incidental than integral: it only occurs because, in
the course of attempting to persuade Protagoras of his views, Socrates adopts the strategy
of first refuting Protagoras’s view, which was incompatible with Socrates’: in an
investigation of two mutually exclusive but exhaustive options, by refuting one you prove
the other. In this context, the main role of the sincere response requirement is, first, to
enable Socrates to target the argument to the interlocutor’s actual beliefs, and second, to
be able to know when the interlocutor has been persuaded. This is similar to the role of

sincere response in a refutative argument, but here success is more difficult to attain. For

though we may agree that Socrates does in fact refute Protagoras’s view, we can hardly

say that he persuades Protagoras of the truth of his own view.

Callicles

Callicles enters the conversation of the Gorgias after Socrates completes his
demonstration to Polus that one should use rhetoric with the goal of being punished for
one’s own injustices and preventing one’s enemy from being punished for his injustices
(480b7-481b5). Concerning those claims, which Polus has called “extraordinary” (4roma,
480e1), Callicles asks Socrates whether he is “serious or joking” (emovddalovra 4 nailovra,

481cl), because he also finds them difficult to accept. Socrates explains how serious he

|
|
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is (481c5-482¢3), and Callicles then begins a long speech in which he criticizes

Socrates” methods of argumentation (482c4-483a7) and the sort of philosophy in which
Socrates participates (484c4-486d1), concluding with a presentation of his own view of
justice (483a7-484c3).
Socrates proceeds to tell Callicles that in meeting up with him he has come upon a
piece of good luck (sguaiw, 487¢3):
T32. Gorg. 486e5-6: Ev o' o71, av wor av duodoyiays megi v % 2un Yuxn dofdler, Tatr' #dy
éotiy avra Taigdi.
[“I know clearly that, if you agree with me about what my soul believes, these very things are
_ certainly the truth.”]
Callicles’ three features which Socrates singles out as important for someone who is
going to test him (Bacavierv, 487al, a4) about living correctly are his knowledge,
goodwill, and frankness (émoriuyy e xai elvoray xal nageyaiav, 487a3). He explains:
T33. Gorg. 487a3-b2: éyw yap moAdois évrvygavw of dué oty ofol ¢ eloty Bacavilery dig 1o
um oogol elval domep gU* Etegor 08 aopol uéy sioty, ol EdEAovaty O¢ wor Aéyery Tow dAMSsiay did
70 ) xdeadail wov womeg oUr Tw 0 Evw Twde, Topylag Te xai I1dAos, dopw wév xal pidw
ooV Euw, evdesoépw 0F magenaias xal aloyuyTneeTéew ualoy Tob déovroc
[“For I meet many people who aren’t able to test me because they’re not smart, as you are. And
others are smart, but they’re not willing to tell me the truth because they’re not concerned for me

like you are. And these two foreigners, Gorgias and Polus, are smart, and they’re my friends, but
they’re quite lacking in frankness and are more shy than they ought to be.”]

Intelligence énsures that the interlocutor will understand the issues under debate and the
premises and logic of the argument. Goodwill and frankness ensure that the interlocutor
will answer sincerely.'

Socrates soon explains what he expects to gain from a discussion with someone

who meets all three of these requirements:

"* These appear to be features of Socrates’ ideal interlocutor, but he seems glad to talk to anyone about his
favorite questions. Cf. Benson (1987) 79: “Nowhere does Socrates place any restrictions on the type of
person with whom he is willing to perform an elenchus {. ..]. Any serious Greek speaker will do.”
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T34. Gorg. 487d7-€7: Exer O oirwai didov 11 ToUTewy mégr vvi* 2y 1 o¥ év Toit Asyorc
 ouohoynons wot, BeBacaviouévoy Totir' 4y Errar ixavis i’ duol e xal aob, xai obxiti alTo
deqjoet én' ANy Bdaavoy dvawégew. ol yap &y mote alrd cuveydgnoas b olive copiag vdeiq
oUt" aloyivns megiovaiq, 00d" al dratdy dué cuyywenear &y pilog yao wor €, ws xal alTos
@s. @ Gyt 0l 1) Eum) xal G o) quodeyia Téhog 7O et Tiig aAnSeiag.
[“So, clearly, this is how it is now concerning these matters: if you agree with me at all in the
argument, then this will have been sufficiently tested by me and you, and it will no longer be
necessary to bring it to another touchstone. For you would never agree to it from lack of
intelligence nor from excess of shame, so you would not agree with me dishonestly; because
you’re friendly towards me, as you yourself say. So, in fact, agreement between me and you will
really have truth as its result.”]

Socrates has three explicit goals in this discussion for which Callicles is well-suited: to
test himself, to test the argument, and to discover the truth. The idea that Socrates is
testing himself seems to be emphasized here more than in other dialogues.'® But we
should note that, though at one point Socrates says that he is getting tested (487a4), and at
another point he says that the matter under discussion will have been tested (487e1-2), it
is not clear that he means to distinguish those two processes.

In the same way, it is not clear what distinction, if any, Socrates is drawing
" between testing the argument and discovering the truth. If the account Socrates offers
turns out to be frue, then there is apparently no difference between the two processes: by
testing the argument he discovers that it is true. But if the account is shown to be false,
would Socrafes consider that demonstration of falsehood to be itself a kind of truth, or -
would he require a correct account to take the place of the false one? He does not tell us.

But what is the specific role that Socrates attributes here to the sincerity
requirement? By calling Callicles intelligent (cogo/, 487a5), Socrates seems to imply

cither that he already possesses the truth about the nature of justice (though many

' Contrast Prot. 333¢7-9, where Socrates says that he is mostly testing the argument, though perhaps he
and Protagoras will be tested too. There testing the argument is primary, testing the people secondary. It
may be significant that this passage comes immediately after Socrates agrees to debate the position of the
majority rather than Protagoras’s own views. ,
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scholars might vehemently dispute this claim), or that he is smart enough to discover it

in the course of the argument. In either case, the only way for Socrates to gain access to
this knowledge (émoryuny, 487a3) is for Callicles honestly to reveal the contents of his
mind to him. If he does not know that Callicles is being sincere, Socrates implies, he
cannot know whether his own beliefs, which he claims to be trying to test, are correct.
This is what Socrates seems to be saying in his speech to Callicles. It is tempting,
though, to think that Plato may intend us to understand a further reason for Callicles’

aptness as Socrates’ interlocutor: i.e., that his beliefs about the nature of justice are

| antithetical to Socrates’. As we read Socrates’ speech to Callicles (486e5-488b6), it

might seem that the best reason for Socrates to talk to Callicles about justice is that if he
can convince someone so opposed to his views of the correctness of those same views,
then they must really be true.!” 1t is not clear, however, that Plato intends this
impression. Callicles really is distinguished from Polus by his frankness, not by his
Beliefs. Polus calls Socrates’ beliefs agroma (480e1), and Callicles says that they would
cause human life to be turned upside:down (uv o Bios avateTgauuévos av ein, 481c3), so
both of their views are antithetical to Socrates’. As Socrates points out, the difference

between Polus and Callicles seems to be one of frankness.

7 This seems essentially to be the interpretation of Brickhouse and Smith (1994) 172-173; and Irwin (1979)
183 writes: “If Socrates’ ethical doctrines can be defended not only to conventional and respectable
people, but also to radical critics, they rely on something firmer than conventional prejudices.” One might
claim, as an objection to this explanation, that Socrates simply finds different prejudices with which
Callicles does agree, €.g., that the smarter man is better (rods BeAriovs xai xpeirrovs méTegov Tove poovipwrégovs
Aéyers, 489€7-8) or more courageous than other men.
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There is the possibility that Socrates is being ironic in his claim that Callicles

has the intelligence necessary to test him. This is Dodds’ opinion.'® He says (1959, 279),
and Irwin (1979, 182) seems to agree, that irony is revealed in Socrates’ comment to
Callicles, “For you are sufficiently educated, as most Athenians would say.” (zenaidevoai
TE Yag ixavids, ws moAdol av pigatey ASyvaiwy, 487b6-7) But it is not clear that this is
ironic, and equivalent to saying, “At least most Athenians would say that you’re well-
educated (but what do they know?).”"® And if it is ironic, the irony is aimed rather at

what Athenians consider to be a good education than at Callicles’ actual intellectual

abilities. It is clear from his conversations with Protagoras and Gorgias that Socrates

does not have much faith in the higher education of the day. But irony about his
explanation of Callicles’ intelligence does not necessarily imply irony about that
intelligence itself.

If Socrates is being ironic in his statement about Callicles’ intelligence, then he is
lying when he says, “I meet many people who aren’t able to test me because they’re not
as smart as you.” If Socrates does n(;t in fact consider Callicles to be distinguished by his
intelligence, then, rather than being ironic, Socrates simply lies when he himself
distinguishes Callicles in that very way. The point of iroﬁy is that you mean the exact
opposite of what you say. If Socrates is being ironic here, what he really means is that

Callicles is no better than anyone else as an interlocutor, at least in terms of intelligence.

" Dodds (1959) 279: “That Socrates does not really credit Callicles with émerguy (in the Socratic sense) is
evident from 487b7: Callicles has enjoyed “what many Athenians would call a good education.” [his italics]
He refers to Meno 90b1 as a parallel.

" But Irwin (1979) 182 explains: “All he says is that Callicles would generally be thought to have a good
education [...]. The reference to the Athenians’ view shows that Socrates rejects Callicles’ claim to have a
really good education [...].” But in his translation (“You are educated adequately, many Athenians would
say”) Irwin leaves out the as, thereby attributing the claim to the Athenians, rather than to Socrates, who in
fact makes it.
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He would alsc be openly mocking Callicles’ intelligence, a rude and unwise tactic if he

really wants to have a discussion with the man.” In addition, it makes good sense for
Socrates to claim that talking to a smart person is more likely to lead to the truth than
talking to an ignorant person.”’ Therefore Socrates seems sincere in his profession of
Callicles’ intelligence. Furthermore, if we say that Socrates’ claim to search for the truth
is ironic or insincere, it is a slippery slope to complete skepticism concerning Socrates’
and Plato’s views.

There are two further pieces of evidence for believing that Socrates is being

honest when he claims that Callicles is smart enough to test him. One comes at a point in

the dialogue where Socrates makes what Callicles considers to be a sophistical proof that
pleasure and the good are different (495d-497a). Callicles complains, “I don’t know
what sort of clever arguments you’re making” (olx o2’ drra coeily, 497a6), and Socrates
replies, “You know, but you’re playing the simpleton” (o/oa, dAAa duxily, 497a7).
‘Socrates is so confident of Callicles’ intelligence that even when Callicles claims not to
understand, Socrates insists that he rc;ally does. And finally, the last piece of evidence is
the greater seriousness with which Socrates treats Callicles’ views compared to Polus’s
claims. Socrates criticizes Polus’s ability. properly to take part in a conversation (448d1-
449a2, 460c8-462a10, 471d3-472d4), mocks him with a pun on his name (463¢1-2), and
makes fun of his memory (466a6-8). He also bluntly claims that Polus believes exactly

the opposite of what he says he believes (474b2-10). These statements reveal Socrates’

2 On the difficult question of Socratic irony, see e.g. Vlastos (1991) ch. 1; Nehamas (1998) ch. 1-3;
Vasiliou (1998) and Vasiliou (2002b) .

! Again, cf. Socrates’ comments to Crito (Crito 47a; n. 11 above). And as Benson (2000) 17 points out,
one of Socrates’ goals with the elenchus is “learning from those who are wise.”

*? See Dodds’ note ad loc.
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lack of respect both for Polus and for his understanding of the matter under

discussion.” Despite this apparent low opinion of Polus, though, Socrates still claims in

his argument with him that they have proven Socrates’ point to be true.?* In the

conversation with Callicles, we see none of the mocking treatment which Polus

receives.”> Socrates does complain when he thinks that Callicles is not answering

sincerely, but this desire to know Callicles’ real beliefs reveals Socrates’ respect for those

beliefs. We should expect that, on account of his demonstrated higher opinion of

Callicles than of Polus, Socrates would have even greater hopes to attain the truth in his
conversation with the former. The contrast between Socrates’ treatment of Polus and
Callicles, respectively, reveals that, though he thinks Callicles is wrong, Socrates does

respect his intelligence, and therefore he wants to know what Callicles sincerely believes.

Socrates states the sincerity requirement more strongly to Callicles when the

latter first reveals his nonchalance about answering honestly:

T3S. Gorg. 495a2-b3: 20. aMA’ &r1 xai viv Aéye moregov oo elvar T6 almo 900 xai dyaSdy,
7 elvai 11 T@V 9éwy 6 ovx ErTiv dryaSdy;

KAA. "Iva dn ot wn dvouodoyoiuevog §) 6 Adyos, 2av Eregov pirw efvau, 6 almé oy elvar.

20. AwagSeipers, & Karrixders, tols mpdirovs Aoyous, xai oln &y ¥t wet’ éuot ixavéds Ta dvra
eberalors, einsg mapa Ta doxolvra cavt doeic.

KAA. Kai yap v, @ Zdnpares.

20. 00 Toivwy 6930¢ w1l olir’ éya, efmep mo1dd ToiTo, oliTe o

[Soc. “But still, tell me now whether you say that pleasant and good are the same, or if there is

something among pleasant things which is not good.”

Call. “So that my argument not be inconsistent, if I say they’re different, I say they’re the same.”

Soc. “Callicles, you’re destroying the first argument, and you will no longer be adequately

searching with me if you speak contrary to what seems right to you.”

Call. “Even you do that, Socrates.”
Soc. “Then I don’t act correctly, if I do it, and neither do you.”]

» McTighe (1992) 279 makes a similar point about Socrates’ treatment of Polus, but he contrasts it with
Socrates’ treatment of Gorgias rather than of Callicles.

* Gorg. 479¢8: Ouxoiv dmodéderrar & aAyd7 EXéyero;

* With the possible exception of 494b-e.
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As in the Protagoras, Socrates has by this point in the dialogue revealed that he is

trying to persuade Callicles of his point of view. Two pages earlier he said to Callicles:
T36. Gorg. 493e4-7: dnAoi uaw 0 éyw BovAouai aor évdeibauevos, édv mwe ofos Te &), meigar
peTadéadar, avri Tol anAoTws xai dxoddoTwg Eyovtos Biov Tov xoouiws xal Toic el magotior
inavéss xal éapnolyrws Exovra Biov éAéoSar.

[“He certainly reveals what I hope to demonstrate to you, if I can somehow, to persuade you to

change your mind, instead of the insatiable and undisciplined life to choose the one which is
orderly, and is adequate and sufficient with whatever it happens to have.”]

Also as in the Protagoras, we have to understand the sincerity requirement here as
playing a role in Socrates’ explicit goal of persuading Callicles.

There is a clear shift in Socrates’ justification of the requirement from the
previous passage (T34) to this one. There he implied that his claims about justice were in
doubt by saying that he wanted to test them. Now, however, he seems to have lost all
doubt about his views and his goal no longer appears to be to test them but rather to
persuade Callicles of their truth.?® We seem to witness a two-part process. In the first
part, Socrates tests his views by using them to refute Callicles. At a certain point,
Socrates thinks that Callicles has begn refuted and that his own view have been tested and
confirmed to a significant degree. Thus begins the second stage: persuading the
interlocutor to change his mind on the subject in question.?” Socrates” own views no
longer need much testing because Socrates feels relatively confident that they are correct.
This is not to say that Socrates would deny that his views could still be refuted. Rather,
he feels confident that they will not be, and therefore testing his views now takes a back

seat to persuading the interlocutor. Thus there is no contradiction with T34, where

%6 Cf. 494a3-5: “Do I persuade you at all, when I say these things, that the orderly life is better than the
unrestrained life, or don’t [ persuade you?”

*7 Thus this conversation, at least, seems to confirm the claim of Benson (1987) 71-72 that the Socratic
elenchus is an example of what he calls the “dialectical method” of argumentation, in which “both
soundness and persuasion are necessary for [. . .] success.”
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Socrates appears to claim that his views will only be completely tested when Callicles

agrees with him. Nevertheless there is a change in the focus of what Socrates tries to do
in the course of his discussion with Callicles. This change may come about because
Socrates has seen, in the intervening conversation, that Callicles does not understand the
issues as well as Socrates thought he did, and Socrates has therefore decided that
Callicles is not really able to test him adequately. Also, now that Callicles has been
drawn into affirming a position of unrestrained hedonism, the question has changed
slightly from what they were discussing at first (the just and the unjust) to the subject of
| hedonism. Socrates may feel more confidence in his beliefs concerning this new subset
of the old question, and he changes his approach accordingly. This interpretation is
supported by Socrates’ statement about the completely hedonistic life: *AMa uév &) xai
@v ve av Aéyeis dewog o Biog (“But certainly the life of the people you’re talking about is
also fearsome.” 492¢7)*%: he feels confident enough in his opinion to pronounce this
judgement without first examining the question.

One might, alternately, clairﬁ that Socrates only seems to change his reasoning for
requiring sincere assent. Under this interpretation Socrates would have been speaking
ironically when he claimed that he expected Callicles to be able to test him, and only
now, when he openly admits his desire to persuade Callicles, is Socrates himself being
sincere. For the reasons stated above, I disagree with an ironic interpretation of Socrates’ ‘
claims about Callicles’ fitness as a touchstone. I do not see how we can take those
comments as ironic without concluding that all of Socrates’ statements about testing

himself and his views are false. ‘ |

% [ adopt Dodds’ reading of & for the & of the mss.; Dodds (1959) 299-300
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Socrates’ next invocation of the sincere response requirement with Callicles

comes shortly after the following exchange, in which Callicles reveals that he has been
violating the rule:

T37. Gorg. 499a7-b8: 2. Ovxoly quoiws yiyvetar xaxis xai ayadic 1@ dyad® 4 xal
wiAdov ayados o xaxis; ov Taira ouuBaiver xai Ta meoTega éxciva, édv Tic TalTd @f 10éa Te
xal ayada efvai; ol Taira avayny, d& KaAlirdei;

KAA. adat 1ol gov axgoduar, @ Zwxpates, xadouodoyiy, evduuotuevos 611, xay mallwy Tic
oot €V oTrolly, ToUToU AowEVos ExY WaMEY T elpdxia. ws O o olet ué 7 xal &AAov SvTivoly
avSpanwy oly fyeiodal Tag uev Bedtiovs vdovig, Tag O¢ yelpous.

[Soc. “Then doesn’t the bad man become bad and good similarly to the good man, or even more
good? Don’t these things happen, and those earlier things, if someone says that the same things
are both pleasant and good? Aren’t these things necessary, Callicles?”

Call. “T have been listening to you for a long time, Socrates, completely agreeing, thinking that

~even if someone playfully concedes anything to you, you gladly hold onto it just like boys. As if

you really think that I or any other person do not believe that some pleasures are better and others
worse.”

Callicles here blatantly contradicts his earlier claim, explicitly avowed there as his
sincere belief, that all pleasant things are good (494€9-495¢2). Socrates notices this, and

upbraids Callicles for deceiving him, but continues the conversation anyway with the

following exhortation:

T38. Gorg. 500b5-c4: xai mgos Piriov, & KaAlixAess, uire avros otov delv mpoc éué mailey
wnd’ ot ay Tiyms maga Ta doxotvta Gmoxgivou, wiT’ al Ta map’ dwob obTws dmodéxou g
nailovTos* opds yag 0T mepl ToUTOU MUV giTiv of Adyor, of T( &y uaAov omouddaelé Tic xai
auingoy vely Exwy GvSpwnog, 7 Tobte, ovtiva. e Teomoy Ciw [. . 1.

[“And in the name of Zeus of Friendship, Callicles, don’t think that you should joke with me, nor
that you should answer whatever comes to mind, contrary to what seems right, nor again should
you understand what I’m saying in this way, as though I’m playing. For you see that our words
are about this — and what would a man with even a little sense be more serious about than this? —
in what way one should live.”]

Socrates has seen that he cannot trust Callicles to be sincere, even when Callicles claims
to be s0.”” This “joking” (mailew) of Callicles’ reveals that he does not (or, at least, he

does not any longer) take the conversation seriously. Within the broader context of his

% Alternatively, we can interpret Callicles’ claim to have been joking as his attempt to save face now that
he sees that his earlier position is untenable. But see my interpretation of this passage in chapter 4.
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attempt to persuade Callicles, Socrates here invokes the sincere response requirement

as an element of a serious conversation about critical matters. Getting sincere responses
from Callicles would at least indicate that he thinks Socrates’ questions are important.

Socrates invokes the sincerity requirement for the last time after Callicles refuses
to participate in further discussion with Socrates. This time, however, he invokes it for
himself. Following Callicles’ suggestion, Socrates agrees to complete the conversation
by answering his own questions, with the following plea to all three interlocutors:

T39. Gorg. 505e6-506a5: ey pey oy 1) Aoy dyar s &y wor donfy Eyerv- éav 0% T Uiy

) 1 bl ~ ¢ ~ b o~ 1 b ’ A Id ) \ 7 b4
) 70, vt dond opoloyely Euavt®, yon dvridauBaveaSa xal ENéyyeiv. o0d% yhe Tor Eywye

eldws Aéyw @ Aéyw, aMa Sy xowqj wed’ Sudv, dore, dv i paivyrar Aéyww & apptofByTioy
Euol, éyw TpdiToOS TUYLWENTOMaL.

[“Then 7 will go through the argument, how it seems o me to be. But if I seem to any of you to
be agreeing with myself about things that aren’t so, then you need to interrupt and test me.
Because [ don’t say the things I say as one knowing them, but I’'m seeking in common with you,
so that if there appears to be anything in what the one arguing against me says, I will be the first
to agree.”]

Socrates is demonstrating thatvhe follows his own requirement and that he is still trying,
despite his failure with Callicles, to carry on a semblance of his ideal conversation. He
wants to be able‘to claim that those present must agree with his conclusions if they do not
debate any of his premises, but the lack of a willing intérlocutor has reduced him to such
measures. Neffertheless, Socrates is still trying to persuade Gorgias, Polus, and Callicles
of the truth of his views.

In the Gorgias, as in the Protagoras, persuasion is one of the main goals which
Socrates professes in his invocation of the sincere response requirement. But in this
dialogue he also claims that it will help him discover the truth of the matter under

discussion. In addition, he hopes to be able to test both himself and the argument, and he -
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uses the sincerity requirement as a way of emphasizing the seriousness of the present

questions.

The Goals of the Sincere Response Requirement

As we have seen, the Socratic elenchus has a variety of goals and purposes which
Socrates seems to think can only be achieved through requiring sincere responses from
his interlocutors.>® It is convenient to summarize these goals under the following

- headings (the order is meant to imply no priority among the respective goals):

1. Testing/refuting the interlocutor: Socrates’ divine mission. Commentators
generally describe the sincere response requirement as the most important element of the
ad hominem nature of Socrates’ elenctic method of inquiry. They tend to stress the goal
‘of testing the interlocﬁtor, Socrates’ way of carrying out the command of the god by
showing people‘that they do not have knowledge.’! As we might expect, Socrates does
not in general tell his interlocutor that his aim is to prox}e that the interlocutor does not
really know what he thinks he knows. In the Apology, however, he makes it clear that

this was one of the main goals of his conversations (see esp. Apol. 23a-b), and despite

% Viastos (1994) 8-11 isolates three purposes in requiring sincere responses. Benson (2000) 17, in
evaluating the goals not just of the sincerity requirement but of Socrates’ elenctic method in general,

- identifies eight of them.

! See Apol. 23a-b. Irwin (1977) 40 writes: “Though [Socrates] has no knowledge, he is better off than his
interlocutor; the elenchos exposes conflicts in an interlocutor’s beliefs till they desert him and leave him
confused.” Vlastos (1994) 10 calls this the “therapeutic” aspect of the elenchus. Cf. Teloh (1986) 11;
Brickhouse and Smith (1994) 11-14; Robinson (1953) 15, 17. I combine here under one heading what
Benson (2000) 17 identifies as two distinct aims: (1) “testing or examining the knowledge or wisdom of
those reputed (by themselves or others) to be wise,” and (2) “showing those who are not wise their
ignorance.”
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Socrates’ silence on the matter in most dialogues,”” scholars agree that Socrates’

actions reveal that the description of his activity in the Apology is at least partly accurate.
And we have in fact seen reasons to believe that Socrates thinks he is testing Hippias,
Crito, Thrasymachus, and Protagoras in his respective conversations with them.

We might include under this heading Socrates’ attempts (as we saw in his
conversation with Crito) to test whether his interlocutor lives according to his sincere
beliefs, what some scholars call (following Laches 187¢6-188a2) “testing lives rather than
arguments.” If an interlocutor holds inconsistent beliefs, especially concerning the moral
issues which Socrates most often discusses, how can he know the best way to live?*

2. Testing himself. With Protagoras and Callicles, Socrates actually claims to be
testing himself.** Given that he is not the one undergoing elenctic questioning and being
forced to give sincere responses, it is tempting to suspect that he only says this in order to
draw Protagoras and Callicles into conversation, or keep them there. However, if we

Arelate this claim to Socrates’ attempts to reach the truth (see below), we can see how
discovering the truth about the matte/r at hand would either confirm or refute his beliefs,

thereby testing Socrates himself and his way of life. As I noted above, this claim is

2 In fact, he tells Gorgias (Gorg. 453c¢) that he is only testing the argument and not Gorgias. In the Prot.
Socrates is more open about his motives, claiming the argument as his main target but admitting that he and
Protagoras may also get tested (Prot. 333c). See also my analyses of the conversations with Hippias, Crito,
and Thrasymachus above.

* Brisson (2001) 213-214 draws attention to Gorg.475d-e, where Socrates compares himself, as questioner,
to a doctor, and tells Polus to answer him as he would a doctor: “Si, en effet, le malade cache quelque
chose a son médecin, c’est sur lui que retomberont les conséquences et non sur le médecin. Une mauvaise -
réponse peut fausser le diagnostic et donc susciter une cure inappropriée ou méme néfaste, le mort étant la
conséquence ultime de ’absence de sincérité.” Sincerity is necessary if Socrates’ program of moral reform
is to succeed. Cf. the parallel Socrates draws between medicine and the political craft, especially at Gorg.
464b-e and 521d-522a.

3* This is identified by Benson (2000) 17 as the fifth goal of the elenchus: “examining oneself.”
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linked to the following one by Socrates’ claim to Callicles (T34) that persuading him

will be Socrates’ greatest test.

3. Persuading the interlocutor. We have seen that Socrates makes it clear that he
is trying to persuade Crito, Protagoras, and Callicles of the truth of his own beliefs.>
This goal, of course, is closely linked to the testing of the interlocutor because one of the
most common ways that Socrates refutes someone is by showing him that he really
agrees with the contrary of what he thought he believed, and this newly revealed belief
often appears to be what Socrates himself believes. But Socrates only knows he has
persuaded an interlocutor if that interlocutor responds sincerely throughout. We might
compare this goal to Teloh’s claim that the ad hominem elenchus takes the first step
toward the Socratic education of the interlocutor, which leads him to correct beliefs
(1986, 1).

4. Emphasizing the seriousness of the inquiry. Socrates sometimes justifies his
invocation of the sincere response requirement by claiming that he and his interlocutors
are investigating some of the most ir/nportant questions.that people can ask (see Crito and
Callicles above).*

5. Ensuring the responsiveness of the interlocutor. Socrates always prefers to

question the opinions of people who are present (see Meno and Hippias above). Only in

** Thus 1 disagree with Blank (1993) 429-430, who claims to follow Aristotle in placing Socratic
conversation in the category of peirastic dialectic, where “[w]hat the questioner does or does not know or
believe is totally irrelevant to the process.” 1t is clear in the dialogues I mentioned that Socrates’ beliefs do
matter. Aristotle does not specifically place Sacratic conversation under any of his four headings (Soph.
Elench. 165a37-b12); and when he does mention Socrates (in the passage cited by Blank (1993) 429 n. 5,
Soph. Elench. 183a37-b8), it is not clear that Aristotle is claiming that Socrates practiced peirastic dialectic.
3% As Vlastos (1994) 9 puts it, Socrates wants “to test one’s seriousness in the pursuit of truth. [. . .] [I]f one
puts oneself on record as saying what one believes, one has given one’s opinion the weight of one’s life.”
This may be roughly equivalent to what Benson (2000) 17 describes as “exhorting others to philosophy.”

%
|
J
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this way can he be sure that he will get responses that reflect the sincere beliefs of the

person whose views are being questioned.®’

6. Stressing the importance of the individual. Socrates tells both Crito and
Protagoras that he cares more about their opinions than about the opinions of the many.
The important difference seems to be that he can subject an individual to the elenchus,
but not a large group of peopie all at once.

In addition to these six purposes and goals of the sincere response requirement,
the exis;ence of the seventh one that I have isolated by examining the individual passages
where the requirement is invoked is debated by scholars:

7. Testing the logos / Discovering the truth about a question. In some passages,
Socrates states or implies that conclusions which are reached through the sincere
agreement of two interlocutors have a higher claim to truth than other kinds of
statements. So at the end of his argument with Gorgias he says:

T40. Gorg. 460e8-461a7: (.. .) odiyoy f/’a*regoy EAeyes o1 0 é'ﬁ'rwg 0 éWTOQl)f’ﬁ Hay adirws
;{gcT)To ( ) Um&gov 0 Yudy emmmnou,a,gvcuv ogag o }{a,/ avTos 0Tt maAy ab ouodoyeirar Tov
onTopinoy adivaToy elvar a%«ug KoTodar T gnTopixf) xal e ddinsiv.

[“A little later you were saying that [a] the rhetor might even use rhetoric unjustly [. . .]. But later

on, after we locked into the matter, you see for yourself that it is agreed on the contrary that [b]
the rhetorical man is powerless to use rhetoric unjustly and to wish to do injustice.”]

Socrates is careful to point out the differences in claims (a) and (b), using the contrast of
‘a little later’/ ‘later on’ and ‘you were saying’/ ‘it is agreed’, with the strong adversative

maAw af in between,”® to emphasize that (b) has a higher claim to truth than (a).

7 Coventry (1990) 174-184, on the other hand, emphasizes the importance in Socratic dialectic of Socrates’
responsiveness fo the interlocutor.

*® Dodds (1959) 221 writes about méAw «f, “this combination is regularly employed by Plato to empha31ze a
contradiction (Prot. 318el, Rep. 507b6, etc.).”
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The following passages from later in the Gorgias reveal more clearly the

motivation of the claim to be seeking the truth:

T41. Gorg. 479¢8: Oixotv amodédeintar o1t aAyd7 éXévero;
[“Hasn’t it been proven that true things were spoken?”]

T42. Gorg. 487e6-7: 1() ovti odv 4 éun xal 9 a0 ouodoyia Téhos 7oy Eer Tis dAnSeiag.
[“Indeed, then, my agreement and yours will really possess our goal of the truth.”*]

T43. Gorg. 489a4-6: un @dover por amoxgivacSar Toito, Kalinders, 1v’, édv wor suodoyiioys,
Befarwowuar 70y naed ool, dre ixavol dvdeds daryvivar duoloyyxdros.

[“Don’t refuse to answer this question for me, Callicles, so that, if you agree with me, I might
now be confirmed by you, since a man capable of making distinctions [or ‘decisions’] will have
agreed with me.”]

- T44. Gorg 508e6-509a4: rairta f)iu,fu avw éxel Toig ﬂgo'm%z/ Aoyors oUtw qoa,yéum, ws éyw
Aéyw, }fa,'re;ggm/ ral 35357(“, sai &l aygoma-rsgov T 5171511/ Eomiy, 01307901; xal a,b\a,,uawwolg
Aoyots, we yoly ay %Ee/av ov*ru)ov, oUs v &l uy Adaeig 4 ol Tis veavixdrepos, oly ofdy Te
arwg Aef)/om'a 7 ws éyw viv Aéyw xalids Aéyer-

[“Those things before, which appeared this way to us earlier in the discussion, as I say, are held
firm and bound — even if it is somewhat rude to say so — by iron and adamantine arguments; at

least as it would appear so far. And if you or someone more energetic than you doesn’t untie
them, nobody who speaks other than I am now speaking can be speaking correctly.”]

Vlastos (1994, 21), focusing especially on T41, discovers, in Socrates’ attempt to find the
| truth by means of requiring sincere assent, what he calls “ ‘the problem of the elenchus’:
how is it that Socrates claims to havé proved a thesis false when, in point of logic, all he
has proved is that the thesis is inconsistent with the conjunction of agreed-upon premises
for which no reason has been given in that argument?” In terms of the goals I listed |
above, why does Socrates claim to have achieved the truth when he appears only to have
achieved the refutation of his interlocutor? Vlastos’s formulation of the ‘problem of the

elenchus,’ and his solution to it, cannot concern us here.*? Let it suffice for us to say that

%% See Dodds’ note on TéAec ad loc.; Dodds (1959) 283.

“* His treatment of the elenchus is almost univ ersally cited, but his conclusions are opposed by some
scholars in details and by others more broadly. Hugh Benson has probably been the most consistent and
vehement critic of Vlastos’s position. For a sustained critique of and response to Vlastos’s interpretation,
see Benson (2000) ch. 3-4, 32-95, where he argues both “that if the ‘problem of the Socratic elenchos’
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Socrates at least sometimes claims that the sincere response requirement is one of the

conditions that must be fulfilled in order for Socrates to be able to declare that his

conclusions are true.*!

Conclusion

As we can see, Socrates’ reasons for invoking the sincere assent requirement are
various. They also relate closely to some abiding Socratic and Platonic beliefs. Testing
his interlocutors reveals Socrates piety and his desire to carry out the god’s commands.
His wish to test himself seems to align with his story in the A’pology (20d-23b) about
investigating the claim of the oracle at Delphi that nobody was wiser than Socrates. His

emphasis on the seriousness of his inquiry reveals his devotion to ethical questions and,

along with his emphasis on the responsiveness of individual interlocutors, it helps lead

him toward the.goal of self—knowledge. His desire sometimes to persuade his
interlocutors demonstrates Socrates’ claim in the Apology to possess a kind of human
wisdom: he has strong beliefs about what is right and wrong concerning certain
questions, and he wants other people to live in what he believes is the correct manner.

And his avowed attempts to discover the truth reveal that, though Socrates believed that

arises in the early dialogues, then it cannot be solved,” and that in fact “the problem does not arise” (56).
But though he argues that individual Socratic arguments only “establish an inconsistency among his
interlocutor’s beliefs” (56), Benson nevertheless agrees that “[plerhaps the ultimate aim of the Socratic
method is the attainment of moral knowledge” (23). See also Polansky (1985) ; Scott (2002); and the
thorough list of discussions cited by Benson (1989) 591, n.1.

*! Nehamas (1998) 212-213, n. 18 objects to Vlastos’s findings with the claim that stylistic evidence for
dating the Gorgias later than most of the early dialogues suggests that the claims Socrates makes here
concerning truth and knowledge are new, and should not be read back into other early dialogues as a
constant Socratic position.
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he (and everyone he talked to) did not yet know the truth concerning the questions he

discussed, such knowledge was a goal of his philosophical discussion.*?
In the fourth chapter I will discuss what happens in those parts of his
conversations where Socrates’ interlocutor violates the sincere response requirement and

does not say what he really believes. Do any or all of the goals discovered in this chapter

continue to be met despite the failure to abide by this rule? And are there other goals, so
far unmentioned, which Plato introduces in these sections and which are better met by
ignoring sincerity? First, however, it will be useful to look at some of the assumptions

| under which Socrates works in his conversations, and see what hints they can give us

; concerning Plato’s treatment of interlocutors’ sincerity and insincerity.

= * Though see the warning in the previous note.
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Chapter III: What Does Socrates Get From the Sincere Response

Requirement? The Question of Belief

In the first two chapters I examined the nature and the role of the sincere response
requirement in Plato’s early dialogues, especially trying to discover the goals which
Socrates hopes to achieve in those dialogues through his enforcement of the requirement.
I chose the early dialogues because that is where sincerity, and the Socratic elenchus in
general, plays its largest role. A broad change is noticeable in the nature of Socrates’
conversations, from the elenctic and aporetic nature of the early dialogues to the didactic
and discursive nature of the late ones [insert refs.]. In this chapter I would like to focus
on the Gorgias, which is often considered a transitional dialogue, and examine how Plato
there begins to cast into doubt aspects of Socrates’ views and method which are closely

related to his use of the sincere response requirement. I believe that my analysis supports

~ the view of the Gorgias as a transitional dialogue, and I believe that Plato’s use there of

the sincerity requirement reveals some of the reasons for his shift away from both

Socratic psychology and Socratic methodology.

Views of belief

In the Gorgias, Socrates makes the following surprising claim to Polus:

T45. Gorg. 474b2-8: 20. éyw yag O oluat xai éué xal oé xai Tobs aAovs avSpdmove o

2 -~ ~ 3 ~ ’ L4 -~ 1 1 A 7 s’ ~ d

adieiv Tob adixeizdar nawov yyeicdar xai 1o wy ddovar dinny Tob diddvar.

IIQA. "Eyw 0¢ ye oUt' éué o' aAdov dvdpdmwy oldéva. énel av dékar’ Gy udAdov adueiodas 7
adineiv;

2Q. Kai db 7' av xai of aMor maytes.
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[Soc. “For I think that you and I and other people believe that acting unjustly is worse than

‘suffering injustice and that not paying the penalty is worse than paying it.”

Pol. “And 7 think that neither I nor any other person thinks so. Would you rather accept suffering
injustice than acting unjustly?” '
Soc. “You would too, and so would everyone else.”]

Socrates claims that Polus believes a proposition whose exact contrary Polus himself
claims to believe. How are we to understand Socrates’ claim?'

Following Vlastos (1994, 22-23), we might distinguish between “overt” and
“covert” beliefs.” Overt beliefs are those which we consciously hold. For example,

Polus overtly believes that suffering injustice is worse than committing injustice. Covert

 beliefs are those which are entailed by other beliefs (which may themselves be overt or

covert), and would not be immediately avowed by the individual. So we could rephrase
Socrates’” claim above as: “I believe that you and I and everyone else either overtly or
3

covertly believe that acting unjustly is worse than suffering injustice.”

Beversluis (2000, 53-55) rejects Vlastos’s account, and claims that the concept of

covert belief is inconsistent with Socratic epistemology. He also offers a thorough

analysis of how belief should be understood (46-48).* However, he offers no alternative
explanation of the passage in question. What does Socrates mean when he claims that
Polus believes that suffering injustice is better that committing it? Does Socrates make

any distinction between overt and covert beliefs?

! Brickhouse and Smith (1994) 73-85 discuss this and related passages and their significance in Socratic
psychology.

* Bailly (1999) 70 discusses the problem with similar language.

*If Vlastos is correct, it is not clear whether Socrates means to claim that he and Polus believe the
proposition in the same way, or if he fails to distinguish the two kinds of belief merely for the sake of his
argument.

* I am indebted to the work of Beversluis for bringing the importance of the question of belief to my
attention, and for creating some of the framework within which I try to answer it; Beversluis (2000) esp.
46-57. ‘
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Before answering these questions, we need to complicate the picture with a

related problem. In the course of his arguments, Socrates often gets his interlocutors to
assent to propositions which they have, in all likelihood, never before entertained. So in
the conversation with Polus, Socrates gets Polus to agree that “whenever one of two
shameful things is more shameful, it will be more shameful by being greater either in
pain or in badness” (5rav 02 0y dvoiv aloygoiv 16 Eregov aizyiov §, Fror Abrry 4 waxd
UmegBaAAov aloyiov érrar, 475a8-b2). Though Polus has probably never entertained this
proposition before, he thinks it is correct when he hears it, and so he assents. However, it
is unlikely that Polus is as strongly attached to this belief as he is to his belief (previously
stated) that committing injustice is better than suffering it. It is probable that he has made
some important life decisions based on the latter belief, and equally improbable that he

will begin to make decisions based on the former belief.” We might call the former, a

belief which has not previously been consciously entertained, and which has not had the

benefit of the test of experience, a wgak belief. A strong belief, on the other hand, is in
general consciously held and based on experience or indoctrination rather than being the
result of other beliefs taken to their apparently logical conclusions.

Thére is another way in which a belief can be weak. This is if the interlocutor
provisionally or reluctantly assents to a proposition. So when Socrates draws the

conclusion that doing injustice is greater in badness than suffering injustice, Polus

> Most of Socrates interlocutors seem unlikely to change their ways of life despite being refuted by
Socrates. Polemarchus in Republic 1 is a notable exception (cf. Rep. 335). As Beversluis (2000) 48
explains, “If you are reasonably to ascribe a belief that p to me, there must be some discernible connection
between my belief that p and my past, present, and future behavior.” And cf. Alcibiades’ description of
how his inability to refute Socrates’ arguments fails to prevent him from ignoring those arguments as soon
as he is away from Socrates (Symp. 215d-216d). Of course, Socrates did have a group of devotees, but we
rarely see him refuting them, and it is not clear that they were not already disposed to agree with his ethical
views and way of life.




55

~answers, “Apparently” (éomxev, 475¢7). This is not wholehearted agreement. And when

Socrates further concludes that Polus himself would rather suffer injustice than commit it,
Polus answers, “So it seems” (gaiverar, 475¢5). It is hard to believe that having these
‘beliefs’ revealed to him is going to induce Polus to change his manner of living, which
until now has presumably been based to some extent on the belief that doing injustice is
better than suffering it. We might say that Polus appears to weakly believe that
committing injustice is worse than suffering it, but that he strongly believes that suffering
injustice is in fact worse.®

I have distinguished here between what I am calling weak and strong beliefs.
Weak beliefs might be further characterized as not tending to guide the actions of the one
holding them. One might assert these beliefs when one is pressed by a questioner, but

one would not stake one’s life on them. Strong beliefs, in contrast, do guide one’s life.

We might say that they make up one’s world view. Cohen makes a distinction which is

in some ways similar to mine’. What I call ‘weak belief” is similar to what he simply
calls ‘belief.”® To contrast with belief, he uses the term ‘acceptance’ in a way roughly
equivalent to my term ‘strong belief.”® Most importantly, Cohen claims that one can

believe that p without using that belief as a guide to action; only a proposition which one

S As Daniel Devereux points out to me, for practical purposes we might equally say that Polus has no firm
belief one way or the other, but that he is inclined to believe that suffering injustice is worse. As we will
see, it is all the same to Socrates, who does not admit that Polus can have conflicting beliefs.

7 Cohen (1992). Our accounts differ in some important ways.

% Cohen (1992a) 4: “First then, and very briefly, belief that p is a disposition, when one is attending to
issues raised, or items referred to, by the proposition that p, normally to feel it true that p and false that not-
P> wWhether or not one is willing to act, speak, or reason accordingly.”

? Cohen (1992a) 4: “[T]o accept the proposition or rule of inference that p is to treat it as a given that p.
More precisely, to accept that p is to have or adopt a policy of deeming, positing, or postulating that p — i.e.
of including that proposition or rule among one’s premisses for deciding what to do or think in a particular
context, whether or not one feels it to be true that p.” On this last point Cohen’s ‘acceptance’ differs from
my own ‘strong belief.’
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accepts can guide one’s actions. Whichever terms we use, the Socratic dialogues are

littered with examples of both weak and strong beliefs.! However, we must ask whether
Socrates distinguishes between weak and strong, or between overt and covert beliefs, or
between belief and acceptance.

Socrates’ attitude toward belief is important because it determines the kinds of
conclusions he thinks he can make based on somebody’s sincere responses. As we have
seen, Socrates assumes, and often requires, that his interlocutor say what he really
believes. However, he nowhere makes a distinction between weak and strong beliefs.!!
Therefore he runs the risk (if we consider it a risk) of confounding different sorts of
conclusions which might have significant differences with respect to his interlocutor’s
belief system. If I am correct to distinguish between different sorts of belief, and if I am
correct that Socrates did not make such a distinction, that would be good grounds for
questioning some of Socrates conclusions. '

But there is a further, and arguably more important question: does Plato

distinguish between weak and strong beliefs? It is now widely accepted that we cannot

assume that there is no authorial distance between Plato and Socrates, nor that Socrates is

' I have purposely left my definitions vague. My goal is not precisely to define grades of belief, but
merely to show that such grades exist.

'!'See Benson (1987) 84, n. 16. And Penner (1996) 202 seems to acknowledge a lack of evidence that
Socrates ever distinguishes between what Penner calls “cases of belief which are cases of weak
conviction,” on the one hand, and “stubborn beliefs, or fanatical beliefs,” on the other hand.

2 Beversluis (2000) 53 draws a similar conclusion when he claims that the only propositions that an
interlocutor can be said to believe are the ones which “are expressive of antecedently formulated and
sincerely held beliefs which he brought with him into the discussion and would have affirmed (or been
disposed to affirm) before it.” I disagree with limiting belief so strictly, at least as Socrates seems to use
the concept, and I think it is fruitful to expand the concept’s domain while demarcating, under one name,
various degrees of belief. Furthermore his account of belief does not seem to allow for the genuine
persuasion of an interlocutor, such as Socrates seems to achieve with Polemarchus in the Republic.
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merely a mouthpiece for Plato’s philosophical claims."”® And in fact, as I hope to show

in the next section, there are strong reasons to believe that Plato does in fact distance
himself from Socrates on the question of belief, and that he calls into question some

Socratic assumptions about the import of the sincere response requirement.'*

The argument with Gorgias: a case study

In his conversation with Gorgias, Socrates gets Gorgias to assent at each step of

 the following argument (I only include the most significant premises):

(1) Gorgias would teach his students to know the just and unjust things when they
learn to be rhetors (Gorgias 460a);
(2) the man who learns just things is just (460b);
(3) the just man does just tllings (460b);
(4) the just man Will never want to commit an injustice (460c);
therefore,
(5) the rhetor never wants to do injustice (460c).
Socrates says Athat (5) contradicts what Gorgias had said earlier, when he claimed that it

was not his responsibility if one of his students acted unjustly (457b-c). Gorgias now

1 See, e.g., Blondell (2002) ch. 1; Frede (1992b) ; Cooper (1997) xviii-xxv; Kahn (1996) 36-38, 57-58, 64-
70; Clay (2000) 89-90; Bowen (1988) 59-63. Even those who argue that what Socrates says usually or
always reflects Plato’s positions tend nowadays to argue for such a view rather than assume it. See, e.g.,
Irwin (1995) 4-11; Kraut (1992) 25-30.

' On belief in the Gorgias see also Woolf (2000) 24-25, 28, who claims that “it is evidently the view of
Socrates himself in the Gorgias that a commitment to contradictory beliefs is possible” (25), citing 482b6,
where Socrates claims that Callicles might disagree with himself for his entire life. However he adds,
significantly, that “the reason why Socrates thinks that such a position is possible is that he takes on board
in this section of the Gorgias a complex psychology which recognizes that the positions we hold are not
necessarily governed by adherence to logical rules” (25). He later adds: “With Polus, [. . .] it was taken for
granted that one accepted a conclusion which was entailed by premises one assented to. In the section with
Callicles this is no longer s0” (28). Thus Woolf agrees with the position I argue for in Chapter IV (contra
Cooper), that Socrates begins to adopt a new psychology in his conversation with Callicles.
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agrees, on the contrary, that one who has learned rhetoric from Gorgias never wants to

do injustice. What does Gorgias really believe?

Polus soon interrupts Socrates (461b) and claims that Gorgias was shamed into
agreeing to (1), and that Gorgias does not really agree with that premise. We cannot say
for certain whether he is correct, because Gorgias never tells us. Polus, with the benefit
of hindsight, knows what Socrates is driving at when he asks whether the rhetor teaches
just and unjust things. But Gorgias does not know this when he claims to teach exactly
that in (1). As we find out, for Socrates, the question of whether someone teaches the just
and unjust things has major implications. In his mind an affirmative response implies
that such a person makes other people just. Gorgias certainly would not agree to this
claim all at once, because he has just said that he does not make people just when he
teaches them the rhetorical craft (457b-c). But though he agrees to a proposition which
we have strong reason to think he does not believe (i;e., (5), above), it does not
necessarily follow that he answers iqsincerely. He may understand the proposition
differently from the way Socrates means it. As Irwin (1979, 125-126) points out,
“Gorgias’ intended concession [ . . .] may be reasonable” in at least two related ways:

a. by ‘knowing just and unjuét things’ Gorgias may mean ‘recognizing’ them, rather than
understanding them in some ‘deeper’ sense;

b. “Gorgias does not promise to ‘teach virtue’ in the sense of making people virtuous. [...]

He only promises to tell his pupils the sorts of things that are just and unjust.”
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Leaving aside Polus’s claim of ashamed insincerity, I will work on the assumption that

Gorgias does reply sincerely throughout his conversation with Socrates.”> However, I
would like to explore what ‘sincerely’ means here, and what its implications are for
Socrates’ claims at the end of the argument.

As their conversation gets underway, Gorgias starts out by answering Socrates’
questions with essentially straightforward ‘yes’ and ‘no’ answers. He gives responses

such as “no” (o, 449¢3), “certainly not” (o0 d7ra, 449e4), “yes” (vai, 449¢5),

“necessarily” (dvdyny, 450a2), “very much so” (udMiorra, 450a4), and “certainly” (maw 7,

450a6), all answers that indicate firm agreement or disagreement and reveal no hesitation.
The first time he gives assent which seems uncertain is to the following proposition:

T46. Gorg. 450b1-3: 3. éxdaory abrév mepi Adyous éotiv Tobrovs, of Tuyxdvovaw Syres mepl
TO MaYIa 00 EXATTY E0Tiy %) Téyum.

I'OP. gaivetar. v

[Soc. “Each craft is concerned with those words which have to do with the subject matter over
which each craft is set.”

Gor. “It appears 50.”'%]

Socrates seems to recognize the hesitation on Gorgias’s part, because he immediately
asks him an open-ended question (i.e., not expecting a ‘yes’ or ‘no’ response) which
gives Gorgias an opportunity to explain himself:

T47. Gorg. 45003-c2: 2Q. Ti oly 09 mote Tas aAhag Tégyag ob dyropuras xaleic, olvas meol
Aéyoug, elmep Taémy énrogzmiv )fa,)\efg, nav g nsgi )&o"youg,

F OP. “Oti, & Ea))tgarrsg, T@Y p,su arwy Tsxvan/ 71&@1 ,(ezgougfy/a,g Te Hal T01a,u~rag moateis wg
émog einely maod éotiv % émaTiun, The 086 oMTOQIXTS 0UDEY ETTIv TotoUTov yeipolpynua, aAAa

1% Kahn (1983) 79-83 thinks that Gorgias is ashamed, and responds insincerely here. Cooper (1999) 46-49,
however, argues that shame plays no role in Gorgias’s responses. I cannot find enough evidence in the text
to make a confident judgement.

¢ For support of my translation of gaiveras here as “it appears so,” (rather than “it is evident or apparent”)
cf. Thrasymachus’s almost identical responses in Rep. 342, where, after he replies évrws paiverar (342b8)
and gaivetar outws (342¢7) in the same stretch of conversation, Socrates reports that, in response to the
culmmatmg question, “he agreed then, but only very reluctantly” (342¢10). Thrasymachus’s responses of
eavetas are indications of an increasing resistance to Socrates’ line of reasoning, rather than agreements
that Socrates is clearly correct.




60
ndoa 1 medis xai v xlgwats dia Adywy éotiv. dia Tait' éyw Ty pnTopuly Téymy GEG elvar
‘megl Aoyaus, dgdais Aéywy, ws éyd ey,

[Soc. “Then why don’t you call the other crafts rhetorical, when they are about speech, since you
call rhetorical any craft concerned with speech?”

Gor. “Because, Socrates, practically all the knowledge of the other crafts is about manual
working and suchlike activities, but there is not such manual work in rhetoric; all its activity and
its achievement is through speech. That is why I claim that the rhetorical craft is about speech,
and claim it rightly, as I maintain.”]

It is important td Socrates’ argument that Gorgias agree with him here. How does
Socrates formulate the argument which has led to this conclusion?
Wecaving is concerned with the working (égyacia) of clothing; music is concerned with
~ the pfoduction (moimar) of melodies (449c9-d3); therefore, by analogy,
(1) rhetoric is about words / speech (megi Adyoug, 449el).
Then Socrates gets Gorgias to agree that rhetoric is not concerned with speech about
diseases or the good condition of bodies, because there are other crafts concerned with
those. This is stated as:
(2) Each craft is concerned with the speech which is concerned with the subj ect
matter over which that craft is set (450b3).
We might think that Gorgias should not agree to this proposition, and that he should give
an answer of the following sort: “Socrates, rhetoric is about words and speeches in
general. It lays down certain guidelines for composing various types of speeches which
could be concerned with any topic whatever. The medical craft does make people
powerful at understanding the sick, as you suggest (450a2), but not at speaking about

them.'” A doctor will only be very good at speaking about the sick insofar as he has

" Even if we take the ability to teach one’s skill to others as a hallmark of possessing a techne (cf. 449d1),
this must be considered a secondary rather than primary characteristic. A doctor will be judged, first, on
his skill at curing and caring for the sick; without that ability, he may be judged a good teacher of medicine,
but not a good doctor. Socrates himself will soon define the doctor as the one who knows medical things —
not as the one who can speak about them (460b3). '




L
1
[
|

61
some rhetorical skill.”'"® Gorgias’s actual response of “so it appears” reveals that he is

uneasy with Socrates’ formulation, but he fails to show that it is incorrect.

Gorgias almost says what I suggest (T47): most crafts are only slightly concerned
with words, and achieve most of their effect through manual work, just as the doctor
achieves most of his effect through treatment and surgery. But Gorgias fails to put in the
theoretical formulation which could stop Socrates’ line of reasoning, claiming instead
that rhetoric is special because it works only by means of speech. Socrates gets around
this reformulation by naming other crafts which work only by means of speech, and then
asks Gorgiés, “The speech used by rhetoric is concerned with what thing?” (451d5) Asl1
said above, Gorgias could have avoided this question altogether by saying ‘no’ at exactly
the place where he first hesitates in his responses and instead answers “so it appears”
(T46).

Gorgias answers Socrates’ most recent question (i.e;, “the speech used by rhetoric
is concerned with what thing?” 45 1d§) by claiming that

(3) rhetoric is concerned with persuasion in court, and in crowds, and concerning just
and unjust things (454b).
This is one of the premises with which Socrates eventually shows Gorgias to hold
inconsistent beliefs. If Gorgias had not agreed to (2), he would not have proposed (3),
having already insisted that rhetoric is a more general craft than that described in 3). It
is only because Socrates rejects Gorgias’s first answer (i.e., that rhetoric is about speech,
449e1) that Gorgias formulates (3) at all. It is important to notice that Gorgias himself

proposes (3), rather than merely assenting to a question of Socrates’, and he seems to

'® Beversluis (2000) 296 makes a similar point.
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‘agree with it wholeheartedly. In addition, (3) seems to be generally true insofar as, in

fifth-century Athens, the rhetor mostly worked in front of crowds (in the assembly and in
court) and often discussed which actions would be right and appropriate in various
situations. "

Nevertheless, Gorgias gives us reason to believe that (3) is not a definition of
rhetoric’s essential qualities (as he understands them), because he later offers examples
which do not fit the definition. In his speech concerning the power of rhetoric (456a-
457c¢), Gorgias claims that rhetors succeed in persuading people what to do when there is
a question concerning dockyards, city walls, and harbors (455d-456a). These are not
matters of the just and the unjust, but rather of commerce and defense.?’ Similarly, even
in court most of the rhetor’s persuasion would‘not be concerning the just and the unjust,
but rather about, e.g., what actually happened on the night of the crime.?' Later Gorgias
says that the rhetor is powerful at speaking against anyone “concerning whatever he
wants” (457b1). Here he is not limiﬁing the subject-matter of the rhetor’s speeches in the

way in which Socrates previously insisted (449d-451d). In addition, his claim of having

persuaded the sick man to submit to treatment (456b) demonstrates that Gorgias does not

"I would like to thank Daniel Devereux for emphasizing this point.

2% Or, at least on the face of it they are questions of commerce and defense; anyone making the non-
intuitive claim that they are really matters of the just and unjust bears the burden of proof, and unless
Gorgias makes this latter claim we should not assume that it is what he means.

" Thus I disagree with Cooper (1999) 35, who claims, concerning (3): “Taken by itself and without
worrying yet about further consequences, this is a perfectly reasonable admission for Gorgias to make, and
not something we should feel that Plato has tendentiously made him say: if the orator is to persuade people
about the justice or injustice of particular actions under review in a law court, he must surely be well
informed in some special way about what counts as just and unjust, so as to draw on that knowledge in
constructing his case.” In general, the law says what is just and unjust. The jury only says whether the law
has been broken, and by whom. In addition, Gorgias later makes a comment that reveals that he does not
consider justice to be one of the items which he teaches when he teaches rhetoric: “I think that if someone
did not happen to know them, he would learn those things from me as well.” As I discuss below, Gorgias
here reveals his belief that most people already know about the just and the unjust; he would only have to
teach such things to the prospective rhetor ifhe did not already know them. ‘
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think that rhetoric is only effective in crowds, and it provides another example of the

rhetor concerned with a matter outside of the question of the just and the unjust.?? We

can conclude that, though Gorgias states with apparent sincerity that rhetoric is the power

of persuasion among crowds concerning just and unjust things, there are good reasons for
thinking that this is not a full and accurate statement of his belief about the nature of
rhetoric.

We find further evidence that (3) does not fully represent Gorgias’s beliefs when

we notice that Socrates’ manner of questioning Gorgias suggests that he is pushing

Gorgias to give a particular answer, and that Socrates is using unfair methods. The first
example of such methods appears when Gorgias claims that rhetoric achieves everything
by means of speech (450b-c). Socrates proceeds to claim that arithmetic, calculation,
geometry, and checkers also achieve everything through speech (450d), and that if
‘someone asked him what the arithmetical craft was, he would first answer that “it is one
of those having power by means of speech” (451b). Only upon being questioned further,
“Of those concerned with what?” (451b) would he answer, “concerning the odd and the
even, and how many each happens to be” (451b).

I find Socrates’ claims here to be incredible. I cannot believé that Socrates’ first
and natural response to the question “What is the arithmetical craft?” (ris ot %
aordueTinn Tégvy; 451b1) would be that it is one of those having their power through

words. The implausibility of his claim becomes evident when we look at how Socrates

?? Gorgias is here claiming the ability of the rhetor to persuade on any subject at all, pace Cooper (1999)
35, who writes that “he is claiming a knowledge of good and bad — not any knowledge of health and
medicine — that will enable him to get the patient to agree that it is best for him to submit.” The only
knowledge Gorgias claims here is knowledge of how to persuade people, in crowds or individually. It is
the doctor who has decided which treatment is good. Gorgias is merely his instrument of persuasion. Cf.
Beversluis (2000) 304-305. : '
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demands that other people answer questions similar to the one he is here answering

hypothetically. When Polus answers the question of which craft Gorgias practices by
saying that it is the finest craft (448c), Socrates complains, “Nobody asked what sort of
thing (moia Ti5) Gorgias’s craft was, but what thing (/)7 (448¢6-7) Socrates seems to be
complaining about the vagueness of Polus’s answer.”> Therefore, when Socrates
provides a model of how to answer his question, it is reasonable to expect him to give a

better answer than what Polus or Gorgias have given. But in fact he gives the same kind

of answer as he claimed Gorgias had given (i.e., the sort which he previously rejected), -

which is why I believe that Socrates” answer is not fully sincere. If we take the questions
about rhetoric and arithmetic to be requests for definitions, as they appear to be, then we
would expect the desired answers to provide some kind of essential property of rhetoric

and arithmetic, rather than what we might call (without aiming for philosophical rigor)

accidental or incidental properties: what property (or properties) does rhetoric have

which, if it lost it, it would no Ionger‘ be rhetoric? Socrates’ demand of Polus can be read
in this way (448e). But his hypothetical first response about arithmetic does not answer
such a question. Arithmetic was perhaps generally practiced in Athens orally, but it
certainly could have been performed without words.‘ It is Socrates’ second answer which
defines arithmetic: “it is one of those concerning the odd and the even, however many
each of those happens to be” (451b3-4). There is no arithmetic without the odd and the

even. And in fact Socrates tacitly acknowledges the insufficiency of his first answer

 As Irwin (1979) 112 notes, “Socrates contrasts saying what something is like, mentioning some feature
of it, with defining it, saying what it is;” cf. the rest of his note ad loc. Socrates is similarly dissatisfied
with Gorgias’s answer when Gorgias merely claims that rhetoric is about speech (449e1). And cf. Meno
71b4, where Socrates makes the same complaint to Meno, and in a context where the search for a deﬁmtlon
is more explicit.
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when he has his hypothetical interlocutor ask the second question, presumably because

the first answer was not enough.

On the other hand, Gorgias’s original answer to the question about rhetoric is
definitional. Rhetoric is “about speech” (megi Adyous, 449¢1); without speech, there is no
rhetoric. Speech is not only its medium (as with arithmetic), but also its subject matter.
Socrates should be mostly satisfied with this answer, but he is not.>* In fact, he implies
that it is the wrong kind of answer, that it is not definitional, by misunderstanding
Gorgias’s definition and getting Gorgias to go along with his misunderstanding. I would
claim that this misunderstanding is deliberate, and motivated by Socrates’ desire for a
specific answer from Gorgias, a particular answer which Socrates already has in mind
and without which he will not be satisfied. We see Socrates leading Gorgias to this
answer with his comments such as “I think you’re saying this” and “I think you mean
‘that” (cf. 450d1, el-2, €8-9), “I can certainly guess what I think you mean” (453b8), and,
when Gorgias finally gives the hopegi-for answer (i.e., that rhetoric is persuasion in front
of crowds, and about the just and unjust, 454b5-7), I certainly guessed that you meant
this persuasion and the one about these matters” (454b8-9). Though he claims the
innocuous motive of trying to bring Gorgias’s beliefs to their logical conclusions (cf.

454c), Socrates reveals by his method of questioning that he coerced Gorgias into giving

?* It might be objected that rhetoric is in fact essentially concerned with persuasive speech. 1 would make
two points against such an objection: (1) the opening scene of the dialogue shows Gorgias just finishing a
display speech (oAiyoy moéregov énedeitaro, 447a6), which was evidently meant more to please the audience
than to persuade it. This is evidence that our interlocutors did not consider persuasion essential to rhetoric;
(2) even when Gorgias agrees that rhetoric is concerned with persuasive speech, Socrates is sill not
satisfied, and questions Gorgias until the latter limits rhetoric to a stricter domain than the one in which he
actually practices his occupation. I might add as a more general note that Gorgias was most famous and
most influential because of his style, the ways in which he actually put words and phrases together, rather
than for the persuasiveness of his speeches.
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fthis last answer (454b5-7). He encouraged certain kinds of answers, and he did not

stop a line of questioning until he heard what he wanted to hear.

I should emphasize at this point that, despite my characterization of Socrates’
methods as unfair, that does not mean that Gorgias does not sincerely believe every
statement which he makes to Socrates. In fact, Socrates’ methods here are quite effective
at testing the interlocutor in a certain sense: the onlookers and the readers see that
Gorgias is ineffective at defending some of the beliefs which he held coming in to the
conversation, and that he is unable to perceive ahead of time where Socrates’ line of
reasoning is headed.?® But Socrates is leading Gorgias away from his first, intuitive
answers, and trying to guide his reasoning in a particular direction.?’

Socrates’ occasional insincerity in questioning is further demonstrated when he
asks Gorgias about the rhetor’s ability to persuade in front of a crowd. Socrates makes
the following claim: -

T47a. Gorg. 455b2-c2: orav mepi latodv aipérews f) T moAer aiMAoyos 4 mepl vavmyydy 4
el aMov Tivos dnuiovgyixot Evous, dAo i §) Tote 6 gyropixis ol auuBoudeiaer; Moy yap
0TI v éxaoTy aipéoel Tov TeguinaTaToV 0 aigeirdar. 000" drav Teiy @y el oixodounrews 4
Awévwy xaraoxeviis 4 vewpiwy, dAN' of agyiténtoves: 000" ab Grav orpaTyyiy alpérews méor
tdews Tvos mpos noAepiovs 4 gweiwy xataAilews auuBouly §, @A’ of cTeaTyyinol TéTe TU-
BovAedaouay, of gyropixoi d¢ ol

[“Whenever the city has an assembly about a choice of doctors or shipbuilders, or about any other
sort of craftsman, isn’t it the case that the rhetor will not advise in that situation? For it is clear

? Pace Irwin (1986) 57, who claims (concerning the Crito), “the interlocutor is not coerced, but simply
required to abide by his agreements.” I call Socrates’ tactics coercive because he draws Gorgias along a
particular line of reasoning (which Gorgias would not follow without Socrates’ specific guidance) to a pre-
determined conclusion at which, evidence shows, Gorgias would not willingly arrive without Socrates’
questions. Cf. also my discussion, in Chapter II, of Prot. 331b-332a (T26 and T27), where Socrates tries to
coerce Protagoras in a similar manner.

?® 1t is notable that Gorgias’s best defense of his view of rhetoric comes in his long speech describing its
power (456a-457c). Part of Plato’s point seems to be to show that the great rhetorician is a poor
dialectician. g

*7 1t might be argued that Socrates does in fact get Gorgias to provide a more accurate and informative
account of rhetoric than he first gave. But as I am trying to show, such increased specificity only comes at
the expense of excluding aspects of rhetoric that we have good reason to believe Gorgias would include in
practice.
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that in each selection you have to choose the most skilled.® And he won’t advise when there’s
an assembly about the building of city walls or the provisioning of harbors or dockyards, but
builders will. Nor when counsel is taken concerning the selection of generals or the stationing of
troops against the enemy or the seizure of positions, but the experts in generalship will advise
then, not those in rhetoric.”]

The first thing that Gorgias does when Socrates is done speaking is contradict these
claims by saying that Themistocles and Pericles, not craftsmen, advised the Athenians on
the aforementioned projects, and that rhetors prevail whenever such questions arise

(455d8-456a3). Socrates immediately agrees with Gorgias, saying that he himself heard

Pericles advising about the middle wall, and adding that it is this power of the rhetor that

| has so long (rdAar) amazed him (455e4-6, 456a4-6). He thereby contradicts his own

earlier claim that such advice was not given by rhetors.?® In the absence of any indication
that Gorgias’s brief comments persuade Socrates to change his mind, we must conclude
that either Socrates was being insincere when he first described the situation, or he is

being insincere now when he not only agrees with Gorgias’s contradictor formulation,
g

but adds that it is exactly that power of rhetoric (whose existence he had just effectively

denied) that has been driving him to /question Gorgias. Why the insincerity in Socrates’
method?

We should note, first, that Socrates is not naively asking questions in an attempt
to learn from Gorgias what rhetoric is. As we soon find out from his discussion with
Polus, Socrates has pre-formed views about rhetoric, namely that it is a knack for a kind

of flattery, rather than a craft (462b-466a).*° We might expect, then, to find Socrates, in

*¥ See Dodds’ note ad loc.

% As Beversluis (2000) 298 observes, “Socrates’ response is surprising.”

%% In fact, Socrates dishonestly loads the dice right at the beginning of the conversation, when he asks
Gorgias which craft (tives tégs, 449a3-4) he has knowledge of. Socrates knows (or at least strongly
suspects) that Gorgias will answer “rhetoric.” But he does not think that rhetoric is a craft at all. Ifhe
wanted to be straightforward, Socrates would ask Gorgias what he has Chaerophon ask him at the outset:
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his conversation with Gorgias, trying to show Gorgias that Socrates’ view of rhetoric is

the correct one: i.e., that thetoric is not a craft.’’ One possible way to do this would be to
show that, though the rhetor claims to be the expert in advising on the just and the unjust,
the city only listens to experts when making decisions, and there is in fact no specific
question on which the rhetor could be called an expert. To put it another way, every
question before the assembly which could arguably be said to be concerned with justice
and injustice is about a decision that must be made about a concrete situation. For
example, though the question of whether to build the middle wall could also be .phrased
as, “Is it just to build the middle wall?”, in his description of such a situation (455b-c),
Socrates claims that the city would consult a wall-builder concerning such a matter,
rather than a rhetor. He does the same with questions of generalship. We can see how
Socrates could easily expand this list to include every civic matter which would come
Abeforie the assembly — each one has its own expert.** In this way Socrates could show

that the rhetor is the expert in no civic matter, and that the city does not listen to him in

Who he is (447d1). When Gorgias answered that he was a rhetor, Socrates could then ask what rhetoric is.
If Gorgias said it was a fechne, Socrates could proceed to argue that it is no techne at all. As it is, however,
because they go through the entire dialogue on the assumption that rhetoric is a fechne (rather than
examining that question at the beginning), Socrates imports into the discussion all of his assumptions about
what features a techne has, and he refutes Gorgias partly on the basis of these (debatable) features. On the
Socratic conception of fechne, cf. Brickhouse and Smith (1994) 5-7.

> One might argue that Socrates is first trying to discover Gorgias’s conception before he decides whether
to refute it. But, presumably, the purpose of such discovery would be either to learn from Gorgias or to
refute him. As we see in the conversation with Polus, Socrates already thinks that rhetoric is not a craft (at
least as Gorgias practices it). So why does he not disagree with Gorgias as soon as it becomes clear that
Gorgias does think that rhetoric is a craft?

2t is interesting that Socrates clearly does not follow such a line in the Protagoras, where he distinguishes
between technical questions (e.g., the building of ships and buildings, 319b), in which Athenians only listen
to experts, and questions of running the city (7 neei tév i molews doxioews, 319¢8-d1), where anyone
can speak his mind. If he'did make such a distinction in the Gorgias, it appears that Gorgias would correct
him and claim that in fact the city listens to the rhetor in every matter. ‘
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any matter.> However, Gorgias stops this line of reasoning by getting Socrates to

admit (essentially) that he misrepresented the situation: in fact the city listens to the
thetor in all such matters, rather than to the appropriate craftsman.>*

Gorgias goes on to claim that the teacher of rhetoric should not be held
responsible if his student acts unjustly (457a-c). Socrates notices this claim, and
proceeds to argue for its opposite, namely that, because he knows the just and the unjust,
the rhetor would never commit injustice (459¢-461a; see my further discussion of this

argument below). It is clear, however, that Socrates does not believe that the thetor
would never commit injustice, because he soon says that rhetoric is “shameful” and “bad”
(duagody; xaxa; 463d4).>> Why, then, does he get Gorgias to assent to such a claim? His
goal, I believe, is to generate this contradiction in order to get Gorgias to go back and re-
examine his claims about rhetoric. Socrates’ point is what he has been implying all along
— that rhetoric is not the craft of the just and the unjust, but rather a knack for pérsuading
the ignorant about such matters. Asgent on this point would clear Gorgias of
contradiction, and be in accord with Socrates’ real beliefs about rhetoric. Unfortunately,
Polus interrupts the conversation before we can see where Socrates would have led it, but
the evidence points in this direction. |

I have spent so much space discussing Socrates’ methods in his conversation with

Gorgias because I believe that my analysis of those methods lends strong support to my

claim that Socrates is not eliciting Gorgias’s complete beliefs about rhetoric when

¥ Socrates soon makes a similar point, when he argues that rhetors are not expert in any craft, but only
know how to persuade ignorant crowds (459a-c).

** A conclusion which seems to contradict the Protagoras in significant ways; see n. 32 above.

% And when the final conclusion with Gorgias is reached, Polus immediately asks Socrates, “Do you really
believe that rhetoric is just like you are now saying?” (461b3-4)
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Gorgias offers definition (3) above (454b) as a description of it. Socrates drives him to

this answer, partly by disallowing Gorgias’s earlier answer and partly by guiding the line
of reasoning by his use of particular questions.

Socrates seems tacitly to acknowledge that his methods may be viewed as not
eliciting Gorgias’s actual beliefs, because in an effort to find out what Gorgias really
believes he asks him specifically “whether the rhetor is the same way about the just and

the unjust, the fine and the shameful, and the good and the bad as about the healthy and

the other things which the other crafts are about,” (459d1-3); and the corollary: if a

student comes to Gorgias not knowing those things just mentioned, “will you, the teacher
of rhetoric, teach none of these things to the one who comes to you — for it’s not your job
— but among the many you will make him seem to know such things when he doesn’t,

and seem to be good when he’s not?” (459¢3-6) We should note again that Socrates

seems sincerely to be trying to find out what Gorgias believes. At the same time, though,

he phrases the question as an unattractive disjunction that limits the possible answers to
fewer than Gorgias could conceivably offer:

Either (i) a student of rhetoric must know or learn the just and unjust, fine and shameful,
good and bad,

or (ii) he must learn to seem to know them though he does not know them, and to

seem to be good though he is not good.36

3% As Irwin (1979) and Dodds (1959) both note ad loc., the second part of this statement already assumes
the Socratic belief that to know what is good is to be good. Socrates does this stealthily, by having Gorgias
reject the inverse of the claim. By denying the linked proposition that the rhetor will seem to know the
good and seem to be good, Gorgias implies that the rhetor will really know the good and really be good.
This is a non-intuitive claim, and it is unfair of Socrates to assume its truth without first arguing for it and
gaining Gorgias’s explicit assent. And as Kahn (1983) 83 notes, “an affirmation of [(ii)], although sincere,
even true, and fogically compatible with the plea of non-responsibility, would be socially and politically
disastrous for Gorgias.” ‘
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What we might think is the best answer, and what Polus apparently thinks Gorgias

should have answered, could be phrased as follows:

(iii) It is helpful for the student of rhetoric to be familiar with society’s standards

3
'
!
:
¥
!

of the just and unjust, fine and shameful, good and bad, but he does not need to be just,
fine, and good in order to be an effective rhetor.
And Gorgias might add, “But most people in Athenian society learn such things as they
grow up, and in fact [ don’t see how one could function in our society without knowing
such things, especially someone with the resources and ambition to become a rhetor. But
I suppose if someone came who didn’t already know such things, I would teach them that
foo.” And in fact the last sentence is almost exactly what Gorgias does answer.

It is again important to notice that, though Socrates has phrased his question
unfairly,?” he once more asks Gorgias, in order to make sure he understands him

{ : correctly:

T48. Gorg. 460a5-b1:2Q. "Eye 0 xalis yag Aéyers. ddvmep dnroginoy o Tiva morfoys,
avaynn alToy eidéval Ta dixata xal Ta adixa YTol meoTeEoy Ve 4 Uorepov paddvra mapa oob.
I'OP. ITavv 7e. -

[Soc. “Okay, hold it, for you’re speaking well. If you ever make anyone a rhetor, he must know
j the just and the unjust things, either previously, or else later, learning them from you.”

' Gor. “Certainly.”]

Here Gorgias gives strong assent to a very strongly worded statement of the position.

The reason Socrates wants to get the statement worded so clearly is that we have earlier

evidence that Gorgias does not really believe what he is about to agree to.
This evidence comes in Gorgias’s speech explaining the power of rhetoric (456a- |

457c¢). There he says that rhetoric should be used “just like every other kind of

s s il

37 See previous note.
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competition” {(456¢8): if students use their training for unjust purposes, we should not

blame their teachers:

T49. Gorg 456e2-4; 457b5-c1: éxcivor /Léu f)/dg ﬂagéb‘ozmu émi Q) duaitwg ;{g'ﬁm‘}al TOUTOIS
rrgog Taug no/\e/uoug rai Toug ab‘mowmg, auuuo,ueyoug, pmy ungxm/mg [...] éav d¢ olua
grr/Togmog 751/0@51/0; IS xaTa mzmn 7'77 31/1/@/1,51 )tau 1'77 Tégvy aﬁu{fn, ol Tov 313a§a,um del’ ,(uaen/
T xal éxPallew éx Taw modewv. éxsivos ey yap émi dixaig yosip mapddwney, 6 &' dvavriwe
KohTal. 3

[“for they handed down these crafts for people to use them justly, against enemies and those who
commit injustice, for people who are defending themselves, not for those who begin aggressions.
[. ..] ButI think if someone becomes a rhetor and commits an injustice with this ability and skill,
we shouldn’t hate his teacher and throw Aim out of the city. For he handed on the knowledge for
a just use, but that man is using it in the opposite way.”]

- Gorgias is here expressing what we might consider to be his strongly-held view that it is

not the responsibility of the teacher of rhetoric to make his students just. And it is
precisely this claim, as Socrates points out (460e-461a), that Gorgias later contradicts
when he agrees that he might teach his students just things, and that knowing just things

makes one a just person. But let us look more closely at the later argument where

~Gorgias contradicts himself.

Gorgias agrees without hesitation that the one who knows matters pertaining to
carpentry (ta textovixa, 460bl) is a carpenter, the one who knows musical things (ra
woveixa, 460b2) is a musician, and the one who knows medical things (& fatewd, 460b3)
is a doctor; when asked these questions by Socrates, he responds with unqualified assent
(mawv e and vai, 460b1-3). When Socrates then asks him whether “according to this
argument, therefore, the one knowing just things is also just” (460b6-7), Gorgias answers,
“Definitely, I suppose” (460b7), which seems to be an odd expression of qualified

enthusiasm, if such a thing is possible. As Socrates begins to draw the conclusions that

I have adopted Dodds’ reading of duaig for duaiou in 457c1; see his note ad loc.
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follow from this admission, Gorgias shows hesitant assent twice more, to the following

questions:

T50. Gorg. 460c1-2: Q. Olxoly avayrn Tov gyroginoy dinatov elvas, Tov 0¢ dinatoy
BovAeaSar dixata moatTery;

I'OP. Q@aivetai ve.

[Soc. “Then isn’t it necessary for the rhetor to be just, and for the just man to want to do just
things?

Gor. “It appears $0.”]

T51. Gorg. 460¢5-6: 20. Obdénore doa PovAgeeTal o pyToginds adixsiv.
I'OP. Ov gaiverai 7e.
[Soc. “Then the rhetor will never want to do injustice.”

.Gor. “It appears not.”]

~ We can contrast Gorgias’s lack of certainty in his answers to these questions (along with

the ofuas of 460a3 and the gaiverar of 450b3) with the confidence with which he gives his
own description of the power of rthetoric — the very description that he is now
contradicting. We should observe of course that Gorgias may be emphasizing the

tentativeness of his assent here at the end of the argument because he sees that he is

‘ contradicting what he said earlier; it may not at all imply that he has any reservations

about the logical validity of the conclusions based on what has been agreed. On the other
hand, Gorgias may have real reservations about the conclusions Socrates is drawing here.
He may havei a growing sense of unease as he realizes the implications of his admission
that knowing just things makes one a just person. In addition, he may consider himself to
be a just man, but may know from experience that sometimes even he wants to do unjust
things; but he overcomes that desire and performs the just deed instead. Similarly, he

probably knows of many rhetors who not only want to do injustice, but often do it in
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fact.3 ? These would both be good reasons for him to hesitate to assent to Socrates’

claims here. Nevertheless he does assent; as it turns out he never explains why he
hesitates, and Socrates never asks..

As we can see from the way he draws his conclusion, Socrates reveals no concern
for possible differences in the various degrees of assent with which Gorgias answers his
questions. To put it into my earlier terminology, it makes no difference to Socrates

whether Gorgias expresses weak or strong assent: all assent is equal for the sake of his

argument. Plato, however, does not appear to accept this attitude uncritically, and gives

many indications that Socrates is not eliciting Gorgias’s full and sincere beliefs. In a long
speech, Gorgias makes statements which are later contradicted by the argument which
Socrates leads him through. In addition, we see Socrates using tactics which give the
impression that he is trying to guide Gorgias to a specific conclusion, rather than just
determine what Gorgias really believes. Then Plato has Gorgias give qualified (rather
than unqualified) assent to some of the most damaging (and most debatable) premises of
the argument, and to its conclusion. This seems to be a way of drawing our attention to
exactly those premises where the greatest doubt lies (e.g., (1) anyone learning rhetoric
from Gorgias will learn the just and unjust things (460a3); and (2) anyone who knows
Just things is just (460b7-c2)). This attention is emphasized by Polus’s comment (and
Callicles’ later reiteration of it) about Gorgias being shamed into his answer. Aside from
having Socrates himself say so, it is hard to imagine how Plato could draw Socrates’
conclusions into question more clearly. First, the interlocutor only reluctantly assents to

some of the premises and to the conclusions. Second, both of the other people present

% Indeed, Gorgias implies that even his students may sometimes be found guilty of injustice, when h
makes the caveat in T49, above. - '
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claim that he was not answering sincerely. Third, Socrates himself agrees that Gorgias

is not sincere enough (487b).*° And finally, despite the objections of the others, the
argument never gets revisited to test whether it can withstand these objections. Taken
individually, none of these features would necessarily be very significant. But when we
bring them all together, we can see that Plato is giving the reader clear indications that he
should not be satisfied with this argument.*!

There are two separate aspects of the argument which need to be distinguished

here. First there is the actual propositional content of the argument, which concludes

with the proposition that the rhetor never wants to doinjustice. Second there is the form
of the argument, and the assumptions which underlie Socrates’ conduct of it. It is these
latter with which I am concerned here (though, as we will see, the two aspects are related
in important ways).

As I have said, Plato gives rather clear indications that he is dissatisfied with
Socrates’ argument with Gorgias, thqt there are steps in the argument which are open to
question. One aspect of the argument which might trouble him is Socrates’ implication

(which he later voices clearly and strongly with Polus) that he has shown that Gorgias

“* As I noted above (n. 15), Cooper (1999) 46-49 argues that Gorgias is not shamed into answering
insincerely, and that Socrates does not later agree that Gorgias was in fact ashamed, but that this was
merely Polus’s diagnosis. See also Irwin (1986) 71 n. 30. But for my argument all that matters is that there
exist an expressed doubt about whether Gorgias was answering sincerely. The question is never answered
decisively, but Polus’s indictment of shame and Socrates’ later mention of the charge (and simultaneous
failure to deny it) can only tend to induce doubt in the reader.

1 Cooper (1999) 50, focusing more on philosophical rather than dramatic aspects of Socrates’ conversation
with Polus, comes to a similar conclusion: “we are led back to the defects that we already saw clearly
signaled by the way Plato constructs Socrates’ exposition of [the] argument and by the adverse
comparisons between it and other arguments in other dialogues for similar conclusions. And that reinforces
what we have already found credible, that the outcome, for the reader, of Socrates’ discussion with Gorgias
is not at all a recommendation to focus on Socrates’ arguments in order to discover their truth, but instead a
recommendation to question deeply their presuppositions. The author is encouraging us to discover for -
ourselves, if we can, a better account of the moral knowledge that Socrates seems to work with, and a better
account of how such knowledge necessarily motivates fine actions than Socrates seems to envision.”
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believes exactly the opposite of what Gorgias has earlier expressed as his belief: viz.,

concerning the question of whether the teacher of rhetoric is responsible for making his
students just. I have argued that Socrates feels entitled to draw such a conclusion because
of his failure to distinguish between at least two different types of belief. However, for
Socrates and Plato, there is a greater problem for Socrates’ views of belief than their
arguable inability fully to describe the apparent psychological complexity of Gorgias’s

belief system. This is the difficulties that these views of belief present for other aspects

of Socratic psychology.

The denial of akrasia and the critique of the Gorgias

In the Meno, Socrates argues that we never desire (émduueiv) what we believe

(olgaSai) to be bad for us (Meno 77b-78b). In the Protagoras he goes further and claims

that we always do what we think (ofze:3as) is best for us (Prot. 358b-d). This is his

famous denial of akrasia, or weakness of will.*> The point seems to be that at any

2 We should not confuse this position with the strong statement of Socratic intellectualism that knowledge
is sufficient for virtue. On akrasia see Penner (1992) 128-129, who calls it “the intellectualist theory of
desire. According to this theory, all desires to do something are rational desires, in that they always
automatically adjust to the agent’s beliefs about what is the best means to their ultimate end. [. . .] In fact,
on this view the only way to influence my conduct is to change my opinion as to what is best.” Devereux
(1995) 388-389 argues to the contrary that in fact Socrates does admit the existence of non-rational desired.
But it seems to me that, though Socrates in a way admits that a person can be overcome by pleasure, he
only makes this admission in the midst of an argument where he maintains that pleasure is the good. In
other words, he claims here that all desire for pleasure is rational desire. Though the appearances of such
desires may mislead us, that does not make them irrational. I also disagree with Carone (2001) 143, who
claims that “Socrates is not denying in the Protagoras that an individual can follow what only appears to be
good through éws or any other emotion, but rather that this is compatible with the presence of knowledge.
Nor does he seem to be denying that emotions could rule a person [. . .].” Socrates’ entire point is that the
majority is wrong to claim that people do what they know is wrong on account of emotions (352b). As he
explains, the experience they are describing is not “being overcome by pleasure” (#dovijc Hrrisdar, 357¢7),
but rather “ignorance” (¢uadia, 357d1), and that those who err with regard to pleasures and pains err on
account of a lack of knowledge or of measurement (357d3-7). He quite deliberately leaves emotions out of
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moment we will choose the course of action that seems best for us overall. However,

without knowledge, we sometimes choose incorrectly; i.e., we do what we believe is best,
though in fact it is not. Socrates seems to envision a situation something like the
following: Helen identifies two distinct pleasures, good health and candy bars. Her view
toward health may be relatively constant; i.e., she always sees it as providing a constant
level of pleasure. Her view of candy bars, however, varies. When the candy bar is far

away, and she is not hungry, the ill effects it will have on her health in the future lead her

to believe that eating a candy bar will cause an overall loss of pleasure. But when she is

hungry, and the candy bar is near, she believes that the immediate pleasure of eating the
candy bar outweighs any ill effects it may have on her health. The way Socrates explains
purported cases of akrasia is by claiming that they result from ignorance (Prot. 357c-¢).

When we perform an action which does not lead to the maximum overall pleasure, it is

because we measured the pleasure incorrectly. If we had knowledge, we would always

know which action would lead to maximum pleasure. Without knowledge we are misled
by the proximity and distance of various pleasures and pains. Knowledge is firm and
infallible; belief (Socrates implies), by contrast, is susceptible to misleading appearances.

But he never says that we can hold two contradictory beliefs at the same time; i.e., Helen

his account, because he believes they play no role in decision-making. I should emphasize (pace Devereux
(1995) 388-389) Socrates’ denial that pleasure ever overcomes us, though people often speak that way.
Pleasure never ‘overcomes’ us, because that implies that there could be a conflict between pleasure and
right action. But in fact Socrates’ denial of akrasia here relies on hedonism (Prot. 353¢-356¢; see Irwin
(1995) 83-84): everything we do is for the sake of pleasure. When we err, it is not from being overcome
by pleasure, but rather from mismeasuring our greatest overall pleasure, By the same token, it does not
really make sense to speak of knowledge ‘overcoming’ pleasure; such an expression implies a conflict
where none exists. Thus when Socrates claim that knowledge “rules over pleasure” (xgateiv [, . .1 9dovijc,
357c3), he does not mean that there is a conflict between knowledge and pleasure, but merely that
knowledge never errs with regard to pleasure. Cf. Brickhouse and Smith (1994) 91-97; Vlastos (1991) 99-
101. :
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does not simultaneously believe that the candy bar is good to eat and bad to eat. And

at any moment, we do what we béelieve is best.*

But in the conversation with Gorgias, Plato shows us a man who seems to believe
two contradictory statements at the same time: that the rhetor can act unjustly, and that
he cannot act unjustly. More relevantly, later in the same dialogue we see Polus
believing that those who commit injustice are happier if they do not pay for their crimes

(473b); but by the end of their conversation, Socrates seems to think that he has shown

that Polus really believes (yyeiz:das) the opposite claim, i.e., that those who commit

injustice are happier if they do pay for their crimes (479c-480b). Plato makes it rather
clear that Polus does not think he believes Socrates’ claims (cf. 480e1-2), even though it
has been elenctically proven to him, and though he disputes no point of logic in Socrates’

arguments. According to Socrates, then, to the same extent that Polus always formerly

acted on the belief that it is better not to get punished for acting unjustly, he will from this

time forward always act on the belief that it is better to pay for one’s injustices, because
that is what he sincerely agrees is best.** Yet when reading the Gorgias it is difficult to
agree with Socrates, and all indications lead us to believe that Polus will continue to act

as he has in the past.*

¥ Cf. Devereux (1995) 393; Penner (1996) 199-207.

* At the beginning of the Protagoras we find more support for the claim that someone cannot help but act
in accordance with even newly-acquired beliefs. Before going to talk to Protagoras, Socrates explains to
his young friend Hippocrates why they need to examine Protagoras before Hippocrates goes to the famous
sophist as his student. When you buy food, Socrates explains, you can take it home and get an expert’s
advice on whether to eat it; “but it’s not possible to take learning (uadfuara) away in a separate vessel.
Rather you have to pay the fee and take the learning (o u4Smua) in the soul itself, and once you’ve leamed
you go away, whether you’ve been harmed or helped” (314b1-4). The assumption behind Socrates’
warning seems to be that doctrines accepted by the soul guide that soul’s actions until they are replaced by
other doctrines. That is, you are harmed by bad teachings because they induce conduct harmful to your
life.

* Thus I believe I disagree with Woolf (2000) 23 n. 34, who claims that “Polus (unlike Callicles) is
ultimately willing to be bound by the canons of reason.” In conversation, Polus is willing to be bound; but
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This situation reveals two problems. One is that Socrates’ conception of belief

is insufficiently complex accurately to describe human psychology. Polus claims that he
believes A, but Socrates claims that be believes not-A; in a sense, they are both right.
We might say that he strongly believes A and weakly believes not-A. One can imagine a
situation in which Polus would simultaneously believe a particular action to be best for
him and not to be best for him.*® Socrates offers no explanation of what would happen in
such a situation. He seems to think that elenctically-instilled beliefs permanently
displace any other previously-held beliefs which contradict them.*” As we have seen,
though, the Gorgias gives us reason to believe that he is wrong. Plato seems to recognize
this shortcoming in Socrates’ psychology, first by indicating that Socrates does not
accurately elicit Gorgias’ beliefs about rhetoric, and then more explicitly with the debate
between Polus and Socrates concerning what Polus really believes.

Socrates’ apparent failure to change Polus’s behavior also indicates a problem
with his method.- The essentially logigal format of the elenchus seems to rely on Socratic
psychology: Socrates assumes that if he rationally proves a proposition to someone, that
person will henceforth always form the beliefs which will guide his actions in accordance

with that proposition.* But once it is admitted that the person can simultaneously hold a

in action such willingness may be of no avail. Woolf (22-24) sees Polus as a success for Socrates, but I see
him as a failure.

“ Woolf (2000) 2-6 makes a similar argument concerning Callicles: that Plato is consciously depicting a
person who can hold contradictory beliefs simultaneously.

“TIn fact, in the conversation with Polus, Socrates tells Polus that Polus would prefer to suffer injustice
rather than commit it (3a:’ dv u@Mov adueizSar 4 adixeiv, 474b6-8), despite Polus’s denials.

*® This point will bear some emphasis. It goes along with Socrates’ belief that by eliciting sincere
responses he is testing lives. When he asks what people believe about various questions, he discovers the
beliefs that have guided their actions thus far in their lives. Therefore if Socrates can get his interlocutor to
disavow that previously guiding belief and sincerely accept another in its place, then, as long as the
respondent is really answering sincerely, Socrates believes that the person will act in accord with this new
belief.
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contrary belief, the elenchus loses its power rationally to compel interlocutors to act in

a certain way.*’ Plato seems to realize this failure too, because there is no indication that
Polus (though he has been logically refuted) will act in accord with what Socrates has

proven to him.

Conclusion

I believe that by foregrounding these problems in the first two conversations of
the Gorgias, Plato is hinting at a crisis for the sincere response requirement as well as for
the elenchus of which it forms an essential part. Evidence indicates that both Gorgias and
Polus respond sincerely throughout their conversations with Socrates.’® Nevertheless,
this sincerity does not achieve the persuasion which seems to be such an important goal
for Socrates. Seeing Plato draw attention to the ineffectiveness of the sincere response
requirement gives us reason to belieyp that he might discard the requirement in the latter
part of the dialogue. As we will see in the next chapter, this is exactly what happens in

Socrates’ conversation with Callicles.

* As Woolf (2000) 28 puts it, “there may be more [. . .] involved in belief than the elenchus is equipped to
deal with.. Other psychological factors are in play.”

% That is, if we discount the claims that they answer from shame, as Cooper (1999) 46-49 argues we ought
to do; see n. 15 above.
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Chapter IV: The Abandonment of Sincerity in the Gorgias and
Republic

I argued in Chapter III that Plato uses the first two conversations of the Gorgias
partly to cast into doubt certain interconnected aspects of the psychology and
methodology of the early dialogues. In this chapter I will argue that in Socrates’
conversation with Callicles Plato begins to offer solutions to those problems of
psychology and methodology, and that one of the solutions is to drop strict adherence to
the sincere response requirement. We can find some of the reasons for thié change in the
dialogue itself. But it will also be helpful to look at the Republic, first because the
conversation with Thrasymachus in Book 1 (especially when contrasted with the rest of
the work) reemphasizes many of the points of the conversation with Callicles in the
Gorgias, but also because the Republic offers a thorough formulation of new
philosophical views — views which cause Plato to abandon some of the most
characteristically Socratic elements of the methodology of the early dialogues. This
analysis will in general support a developmentalist account that considers the Gorgias to

be transitional to Plato’s middle period as it is most fully represented by the Republic.!

The conversation with Callicles

Callicles is perhaps Socrates’ least tractable interlocutor of all those found in

Plato’s dialogues, of any period.” He never admits to being refuted by Socrates, and he

' By “middle period” I mean the dialogues in Vlastos’s Group I: Cratylus, Phaedo, Symposium, Republic
2-10, Phaedrus, Parmenides, and Theaetetus; Vlastos (1991) 47, pace Kahn (1996) 46-47, who puts
Cratylus, Phaedo, and Symposium into the early period.

? With the possible exception of Euthydemus and Dionysodorus, but in different ways.
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repeatedly mocks Socrates’ efforts at a philosophical conversation.® Moreover, he is

one of only three interlocutors with - whom the sincere response requirement is broken.*
There is debate, however, over when Callicles begins to be insincere, so it will be useful
to discuss the question in some detail.

The conversation between Callicles and Socrates begins as a discussion of justice,
with Callicles claiming that justice by law (vduw, 483c7) is the rule of the weaker, and a
shametul thing, while justice according to nature (xata piow, 483¢2) is for “the stronger
to rule the weaker and have more” (Tov xoeiTTw ToU FrTov0s daxEy xai mAéoy Exew, 483d5-
6); as he puts it, “this is the fine and the just” (484al-2). After Socrates briefly questions
Callicles about what it means to be stronger, he asks whether such a man would be
temperate (cwegova ovra, 491d11-12). This question inspires Callicles to disparage
temperance and praise hedonism vigorously: he claims that one ought to allow one’s
appetites to grow as large as possible (491e5-492¢8). The subsequent discussion of
hedonism forms the bulk of Socrates’ elenctic encounter with Callicles.

In an apparent attempt to see how far Callicles is willing to go in his hedonism,
Socrates asks him whether he means being able to satisfy large hungers and thirsts
(494b7-c1). Callicles agrees, and adds that he also -means “all the other appetites™ (xa/
Tag aMhas émduuing, 494¢2). Socrates then asks whether Callicles would include
scratching among the appetites (or pleasures), and whether the person who gets to itch
and scratch all his life would be happy (494c6-8). This question triggers the following

exchange:

T52. Gorg. 494d1-8: KAA. Qg aromos &, & Dwnpates, xal aTegVOS ONUTYo0S.

? See Beversluis (2000) 339; Dodds (1959) 14; Kahn (1996) 136; Cooper (1999) 51-52.
* The other two are Thrasymachus and Protagoras.
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SQ. Torydgrol, & KaMineis, Hadov uéy xail Logyiay xai éémhyta xal aioyiveaSar
émoinaa, ab 0¢ ol uy) xmAayiis 000 uy aloyuwSiic: dvdosios yag ef. AN amnoxgivoy wovoy.
KAA. Oqui Toivwy xal tov xvduevoy-ndéws &y Pidvar.
S0. Ouxoly einsp woéws, xail eldaiuvws;
KAA. Iavu ye. ‘
{Call: How extraordinary you are, Socrates, and a regular mob-orator!’
Soc: Yes, Callicles, and I therefore astounded Polus and Gorgias and made them feel ashamed.
But you wouldn’t be astounded or ashamed, because you’re brave. But just answer me.
Call: Then I say that even the scratcher would live pleasantly.
Soc: Then if he lived pleasantly he would also live happily?
Call: Absolutely.

Not satisfied with this concession, Socrates goes even further to ask if Callicles would
dare to say that even the life of the passive homosexual (6 tév xwaidwy Bis, 494e4) is
happy as long as it is full of pleasure.’ Callicles responds with disgust, asking, “Aren’t
you ashamed, Socrates, to lead the conversation to such matters?”’

Callicles’ reactions to Socrates’ questions about the scratcher and the kinaidos
reveal already at this point that he considers such pleasures to be base.® They differ from
hunger and thirst in some way not specified at the moment.” Socrates notices Callicles’
distress at such questions, and they have the following revealing discussion:

TS3. Gorg. 495&2-02; 20, aA\ Ert wai viv Aéye méregov o elvat 6 abrs 700 xai ayadoy,

RAS 5 ’ ~ € / (4] y bl 3 ’
4 elval T1 TV NOwY 0 oUx ETTIv dyaSoy; :
KAA. "Iva 0 por pm avouoroyoluevos §i 6 Adyos, éav Ereoov giow elvar, 6 airé oqut efvad.

> See Dodds ad loc.
® As Kahn (1996) 136 notes about being a xivardog, “Attic law apparently treats this as equivalent to male
prostitution, and sufficient to deprive the guilty party of his citizenship rights. The politically ambitious
Callicles, who admires the manly virtues, cannot seriously describe the life of the kinaidos as fortunate or
happy (eudaimén), as Socrates challenges him to do; he can only call shame on Socrates (ouk aischron?)
for bringing the argument to this point!”

Olx alogivy eis Towaiita Gywy, & Sdxparss, Tols Adyous, 494e7-8.
¥ As Dodds (1959) 305 notes, Callicles is “perceptibly shaken.” Kahn (1996) 136-137 seems to think that
Callicles would be ashamed to take part in such pleasures because of his political ambitions (see note 6,
above). I do not think that shame or politics play a role in Callicles’ reaction: he really does just find the
questions distasteful. :
® Thus already here Callicles does not seem to believe sincerely in unrestrained hedonism, pace Irwin
(1986) 69, who argues that, later on , “[w]hen the inconsistency in his views is pointed out, Callicles
pretends that he was not serious in his previous endorsement of hedonism (499b), though Socrates took
great pains to make sure that he was.” Cf. Beversluis (2000) 350, who claims, “But Callicles does not
believe this [i.e., that the scratcher is happy] at all. That is why he becomes indignant, calling the
proposition absurd and again accusing Socrates of being a mob-orator.”
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S0. AapSeigers, @& Kardindets, Tobs mpdrrous Adyous, xai olx &y &1 per' duob ixavise 4
ovra ééetalos, eineg maga T doxolvra cautd épcic.
KAA. Kai yag o0, @ Zanpate. v
SQ. 00 Toivv 0p¥ids mord olr' 2y, eimeg Mol Toliro, olire v, AN, & paxdgre, &9ver w ov
ToUTo ) 70 ayado, To mavTws yaigey: Taitd Te yap Ta vuvdy aivgSévra moddd xai alzyed
paivetar ouuPaivovta, & TobTo olrwe Eyer, nai GMa moAAd.
KAA. Qg av ye olet, & Zdmpares.
SO. 2v 02 1) dvri, & Kaldixdess, taira ioyuoily;
KAA. "Eywye.
SO. ‘Emiyepiupey doa 76 Adyw @ aob amovddlovrog;
KAA. Iaw ye opodoa.
[Soc: But even now tell me whether you say that pleasant and good are the same, or whether there
is some pleasure which isn’t good?
Call: So that my argument isn’t inconsistent if I say they’re different, I’ll say they’re the same.
Soc: Callicles, you’re ruining the first argument, and you would no longer be adequately seeking
the truth with me if you speak contrary to your belief.

Call: I do it, and you do it too, Socrates.

Soc: Then I don’t act correctly if I do this, and neither do you. But dear man, consider that this is
not the good, enjoyment under all circumstances, for these many shameful consequences just now
hinted at come to pass, if this is the case, and many others besides.

Call: That’s what you think, Socrates. :

Soc: Then do you really insist on this, Callicles?

Call: I do.

Soc: Then should we attempt the discussion as though you’re serious?

Call: Absolutely.]

This passage is important because it showé that Callicles feels no need to be sincere. He
explicitly states that he is only claimipg that all pleasures are good in order that his
position be consistent. His initial reaction to Socrates’ questions gives us reason to
believe that he does not sincerely endorse unrestrained hedonism.'® Callicles then admits
to answering insincérely and accuses Socrates of doing the same thing. He never
expresses regret at his insincerity, and he never promises that he will be sincere from now
on. The talk about “insisting” (izgueily, 495b8) and “being serious” (soi smovddlovroc,
495¢1) must be understood in this context. Callicles is trying to win an argument, or at
least avoid losing one. Though he does not believe that all pleasures are the same, the

idea that they might be shocks Socrates. Callicles might therefore think that Socrates

'% His shock at Socrates’ question in T52 is comparable to his reaction to Socrates’ claims at the end of his
conversation with Polus (481b6-c4): Callicles can hardly believe that Socrates is making such suggestions.
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would have a difficult time trying to refute such an outrageous claim.!' He is not

concerned with sincerity, so he insists on the formulation which seems the most difficult
to refute, even though he does not completely believe it.'> Thus it is here that Callicles
first violates the sincere response requirement, where Socrates most vehemently insists
on it

Socrates proceeds to make an argument showing that the pleasant and the good
are different, thereby refuting Callicles’ position. Callicles is clearly upset, and refuses to
answer Socrates’ concluding question, at which point Gorgias intervenes:

T54. Gorg. 497b3-c2: KAA. Oix olda 611 Aéyess.

TOP. Mudaudiss, & KaAdixAstg, adA' dmoxgivov xai fudv Evexa, va mepavéaw of Aéyor.
KAA. "AM asi toioiiris éorv Zwxpdtng, & ogyia: auixps xal dAiyov &b dveowrd xal
eeléyyel.

I'OP. "AAa i ol diapéger; mavrwg oU o aliry 4 Ty, & Kalideig: AN Sméoyes
Zwngater eEeAévbar onwe av BovAgrar,

KAA. "Epwrra 80 v ta ouixed 1e xal oteva tabra, énsimeg Topyig doxer ofrws.

[Call: (to Socrates: ) [ don’t know what you’re saying.

Gorg: Don’t do that Callicles, but answer, even if it’s just for our sake, so that the argument might
get finished.

Call: But Socrates is always like this, Gorgias — he’s always asking petty, worthless things, and
making refutations. 4

Gorg: But what does it matter to you? It’s not at all your place to put a value on it." But give
Socrates a chance to test them however he wishes. :

Call: (to Socrates: ) Then go ahead and ask your peity little questions, since Gorgias thinks it’s
best this way.]

By .refusing to answer, Callicles tacitly admits that he has been refuted. Gorgias then

emphasizes to him that he should not mind being refuted, and should not take the

"' Such an inference would make sense coming as it does on the heels of Socrates’ outrageous claims which
Polus ultimately found impossible to refute. Also relevant is Socrates’ comment at Rep. I, 348d-e, that
Thrasymachus will be difficult to refute because he seems to be operating on a different set of assumptions
than most people.

> As Kahn (1996) 136 observes, “Callicles for the sake of consistency maintains the identity of pleasure
and the good.”

P As Beversluis (2000) 354 explains, Callicles “feign[s] sincere assent with the full cooperation of Socrates
who again knows perfectly well from Callicles’ previous remarks that this is not what he really believes.”
"I here follow Dodds ad loc., where he rejects two alternate translations: “the penalty for this does not fall
on you,” and “your reputation is not at stake.” As I take it, the translation I have printed means, “This is
important to Socrates, and not to you, so you ought to go along with what he wants to do.”
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refutation personally, but should continue the discussion for the sake of the onlookers.

Gorgias just wants the discussion to continue (presumably to a conclusion), and he does
not seem concerned whether Callicles is sincere. Since Callicles only continues the
conversation for Gorgias’s sake, it is reasonable to assume that he will continue to make
no special effort to be sincere. From this point on, we should expect Callicles generally
to give the responses that Socrates hopes for rather than for him to answer what he really
believes.

It becomes clear at the beginning of the next argument that Socrates himself
knows that Callicles is not answering sincerely:
T5S. Gorg. 497d8-9: ‘Eav 0¢ BovAy, xai v émionedar ofuar yag aor 0lde tairy
ouoroyeicdar. et 0é-

[But if you wish, look at it in this way too; for I don’t think you agree with this either. But
consider.]

Socrates realizes that Callicles is only agreeing for the sake of argument; nevertheless he
wants Callicles to conﬁnue to answer, even under these circumstances.
Socrates then proceeds through another argument for the claim that the pleasant is
not the same as the good (497e§4-99b). The argument, rdughly sketched, is as follows:
1. Good and bad men have the same amount of pleasure (497¢6-498¢5);

2. People are good by the presence of good things, and bad by the presence of bad
things (498d2-4);

3. From (2), good men have more good things than bad men, and bed men have
more bad things than good men (498d4-¢2);

4. If the pleasant were the same as the good, (1)-(3) would lead to a contradiction,
since then bad men, by having as many good things (=pleasures) as good men,

would be as good as good men.

When the argument is completed, Callicles responds:
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T56. (forg 499b4-8: IldAar Toi gov a,){gow//,a,z, @ }Jamgarag, xa&o//doio/yaw, av%uouyauog
OTI, HEY ﬂa/CwV 1g aot EvoQ o owouu, TOUTOU a,a]lx,euog Exy wonep Ta ,us/gama (ug on av olel dus 7
nai aGAdov oyTively a,z/f}gcumuu vy, nyeiodar Tag wev PeAtiovs wovds, Tag O¢ yeigoug.
[I’ve been listening to you for a long time, Socrates, assenting, and thinking about how, even if
someone playfully grants anything to you, you gladly cling to it, just like young boys do. As
though you really think that I or any other person does not believe that some pleasures are better
and others worse. |

This passage clinches the claim that Callicles was not sincere in his earlier avowal of
unrestrained hedonism (494¢-495¢). There, as I argued, his reactions betrayed his belief
that the pleasures of scratching and passive homosexuality are somehow baser than eating

and drinking. Here he explicitly asserts that some pleasures are worse than others.

‘There, and in subsequent passages, Callicles revealed that he is not concerned with being

sincere. He asserted a belief in unrestrained hedonism because he thought it would help
him win the argument, though he simultaneously admitted his insincerity. Here he
changes his position because he thinks it will win him the argument, or at least save him
from an embarrassing admission of having been refuted. Only now he is being sincere,
és he reveals by plaiming that everyone believes that some pleasures are better than
others. Though the opinion of every(;ne holds no weight with Socrates, it is reasonable to
essume that Callicles does believe that the fact of everyone believing a proposition is
strong evidence for its truth.”’ Here he implies that it would be odd for him not to believe
the proposition, because everybody believes it. Therefore he seems sincere in his
disavowal of unrestrained hedonism.

The implication is that Callicles’ beliefs have not really been refuted, for

Socrates’ two refutations (495¢-499b) were, strictly speaking, refutations of unrestrained

" Cf. Callicles’ incredulity when Socrates concludes his discussion with Polus with a claim that nobody
would believe, and how he identifies himself there with people in general (481b-c).
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hedonism.'® If Callicles insisted that brave and wise men enjoyed pleasures that were

somehow better than the pleasures of stupid and cowardly men (a pqsition which, as we
have seen, he may in fact‘endorse), then he could assert that their better pleasures put
them higher overall on the scale of pleasure, and therefore of goodness. In this case
Socrates’ refutation would not work."”

When Callicles changes his position here by claiming that some pleasures are

better than others, we see a clear change in Socrates’ tone. He chastises Callicles for

deceiving him, and continues:

T57. Gorg. 499¢2-6: xaitor olx meyy 78 xat' dg}&dg umo oot sf;féwog ehvai éfanamn%mo-&m
ws om'og gol)\ou viy 0¢ sgbewf}w, xal wg eom&y aua,fymy pot xaTa Tov malaov Adyov 16 magoy &b
Totely xal TobTo dexeadmi To Jidouevoy Tapa ool

[And I didn’t think, at first, that I would be deliberately deceived by you, since you were a friend.
But now my expectation was falsified, and it seems that I have to “make the best of what I’ve
got,” according to the old expression, and accept what you’ve given me.]

Socrates here reveals that he has essentially given up even trying to enforce the sincere
response requirement With Callicles. Where he had vehemently objected to the hints of
insincerity on Callicles’ part (495a-c); Socrates now seems resigned to taking whatever
answers Callicles gives him.

At the same time as Socrates stops insisting on sincerity, Callicles becomes a
much more cooperative interlocutor. He does not again strenuously contradict Socrates’
claims, and for the most part assents without objection to all of Socrates’ questions. In

fact, within two pages of Socrates’ “accepting what he’s given,” Callicles assents easily

' Cf. Beversluis (2000) 357. .

' Thus I disagree with Irwin (1979) 206: “Callicles [. . .] has been beaten [i.e., when he says that some
pleasures are better and others worse (499b)]. For he has not vindicated his rejection of temperance if his
unrestricted hedonism is not accepted; as Socrates will show, his admission of good and bad pleasures
conflicts with the central part of his previous arguments.” But Callicles could stand by both his rejection of
temperance and a restricted hedonism if he claimed that it is his bravery and wisdom which cause the better
man to pursue and achieve better pleasules rather than the presence in him of any temperance. Cf. Cooper
(1999) 73.
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to a series of questions and adds, “I’m agreeing in order for your discussion to be

finished and so that I might please Gorgias here.”'® Socrates makes no objection to the
role Callicles has explicitly adopted of agreeing to everything Socrates says, and in fact
Socrates does not even discuss the matter here, but simply asks Callicles the next
question. In fact Socrates makes it easier for Callicles to be his ‘yes’-man: after asking
Callicles two more yes-or-no questions, he asks an open-ended question about which
pursuits produce pleasure in a crowd:

T58. Gorg. 501d7-9:  "Egeis odv eimeiv aitvés ciow ai émrndeloeis al Toiro mowival; uiloy
0%, &l Bouder, éuol Egwrivrog, 4 wev &y g doxfj Tobtwy elvai, adt, § &' av u, wy ead.

[Then can you tell me which are the pursuits which accomplish this? Or rather, if you wish, let
me ask, and whichever one you think is among these, say so, and whichever one isn’t, say no.]

By explicitly restricting the conversation to yes-or-no questions, aware that Callicles is
going to answer all such questions affirmatively, Socrates is clearly signaling to the
audience that this is his argument. The discussion has become, in a way, Socrates’
display speech, or at léast a kind of philosophical monologue. '’

Indeed, Callicles eventually tires even of being Socrates’ compliant interlocutor,
and for several pages (506c-509¢) Socrates answers his éwn questions, before pulling
Callicles back in as his respondent. As the dialogue continues, Socrates gives two more
long speeches (511¢-513c¢, 517b-519d) before ending the conversation with a myth about
what happens to just and unjust souls after death (523a-527¢). The myth is in some ways

a last-ditch effort to persuade Callicles “to live and die practicing justice and the rest of

8 quynwed fva cor xai meeavdi 6 Méyos xai Topyig 1ide yagiswupar (501c7-8).

' Thus I agree with Cooper (1999) 73, who writes that Callicles “is merely helping Socrates to go ahead
with the exposition of his own ideal of life, and his arguments for it. The indications are, then, that from
499c¢ onward Socrates is not in fact examining and refuting Callicles’ views at all, but explaining and
arguing directly for his own.” And as Beversluis (2000) 358 describes the role of Callicles, “since Socrates
has been feeding him premises all-along, he might as well assert them himself and abandon the charade of a
‘joint’ search. Which he subsequently does.”
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virtue” (527¢3-5), and therefore it is a tacit admission on Socrates’ part that he has not

rationally persuaded Callicles, by means of the elenchus, that justice is to be preferred to

injustice.?’

The effect of abandoning the sincere response requirement

In Chapter I, I outlined the following seven goals that Socrates seems to have in
mind when invoking the sincere response requirement:
e testing or refuting the interlocutor
e testing himself
e persuading the interlocutor
e emphasizing the seriousness of the inquiry
e ensuring the responsiveness of the interlocutor
e stressing the importance of the individual
® discoveriﬁg the truth about a question
It is easy to see that Callicles’ refusal to obey the sincere response requirement is a major
reason that most of these goals are not met in Socrates’ conversation with Callicles.
First, as we saw above, Sccrates never refutes the version of hedonism which
Callicles seems really to hold. He refutes unrestrained hedonism, but, if my
interpretation is correct, it is only Callicles’ insincerity which allows him to assert that

view in the first place. On tlte other hand, Socrates does, in a sense, test and refute

It is also important to notice here, as Daniel Devereux points out to me, that Socrates’ attempts at
persuasion are, here at the end of the dialogue, no longer restricted to Callicles: “So let us follow this
{logos], and call on others [to follow it]” (527¢5-6). The argument’s target has broadened to a wider
audience. '
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Callicles, since Callicles never presents and defends a coherent version of hedonism.

This does not mean that Callicles’ hedonism is not correct or defensible, but rather that
Callicles himself is unable to defend it in a dialectical conversation with Socrates. He
does not point out the weaknesses or the (arguable) misrepresentations in Socrates’
refutation of hedonism. By the same standard, Socrates fails to test himself in his
conversation with Callicles. Callicles first becomes insincere and then becomes an
absolutely compliant interlocutor. In the first case, Socrates does test his beliefs against a
view, but it is (arguably) not the strongest view against which he might test them. If he
‘tho‘roughly refuted a view which Callicles sincerely held, that would be a stronger basis
for believing that his own view (and his ability to defend it) had been tested. Later in the
dialogue, when Callicles assents to all of Socrates’ questions, it is clear that Socrates is
not being tested. He is just presenting an argument and having somebody uncritically
accept every step of it.! Broadly speaking, then, neither Callicles nor Socrates gets
tested in the course of their conversation.

Socrates also fails (though, notably, he never stops trying) to persuade Callicles of
the truth of Socrates” own views. If my analysis above is correct, Callicles never even
sincerely admits that Socratés’ arguments bear logical weight, never mind the question of
Callicles being persuaded actually to adopt these views.

Although Socrates does strongly emphasize to Callicles the seriousness of the
questions which they are considering (see, e.g., 500c), that seriousness is conspicuously
wasted on Callicles, who answers sincerely or insincerely as personal whim and the

exigencies of the conversation dictate. On the other hand, the contrast between Callicles’

*! This does not mean that Socrates’ argument would not be plausible and convincing to most people. But
most people cannot test him here, in this dialogue. Only Callicles can do that, and he fails. '
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apparent lack of concern for the issues and Socrates’ vehement protestations of their

importance emphasizes Socrates’ own seriousness even more. In addition, we should not
be misled into thinking that Callicles’ insincerity means that he thinks the discussion they
are having is trivial. On the contrary, in what seems to be without question a heartfelt
speech, Callicles exhorts Socrates to abandon philosophy (with the implication that he
should take up rhetoric instead; 482c-486¢), and he reiterates this advice near the end of

the dialogue, where the exhortation has become a warning (521¢). Nevertheless, the

overall effect of Callicles’ refusal to be consistently sincere is that it downplays the

importance of the questions under debate.

Callicles’ responsiveness also becomes an issue when he stops answering
sincerely. The goal of responsiveness is inspired by a wish on Socrates’ behalf to have
one person with one set of beliefs with whom he can hold a discussion. Callicles
undermines this wish by acting, effectively, as multiple interlocutors. Sometimes he is
the Callicles of unrestrained hedonisrp; sometimes he is the Callicles who thinks that
some pleasures are better than others; and sometimes he is the Callicles who believes
everything that Socraies believes.” Therefore he does not function as an interlocutor
with even aprima Jacie consistent set of beliefs, and Socrates’ attempts to treat him as
such are doomed to fail. In the same way, there turns out to be no reason for Socrates to
insist on speaking to one person rather than to the many because Callicles does not
respond as an individual interlocutor is supposed to. Socrates might as well be
addressing the many, because, as things are, he is not directly engaging the sincere beliefs

of Callicles. Callicles, just like a crowd, seems immune to the elenchus.

%2 Cf. Woolf (2000) 2-6, who claims that we can identify two contrary positions that Callicles holds
simultaneously in the Gorgias.
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As I noted in Chapter II, Socrates, at the beginning of his discussion with

Callicles, claims that if Callicles agrees with him, then he will know that he possesses the
truth (T34, 486e5-6; cf. 487¢6-7). It might seem, then, that because Callicles does not
ultimately agree with Socrates’ conclusions, Socrates cannot in the end claim that his
beliefs are true. Otherwise he would have been deceiving Callicles when he claimed that
the truth of his beliefs depended on Callicles’ agreement. Nevertheless we do find

Socrates claiming again, late in his discussion with Callicles, that his conclusions are

“held firm and bound [. . .] by iron and adamantine arguments” (T44, 508¢6-509a2).%

What are we to make of this claim?
This passage is different from the earlier ones in one important way. Earlier,
Socrates phrased his claims with the implication that his own views were being tested,

and that they needed Callicles’ agreement in order to be proven true. Here, however, the

burden of proof shifts:

And if you or someone more energetic that you doesn’t untie them, nobody who speaks
other than I am now speaking can be speaking correctly. (509a2-4)

Now it is up to Callicles to refute Socrates and show thét his conclusions are not true. As
I noted above; Callicles has been refuted in the sense that he has shown himself unable to
defend his views in dialectical discussion with Socrates. That does not mean his views
are indefensible. Nevertheless, Socrates takes himself to have refuted hedonism,
effectively ignoring Callicles’ unsuitability as an interlocutor.

I do not claim to understand why Socrates claims that he has discovered the truth.

As I noted earlier, this question is still being vigorously debated by scholars.>* But 1 do

B And at the beginning of the same speech he specifically claims that his conclusions are true (50708 9).
* See ch. I, nn. 40-41.
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think it is clear that Socrates has changed his standard of proof in the course of his

discussion with Callicles. In this later passage (T44) he seems to have come to the

realization that there can be conversations that do not fulfill his normal requirements

(specifically the sincere response requirement), but that these conversations are not

.
%

thereby necessarily devoid of valid philosophical conclusions. Socrates knows that

R

Callicles has not been answering sincerely, but his faith in his conclusions is in no way
weakened. Of course, Socrates nowhere makes this claim explicit. But if my
interpretation of his conversation with Callicles is correct, it is the best wéy to understand

Socrates’ claims at T44.

Rt

a It seems, then, that Callicles’ refusal to obey the sincere response requirement
does not prevent Socrates from being able to claim that his arguments discover the truth,
or at least that they provide adequate support for claiming that his views are true.
Nevertheless, most of the rest of his goals in making the requirement are severely
undermined. One must imagine tha_t Plato was only willing to abandon those goals, |
which sometimes seem so important to Socrates, if he thought that he was gaining even

more than he was giving up. Was he right?

What Plato gains by abandoning the sincere response requirement

I believe that there are two general types of goals that Plato has in mind when he
: has Socrates give up the sincere response requirement. The first type is a broad

methodological purpose that cuts across individual doctrines and fields of philosophical -

inquiry. The second concerns specific problems that I believe Plato began to see in the

e e e
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_matter of how Socratic method worked in the light of Socratic psychology. I

introduced such problems in Chapter III, and will return to them at greater length below.
Among the former purpose might be classed two rather general philosophical
goals that I would like to suggest Plato has in mind when dropping the sinpere response
requirement. The first is to allow Socrates to confront interlocutors who have views that
are incompatible with Socrates’ views, or, alternately, to be allo_wed to show Socrates
refuting views that none of his interlocutors might sincerely believe. So, for example,
Callicles evinces a wish, as early as 497b, to withdraw from the conversation, and it is
only Gorgias’s assurance (and Socrates’ tacit acceptance) that he does not have to
respond sincerely that persuades Callicles to continue answering (497b-c, and cf. 501c).
Several pages later, Callicles is much more insistent on ending the discussion, so Socrates

answers his own questions until he can draw Callicles back into the conversation. If

Socrates were strictly enforcing the sincere response requirement with Callicles, the

conversation probably would have ended at 497b. But by dropping the requirement,
Socrates has the opportunity to argue further against hedonism and rhetoric and for the
usefulness of justice. In addition, because Callicles first defends a strong version of
hedonism that he does not really believe, Socrate§ is able to refute one more competing

theory.” Plato seems to be trying to broaden the relevance of Socrates’ conversations so

B We may see the same thing happening in Socrates’ insistence to Protagoras that they examine the view of
the many that knowledge is weak, although it is clear that neither Socrates nor Protagoras endorses that
view; see Prot. 352b-353b; and see also 332b. Concerning the latter passage, Irwin (1993) 9 explains
Plato’s reasoning as follows: “He does not want to appear to be dismissing a view that is a serious
challenge to Socrates’ position, simply on the ground that it does not fit the moral outlook of Socrates and
his current interlocutor.”
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that they will respond to the views of a wider audience.”® And as Irwin (1993, 13)

adds, “Socrates wants to examine the merits of a view rather than the interlocutor’s
willingness to maintain it or his skill in defending it.”

A second reason for Plato to abandon the sincerity requirement is evident in the
Gorgias. The elenchus, of which the sincere response requirement is an integral part,
dominates the Socratic dialogues. Socrates does occasionally make speeches (e.g., when
the Laws speak in the Crifo, or when he interprets Simonides’ poem in the Protagoras),
but they are rare. Almost all of Socrates’ talking takes place as part of a conversation,
and most of those conversations are elenctic. In the middle and late dialogues, however,
though conversation is still the normal mode of investigation, the elenctic immediacy of
the conversations tends to fade, and speeches and philosophical exposition become more

prevalent. We may see the Gorgias, with its several speeches by Socrates and the myth

at the end, as being a step in Plato’s progress in his method of presenting philosophy.?’

However, though these two reasons provide a general motivation for Plato to change the
sort of dialogues that he depicts in his writings, I believe that we can point to a more

immediate cause.

The conflict in Socrates’ method

Socrates’ elenctic method meshes beautifully with the psychology of the early

dialogues. According to his denial of akrasia, everyone always does what he thinks best

%6 So Irwin (1993) 13: “Socrates does not always regard the sincere assent of the interlocutor as a sufficient
reason for accepting a controversial Socratic claim; he wants to give a more broadly-based defence of
Socrates’ main views.”

> Cf. Irwin (1979) 6. But though he agrees with this reading of the Gorgias, he warns: “This difference
from the shorter dialogues [that the Gorgias demonstrates] should not be over-stressed.”
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lfor himself.*® In his elenctic form of conversation, Socrates insists that interlocutors

only answer with their sincere beliefs, thereby guaranteeing (to his mind at least) that any
conclusions reached in the course of these conversations would also be his interlocutors’
sincere beliefs. Under Socrates’ psychology, the elenchus is a powerful tool for moral
reform.” Once Socrates is done with an interlocutor, and the interlocutor has acquired
new, correct beliefs, or has become conscious of his real beliefs (e.g., that acting justly is
always beneficial to the actor), he cannot help but act in accordance with them.*°

As I explained in Chapter III, Socrates’ psychology seems to assume a single
form of belief. When a person considers a proposition, he either believes it or does not
believe it. In the Gorgias, Plato gives us good reason to think that he is calling into
question Socrates’ view of belief. If we look more closely at Socrates’ conversation with

Callicles, we may find the beginnings of Plato’s attempt to explain the apparent conflicts

of belief that he illustrates in the depictions of Gorgias and Polus.

Plato drops various hints, duying Socrates’ conversation with Callicles, that
Socrates’ explanation of human deci’sion-making is deficient. Unfortunately, scholars
disagree about what exactly Plato is trying to tell the reader. On one side, Terence Irwin
draws attention to‘ Socrates’ story, which he heard from “some wise man” (493al-2), that
mentions “this part of the soul in which the appetites are” (r4js d¢ Yugds ToliTo év @ ai

emSupiar eiai, 493a3-4). Irwin (1995, 114) claims that “Socrates recognizes two parts of

% See my discussion of akrasia in chapter 111

 Thus we might extend the observations of Coventry (1990) 174-184, who argues that Socrates is
responsive to the peculiarities of his interlocutors. Such responsiveness is important because Socrates is
trying to convince that interlocutor to live virtuously.

*% 1 believe that this perfect fit between Socrates’ method and the denial of akrasia is an argument against
those who would claim that Socrates does not really endorse the denial of akrasia in the Protagoras. Cf.
Kahn (1996) 224-243, and Shields (2001) 140. If he has no knowledge to teach them (as he always
claims), and if having discussions-according to his method will not reform them, then what does he think he
is doing in his conversations?




}

s

e

98
‘the soul and says that one part consists of appetites that make it unruly and insatiable.”

He also draws attention to passages where Socrates talks of “ruling oneself” (491d8-el),
and of the healthy soul having a certain order (504a7-d3, 505a2-b12), and explains that
“Socrates seems to argue that justice and health are analogous because each requires the
orderly arrangement of potentially conflicting elements in the soul” (1995, 116). If we
pursue both of these suggestions, we might conclude that in the second half of the
Gorgias Plato has Socrates change his psychology. He would abandon the apparently
unitary, intellectualist conception of the soul, under which we always do what we think is
best and akrasia is impossible,*' and adopt a conception of a soul with at least two parts,
one being Socrates’ traditional rational part with beliefs about what is best for the agent,
and the other being the appetitive part, with drives that will sometimes conflict with the

reasoned wishes of the rational part.** With this view of the soul, it would presumably be

possible for the appetites to overpower the rational part, and an agent could perform an

action which he rationally believed was not in his best interest.®> The only way to
prevent such a situation from arising would be to instill a certain psychic order in the soul
(what Socrates calls “justice and temperance,” duaiosivy Te xai cwpgosivy, 504d3),
Whel'eby the appetites would remain under the control of the rational part.

On this reading of the dialogue, Socrates abandons the psychology which makes

the elenchus such an effective tool of moral reform. If the soul has two parts, of the sort

*! The view that he seems to maintain in the conversation with Polus; cf. Gorg. 367-368, and Cooper
(1999) 58-59.

*% As Penner (1992) 129 explains, “What Plato speaks of as the rational part of the soul is the entire soul by
Socrates’ lights.” E

> Cf. Penner (1992) 129. In Socratic psychology, we do not see the idea that there is a rational part that
gets overwhelmed by pleasure or desire. Rather, it is misled, by the proximity of pleasure or pain, into
performing the action which in fact does not lead to greatest overall pleasure. On this view, it is a failure of
intelligence that leads to vice.
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outlined above, then it would be possible for someone to assent sincerely to all of

Socrates’ claims about justice and encounter a situation in which he had true belief about
what he should do in that situation, and yet still not act in accordance with that belief.
The explanation would be that the appetitive part of his soul overruled the rational part —
a phenomenon that could not occur in Socratic psychology. Such a model would provide
a version of my suggestion (in Chapter III) of weak and strong beliefs. We might

understand Plato, in the Gorgias, to be positing “rational” and “irrational” beliefs, or

“beliefs” (which are always rational) and “appetites” (which are irrational, and sometimes

conflict with beliefs), in order to explain how Polus could sincerely agree that it is better
to be treated unjustly than to act unjustly, yet give no signs of a willingness to act on such
a belief: his decision-making process may be overcome by the appetitive part of his
soul.

Oﬁce the psychology on which the sincere response requirement depends is given
up, one can see why Plato might ha\Ce Socrates drop the requirement. The moral urgency
of rationally convincing the interlocutor has disappeared; even if Socrates does get
Callicles to agree sincerely to every step of his argument, he now sees that such
agreement does not guarantee virtuous action on Callicles’ part.®> As a result, non-

rational persuasion suddenly assumes a position of importance in Socrates’ dialectical

arsenal if he wishes to encourage people to live virtuously. In fact we can see Socrates

** Woolf (2000) 32 makes a similar point, but emphasizes the effect of love on one’s belief system: “the
way one directs one’s love is not something that is seen here to be determinable by appeal to logical
principle. Rather, it is the way one directs one’s love which determines whether or not one will adhere to
logical principles. Once it is recognized that factors such as where one’s love is directed may govern the -
structure of one’s beliefs, then to achieve psychic harmony even at the level of belief (that is, logical
consistency) will require the employment of methods that appeal to more than, or other than, logical
principles.”

% It does not even guarartee that he will act correctly when he makes an accurate judgement concerning the
right thing to do in a given situation. '

|
|
|
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‘use this strategy late in the dialogue, just after he has re-presented his conception of

what rhetoric is like:

TS9. Gorg. 513¢3-d1: KAA. Oux o' dvriva wor Toomoy doxeic &b Aéyery, & Sdimpares,
némovda 0¢ To T@WY MOAAGY mados: oU mavy gor meiSouar.

80. ‘0 dnuov yap gpws, @ KaAindets, 2vaw &y 4 Yugii 4 of avrioratel wor- dAX' oy
moAAanis xal Bedtiov TaiTa Tatra daoxondueda, meirIey.

[Call: In a certain way, Socrates, you seem to me to be speaking well; but I’ve had the same
experience as most people: I’m really not persuaded by you.

Soc: That’s because love of the demos in your soul is opposing me, Callicles. But if we look into
these same matters often, and better, you’ll be persuaded.]

As Dodds (1959, 352) interprets it, “[w]e may take this remark and Socrates’ comment

- on it as expressing Plato’s recognition that basic moral attitudes are commonly

determined by psychological, not logical reasons.”®’ Three points are worth noticing
here. One is that Socrates attributes Callicles’ failure to be convinced to his love of the
demos.>® Under the old Socratic psychology, such an emotional factor would not seem to

matter to Callicles’ rational persuasion: once Callicles saw the truth about justice, the

love of the demos would just fall away as a useless and harmful attitude.”® Second,

Socrates claims that Callicles will be persuaded if they examine these matters “often and

better.” But, on one hand, Socrates has already claimed that his proofs are of “adamant

3% T adopt Dodds’ reading here; see his note ad loc. :

%7 He also explains: “Callicles finds Socrates’ arguments more logical than convincing. Socrates attributes
this to emotional resistance;” Dodds (1959) 351. Irwin (1979) 233 disagrees, claiming that “[t]hough
Callicles is still not entirely convinced, Socrates does not suggest (contrary to Dodds) that he is unreachable
by rational argument. Though Socrates has previously suggested that Callicles’ desires may be disordered
(505c¢), and mentions here the misguided ‘love’ [. . .] that prevents him from being convinced, he still
insists that rational persuasion can make Callicles re-direct his desires.” Presumably, under Irwin’s
interpretation, “better” (8éAriov, 513¢8) would mean “with Callicles answering sincerely,” since that is a
condition for the Socratic method to succeed in rational persuasion. But then why does Socrates explicitly
allow Callicles to break the sincere response requirement, and continue the conversation for almost thirty
pages more (apparently trying very hard, in the course of those pages, to persuade Callicles of the benefits
of the just life), if he realizes at 495 (or 499 at the latest) that he will not be able to persuade Callicles?

* Technically, of course, Socrates could here be citing Callicles’ love of the young man, Demos. But
context seems to make it clear that he has the citizen body of Athens in mind here.

%% Or, to put it another way, once he was persuaded by Socrates that the goods resulting from just acts were
greater than the goods resulting from flattering the Athenian people, he would henceforth act based on that
belief. Which does not mean that Callicles could not still err in his judgements of greatest overall good,
just that his standards of good would be changed by his agreement with Socrates.
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~and iron” (508e-509a): how could he be thinking of improving them logically? And

on the other hand, why should rational persuasion of a Socratic soul take more than one
attempt, as long as everyone follows the rules of the elenchus? The third point to notice
about this passage is that it comes in the midst of Socrates trying to persuade Callicles in
ways foreign to his typical method, including answering his own questions, making long
speeches, and reciting myths. He is clearly trying to persuade Callicles, here in the latter
part of the dialogue, by using the sorts of means that this passage implies are necessary.
This reason for dropping the sincere response requirement (i.e., that purely
rational conversation loses its moral urgency under this new psychology) seems to rely
on the view that Socrates is adopting a new psychology in the Gorgias. However, John
Cooper (1999, 57-63) has recently challenged Irwin’s interpretation of such a change.

First, he challenges Irwin’s reading of Socrates’ story about the wise man who talked

about the “parts’ of the soul. According to Cooper, Socrates merely cites this view, and

does not necessarily endorse all of its details.*’ Cooper also argues that the self-control
implied by “ruling oneself” is not a new kind of self-control indicating a change from

normal Socratic psychology. On the contrary, it is the same type of control that wisdom

0 “Plato has Socrates here cite and then apply for his own purposes what some other person has said. As
often in Plato, this device serves clearly to distance Socrates from at least the details of what he brings into
the discussion by its means — to make it clear that the reader is not to attribute too precisely to Socrates
himself what he is reporting, or to think him committed to its truth. Here it serves further to allow Plato to
show that Socrates has seen the implication in what Callicles has been saying, that appetites are only one -
type of desire, and that reason’s (or, for Callicles, bravery’s) forces come from somewhere else in our
psychic makeup — without making Socrates confront that supposition head on, either to accept or to reject
it. And in fact[...] Socrates leaves this aspect of the ‘wise man’s’ admonition undeveloped when he goes
on later in this passage to explain in his own way its moral burden. [. . .] Having reported the wise man’s
remarks he leaves this psychological analysis entirely aside;” Cooper (1999) 63. ‘
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has always wielded: when someone learns what is good for him, any appetite that

conflicts with this knowledge just goes away.*!

Cooper mentions, in addition, that if Socrates adopts this new psychology in his
conversation with Callicles (i.e., one involving parts of the soul and the pbssibility of
akrasia), it would directly contradict the psychology he assumes (and argues for) in his
conversation with Polus, where he denies akrasia, as he does in the Protagoras: if Plato

were depicting such a drastic change in Socrates’ psychology, he would bring it more

directly to the reader’s attention (1999, 58-59). He also argues that, by making Socrates

so inconsistent in the course of a dialogue, “Plato would then be mocking Socrates’
central requirement in philosophizing, a rigid adherence to logical consistency.”** He
concludes that anyone adopting a view based on Irwin’s indications, as I have done

above, “will have a difficult, not to say impossible, task in constructing a coherent overall

interpretation of this dialogue on that basis” (1999, 60).

Though Cooper’s arguments against seeing a change in Socrates’ psychology in
the course of the Gorgias are strong (though not, I would maintain, conclusive*), I would
argue in one respect against his claims about consistency. As I have noted, Socrates’

preferred method of communication is by means of question-and-answer dialogue: he

! As Cooper (1999) 62 explains, “In the life [Socrates] is envisaging, such an appetite could not arise: all
the appetites are restrained, so to speak, in advance. So when he refers to his orderly life as led by a “self-
controlled” person (sophron, 493d7), he simply means one whose appetites are restrained and d1sc1p11ned in
the described way — in advance, not by applymg some force to control an unruly appetite that arises even
after such discipline has done its wor
2 He continues: “Is he presenting Socrates then, as so inattentive to the consequences of his own

admissions or so dull-witted or flighty that he does not notice what he is doing? That would be to
undermine the basis of Plato’s own abiding admiration and indeed heroization of Socrates as the very
model of the passionately committed philosopher leading the philosophical life with full devotion to
philosophical values — even if Plato may have come to doubt the adequacy of some of his theoretical ideas
and his procedures in argument;” Cooper (1999) 59-60.

* For example, Woolf (2000) 24-32 also argues that Socrates’ view of belief changes in the course of the
dialogue.
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generally avoids listening to speeches or making them himself. In the Protagoras he

roundly criticizes Protagoras for going off on a long speech that he (Socrates) cannot
follow (Prot. 334¢c-d). A debate ensues concerning what kind of discussion they should
have, and Socrates threatens to leave unless they stick to the question-and-answer format
and avoid speechifying; he explains, “I thought that coming together and having a
conversation with each other was different from making speeches.”* This debate, I
should add, is sparked by Protagoras’s making a speech of approximately one-half of a
Stephanus page in length (334a3-c6). At the beginning of the Gorgias Socrates reaffirms
that his favorite type of conversation is question-and-answer. First he criticizes Polus for
having practiced rhetoric rather than dialogue (draAéyeadar, 448d10); then he explains to
Gorgias what sort of conversation he would like to have:

T60. Gorg. 449b4-8: "Ap' oly édedqjoass v, & ogyia, donsp viv dadeyiueda, daredéoar

\ [ ™ [EEYEE) ’ [ ~ ~ ’ ~ P 1 ~ P )
TO ey EQWTAY, TO 0" amoxpIvouEvos, To OF wixos T@y Adywy Toliro, ofoy xai IidAoc fokato, ei
5 b4 ’ I b €t < ~ 1 4 7 1 b 7z 1 \l 1 b '
albg amodéodar; alA' omep imogy, wy Yelay, aAda édéAqaoy xara Boaxd To fowrduevoy

L2 /‘
amoxpiveaSal.

[Then would you be willing, Gorgias, to continue conversing just as we are now, first asking, then
answering, and to leave for another time this kind of lengthy speech of the sort that Polus began?
Don’t go back on what you promised, but agree to answer briefly what you’re asked.]

This passage _indicates that here at the beginning of the Gorgias Socrates is operating
with the same conversational ideals he outlines in the Protagoras.

Despite this reassertion of his principle, though, we see Socrates himself turn to
making long speeches in the latter part of the dialogue. Socrates makes three speeches (at
507b-509¢, 511c¢-513c, and 517b-519d), each at least two pages long, which is about four
times as long as Protagoras’s half-page speech. In addition, Socrates ends the dialogue

with a five-page myth. Is this not a violation of his own conversational ideal, so

M qwais vio Eywy’ Guny elvar 7o ouveival e Mo dradsyouevous nai To dqunyepeiv, 336b1-3.
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‘prominently advertised at the beginning of the dialogue? Of course, as we have

noted, part of the reason for Socrates’ speechifying is Callicles’ failure to act as a proper

interlocutor. But then, if the dialogic form of conversation is so important to Socrates,

why does he not simply end the conversation, as he seems ready to do in the Protagoras?

As Uhave been trying to show, Socrates’ method does seem to change midway through

the Gorgias, and it is a noteworthy event, because method is such an integral part of

philosophizing for Socrates. It is strange for Socrates, without fanfare, to give up a

central feature of the elenchus which he has previously so vehemently defended.

Nevertheless it happens in the middle of a dialogue, and this paper is an attempt to

understand why. In the same way, then, I do not find it so incredible to see Socrates’

psychological views change midway through the dialogue. It is noteworthy, and it

demands explanation, but I believe such an explanation might be found.
|

Despite my disagreement with this one aspect of Cooper’s interpretation, i

|

however, I find his understanding of the dialogue to be almost as plausible as the

alternative I outlined above. As Cooper (1999, 74) sees it, though Socrates does not

change his views on psychology in the Gorgias, Plato uses Callicles to present an

alternative conception of iluman motivation, a conception which “Socratic views about

moral psychology and virtue do not suffice to [refute] in a philosophically satisfying

way.” Callicles defends a life whose basic motivations are supplied by appetites, while

Socrates clings to his conception of a rational soul whose every action aims at the good.

- As Cooper (1999, 74) puts it, “We get some clear indications where further work needs to

be done — on the question whether there are human desires and impulses to action that do ‘

not derive ultimately from the person’s ideas about what would be good for them to
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.do.”45 If we combine Cooper’s reading of the dialogue with my interpretation of the

abandonment of the sincere response requirement, we can create one coherent
interpretation. I would go farther, perhaps, than Cooper does, and claim that, though
Socrates might maintain his old psychology in the Gorgias, Plato definitely abandons it.
This is signaled by his abandoning those aspects of Socrates’ method that assume
Socratic psychology. Though Socrates may assert the same old psychology, his method
of conducting a philosophical conversation no longer operates on those same
assumptions. Socrates’ psychology may remain the same, but Plato’s psychology has
changed.

My understanding of the sincere response requirement, then, has the advantage of
being compatible with two conflicting interpretations of the Gorgias. To summarize my

view up to this point: by the time that he wrote the Gorgias, Plato was dissatisfied with

the Socratic psychology laid out most clearly in the Protagoras. Specifically, he no

longer thought that the beliefs we Will sincerely avow in philosophical discussion are
enough, all alone, always to determine our behavior. It is not clear that he had decided in
his own mind, when he wrote the Gorgias, what was wrong with Socrates’ views. There
are some ‘indications, especially in Socrates’ conversations with Gorgias and Polus, that
Plato thought Socrates’ conception of belief was too narrow. There are other indications
that he began to think that the soul has non-rational parts (perhaps appetites?) that can

sometimes conflict with rational desires in motivating us. Or perhaps Plato did not yet

* He continues, “perhaps through reflection on the phenomenon of akrasia (weakness of will), Plato has
come to think that even the Socratic assumption that everyone wants happiness or his overall good more |
than he wants anything else is not a sufficient guarantee that we will be led actually to live the best life |
merely through [. . .] intellectual understanding of our good [. . .]. If some desires [. . .] float free from our
ideas about our good, then even if we rationally want our overall good more than anything else, all lower-
ranked desires will not always be-ineffective against such rational evaluations, even when those evaluations
are robustly maintained in opposition to them;” Cooper (1999) 75.

|
|
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“have anything so specific in view. He may have just observed that Socrates could not

effectively refute the form of hedonism represented by (though not argued for by)
Callicles. Whatever his motivation, Plato realized, when he abandoned the Socratic
psychology, that he also needed to abandon those aspects of Socrates® method which
relied on those same psychological assumptions for their effectiveness. Most prominent
among these was the sincere assent requirement.*®

It is worth noting at this point that I am offering a decidedly developmentalist
interpretation of the Gorgias. As we have seen, my view relies on the claim that there is
a distinctly intellectualist Socratic psychology, most clearly described in the Protagoras,
that denies the existence of akrasia. This is the view that Plato rejects in the course of
Gorgias. On the level of methodology, the early dialogues in general provide the model

from which Plato distances himself in the Gorgias, where he begins to question the

elenctic method and to show Socrates adopting other methods of doing philosophy. But

as we have seen, the Gorgias itself does little to offer a view of human psychology that
improves on Socrates’ own. There are hints of such a trend, certainly; but little more.
What we need in order to complete the developmental account is another dialogue, one
that reveals Plato’s decisive rejection of Socratic psychology at the same timé that it
clearly drops the elenctic Socrates for a more cooperative and doctrinal figure. The

Republic fits this description perfectly.

¢ We might wonder, at this point, why the Gorgias (which, on my view, depicts Plato’s rejection of the
sincerity requirement) shows Socrates so vehemently insisting that Callicles answer sincerely. My
explanation is that it becomes that much more notable when, despite his lip service to the requirement,
Socrates nevertheless effectively ignores it in his conversation with Callicles (cf. Beversluis (2000) 343,
353-354, 356-358, and passim).- This disjunction between what Socrates says and what he does makes the
reader wonder what Plato’s real attitude is toward the sincere response requirement.
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‘Psychology and method in the Republic

There are two general features of the Republic which make it look like a self-
conscious development in Plato’s thought, from the early dialogues and through the
Gorgias. First there is the way that Book 1 recalls many of the issues that we saw getting
raised in the Gorgias. But then the Republic goes beyond the Gorgias to offer the sort of
viable alternatives that the Gorgias hints at but lacks: Books 2 through 10 reveal
Socrates wielding a new, discursive and constructive philosophical method, and at the
same time offering an explanation of human psychology which is mofe complex than the
view of the Protagoras because it posits non-rational sources of human motivation. I
would like to discuss briefly each of these.aspects of the Republic.

Let us begin by noting some more or less superficial similarities between the

Gorgias and Republic 1. Most immediately apparent is the three-interlocutor structure

shared by the two dialogues. In both, each interlocutor who enters the conversation

speaks with Soerates for a longer pegiod of time than the one before him.*’ In each
dialogue, an older, respectable, arguably morally complacent figure gives way to a young
figure with an excess of dialectical eagerness, and successive interlocutors offer
successively greater dialectical challenges for Socrates, with each dialogue culminating
in a vigorous interlocutor whose main difficulty for Socrates is that he does not accept
one of Socrates’ basic assumptions about the virtues, and about justice in particular.®® In

the Gorgias, elenctic dialogue gradually gives way to longer speeches by Socrates in

7 In the Gorgias, Gorgias talks with Socrates from page 449 to 460, Polus from 461 to 480, and Callicles
from 481 to 522; in Rep. 1, Cephalus talks with Socrates from page 328 to 331, Polemarchus from 331 to
336, and Thrasymachus from 336 to 354.

*® Thrasymachus does not accept that justice is good and injustice is bad (Rep. 1, 343b-344c); Callicles
does not accept that doing injustice is more shameful than suffering it (Gorg. 482d-483c).
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which he begins to lay out positive philosophical positions. Similarly, the elenctic

first book of the Republic gives way to the long and thorough positive exposition of
Books 2 through 10. Each dialogue ends with an emotionally powerful eschatological
myth purporting to describe what happens to just and unjust souls in the after-life. Both
dialogues are, to a large extent, concerned with the nature of justice, and its effects on
both the soul and the polis. Though none of these similarities may seem terribly

significant in itself,” when taken together they give the unmistakable impression that one

dialogue is deliberately recalling to mind and referring to the other.

When we look specifically at Republic 1, there is one feature in particular which
stands out as relevant to our present inquiry: it is the only place besides the Gorgias
where we see a clear and simple violation of the sincere response requirement.’® Without

discussing Socrates’ conversation with Thrasymachus in detail, I would like to outline the

treatment that these two interlocutors afford the requirement.

The first unmistakable sign we see that the sincere response requirement is being
violated comes after Thrasymachus baldly admits that he places injustice along with
virtue and wisdom, and justice with their opposites.”! Socrates explains that
Thrasymachus will be difficult to refute becauée he does not even accept that justice is a
virtue, as most people do. Then they have the following exchange:

T61. Rep. 1,349a4-b2: AM’ o0 pevroi, v 0’ éya, dmoxvmréov ve T(p Abyw émebeAeiy

’ e 3 < /’ 7 L4 -~ 2 1 1 ~ 4 5 ’
oxomovpeyoy, Ews av oe vmodauBavw Aéyery dmeg diavod). éuol yap doxeic ab, & Opaciuae,
aregis viv ol andmtery, aAAG Ta doxolvra mepl Tiic aAndsing Aéyew.

* For example, other dialogues have multiple interfocutors, and myths, and discussions of justice.

% The Protagoras is the third dialogue with a violation of the requirement, but I consider what happens
there to be qualitatively different from what happens in the Gorgias and the Republic, and in some ways
more complicated, because Socrates insists that Protagoras not answer what he really believes, over
Protagoras’s protestations. For a discussion of the sincerity requirement in the Protagoras, see Irwin
(1993).

év dgeTiis nai gopiag T1deic péoer v adixiav, Ty 0¢ dixasoaivmy fv Toic evavrior, 348e2-3.
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[“But nevertheless,” I said, “we must not shrink from going through and examining the argument,
as long as I take you to be saying what you think; for you appear to me, Thrasymachus, as though
you’re really not joking now, but saying what seems to you to be true. 52
“What does it matter to you,” he said, “whether or not it seems right to me? Aren’t you refuting
the argument?”
“It makes no difference,” I said. “But try to answer that question, in addition to these ones.”]

We already see Thrasymachus questioning the relevance of the sincere response
requirement and Socrates agreeing to continue the conversation despite the interlocutor’s
attitude.

This passage prepares us for the more explicit revelation that follows soon after:
Socrates asks Thrasymachus whether he remembers that they said that injustice is strong:
T61a. Rep 1, 350d9-¢10: Méuwy,ua,/, é’gmy aAA' éfu,om/e o0U0E & viy )\éq/slg dgéwtez, xal é';ga)
mepl alT@y As’n 1y, &l oly )Lfyol,ul, EU 0;3 07/ 307///)77/@511/ av pe pains. 7 olv éa ue efmely ooa
BovAouat, 7 ')7, &l ﬂou)\&l 5ga)7a1/ sgan'a, e'ycu 0% o, a)ovreg Tais Yoavaily Tais Tovs uidous
Aeyovoais, 515V .sgcu xai xamuewop,a./ Kl GYavelooual.
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“Epdta, o).

[“I remember,” he said. “But what you’re saying now doesn’t satisfy me, and there’s something I
can say about these matters. But I know that if I talk, you’ll say that I’m making speeches. So
either let me say as much as I wish, or if you want to question me, ask away. And, just like one
says to old ladies when they tell their stories, I'll say to you, ‘Okay,” and nod and shake my
head.”

“Don’t answer;” I said, “contrary to your own opinion.”

“I’ll answer to please you,” he said, “since you don’t let me speak. Anyway, what else do you
want?”

“Nothing else, by Zeus,” I said. “But if you’re going to do this, do it. And I’ll do the asking.”
“Ask away.”]

Thrasymachus explicitly claims here that he is only going to answer in order to please

Socrates, who weakly opposes the idea but then accepts it. Thrasymachus reiterates his

%2 Or, as Adam (1900) ad loc. would have it, “saying what you think about the truth.”
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desire to please Socrates and the onlookers four times in the rest of Book 1.3 Justas

in the Gorgias, then, this interlocutor remains unconvinced by Socrates’ arguments.
There is also a philosophical similarity between Republic 1 and the Gorgias, a
hint, in both, of the psychological views Plato has adopted that have necessitated the
abandonment of the sincere response requirement.>* In the Gorgias, Socrates talks about
the soul being healthy, in a way analogous to a healthy body, when it has a certain
arrangement and order (tabews Te xai xéouov Tiveg, 504b5), and he calls this state justice
and temperance (Suasorivy e xai cwegoatvy, 504d3). In the same passage he talks of the
unjust man as being unable to control his appetites (505b). In Republic 1, Socrates
speaks of injustice in the following terms:
T62. Rep. 1,352a5-8: Kai év évi &0 oluar évolioa Talra Taita noroel dmep mépuney
eoyaleadarr mplroy wey advatov alrov mpdTTel Toroet aradialovta xal oly owovoolyTa alToy
EquT(), EmeiTa Exdpoy xal éauTd xal Toic dixaioic:

[And when it’s present in one person, I think it will do the same things that it is naturally wont to
accomplish. First it will make him unable to act, at strife with himself and not of one mind; then

- it will make him hateful to himself and to people who are just.]

Though neither passage explicitly mentions parts of the soul, some such conception is

99 46 k19

clearly implied by expressions such as “arrangement,” “order,” “strife,” and “not of one
mind.” The idea that justice requires a certain order in the soul suggests that there is a
non-rational component to correct action, precisely the view, as I claim, that inspires the

rejection of the sincere response requirement.>

3 351¢6, 351d7, 352b3-4, 354a12-13.

**I would like to thank Daniel Devereux for pointing out this correspondence to me.

% Of course, Cooper (1999) 58 would object that the “arrangement and order” of the Gorgias is consistent
with Socratic psychelogy: “Socrates has in mind simply a life that has not allowed appetites to grow and -
become pressing, one that is ‘restrained’ in precisely the way that Callicles used that word in his own
presentation of his life-ideal. The ‘orderly’ life schedules and keeps the appetites within the bounds of
reason, so that when an ‘appetite’ arises (or begins to arise) and you judge that fulfillment is inappropriate,
you simply cease altogether from that desire: there is no question of the need for a further strength of soul,
opposing it to some other, more powerful impulse or desire so as to prevent it from prevailing.” Even
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There is strong evidence, then, that one of the functions of Republic 1 is to

recall the Gorgias to the mind of the reader. Plato seems to be purposely imitating (to a
certain extent) the structure of the Gorgias, its interlocutors, some of the doctrines
introduced or suggested by the other dialogue, and its method of rejecting the sincere
response requirement. As we will see, however, the Republic develops beyond the
Gorgias, both by describing a coherent view of human psychology to replace Socratic
intellectualism, and by displaying a new sort of philosophical discussion that permanently
leaves behind one of the most characteristic features of the Socratic method — the

sincerity requirement.

The psychology of the Republic

In Book 4 of the Repitbl ic, Plato explicitly distinguishes three separate parts of the

“soul (Rep. 4, 436-441). Socrates opens the discussion with the question to be answered,

wondering about various sorts of human activities:

T63. Rep. 4, 436a8-b2: Tads 0z 7o yalremoy, & 1@ alrd TobTw éxacra mpdTToUEY 4 ToITlY
obaty Mo G pavIavouey uey étépw, Suuolueda O GAAw Tév év Muiv, émSuuwoluey &' al
ToiTQ TIVI T@VY TER! TV TROWNY Te xal Yévimaw Wdoviw xal bra TolTwy adeld, 4 Ay TH Yugd
naS' ExaaTov alTWY TOATTOUEY, OTAY OQUITWILEY.

[But this is hard [to understand], whether we perform each action with the very same part, or
whether there are three parts and we perform different actions with different parts: we understand
with one, and get angry with another of the parts in us, then with the third part we desire the
pleasures concerned with nourishment and reproduction and whichever ones are related to these;
or do we act, with respect to each of them, with one entire soul whenever we start to do
something?]

From this passage it seems clear that Plato conceives of two sorts of psychology: either

the soul consists of distinct parts that manage distinct forms of behavior, or all behaviors

under this view, though, we cau still claim that the Republic is recalling the Gorgias and preparing us for
the parts of the soul doctrine of the later books.
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~are governed by one part. Plato’s implication appears to be that the latter is the

Socratic psychology (for, before the Gorgias, Socrates never even hints at parts of the

soul), and that the one part of this soul is rational.*®

Socrates soon offers a simple argument against this ‘Socratic’ psychology:

T64. Rep. 4, 436b8-cl: Afdov o1 Tabrov Tavavria moiely 4 ndoyey xatd TalbTy ve xai meds
TavToy olx édedquer Gua, dore Gy mov ebploxwuey év alroic TaiTa yipiueva, slooueda i ob
TavToy v aAda mAciw.

[It is clear that the same thing will not wish to do or suffer opposite things with the same part and
with regard to the same thing at the same time, so that if we find these things happening in them
anywhere, we’ll know that it wasn’t the same thing but many.]

- Socrates then gets Glaucon to agree that sometimes a person wants to drink and does not

want to drink at the same time (439c¢), thereby demonstrating that there must be at least
two different parts of the soul in conflict with each other.”” He proceeds to describe an
instance of akrasia, the very existence of which is denied in the Protagoras:

T65. Rep. 4, 440a8-b2: moAdagol aivSaviueda, srav Pialwyral Tiva maga Tov Aoyiowoy
EmSuuiar, Aoidogotvtd Te alrov xai Suuoluevoy 16 Bralouévew év alrd.

- [[. . .] we often notice, whenever appetites compel someone contrary to his reason, he criticizes

himself and gets‘ angry at that part of himself which is compelling him.]

By acknowledging and giving a reaéon for such a phenomenon, Plato offers one
explanation of how (for example) Polus could on the one hand agree that suffering
injustice is better than committing it, yet on the other hand give no indication that he
would actually act in accordance with this belief. If such a choice ever actually presented
itself (i.e., whether to suffer or commit injustice), it seems that either the appetitive or the

spirited part of his soul would conflict with the rational part, which would be telling him

%% For, as I argued in Chapter III, though Socrates talks in the Protagoras about how pleasures can mislead
us, they can only do so if we misjudge their quantity on account of their proximity or distance; i.e., any
such mistake is still rational.
*7 So here Socrates describes a situation in which a person wants to do two different things at the same
time, whereas in the Protagoras he would presumably claim that the person wants to do different things at
different times: e.g., first he wants to drink, then he does not want to drink, then (when the water is gone)
he wants to drink again and regrets not having drunk.
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to suffer injustice. In the Republic, then, Plato explains a psychological phenomenon

whose existence he hints at in the Gorgias.

The method of the Republic

Rather than attempt a thorough discussion of the differences between the method
of philosophical discussion in the latter books of the Republic and that shared by the first

book of the Republic and the early Socratic dialogues, I will focus on two passages which

- I find to be emblematic of the two different methods.

In Republic 1, after Thrasymachus’s views about justice and injustice have
become clear, Socrates asks Glaucon howbthey might persuade Thrasymachus that the
life of justice is more profitable (AvarteAéoregoy, 347€7) than the life of injustice:

T66. Rep. 1,348a7-b9: "Av usv toivwy, 0" éyd, dvrinatareivavres Aéywuey abr@ Adyov
maga Aoyov, ooa al ayada Exer 10 dixatov elvai, xai alis obros, xai &MAov Tueic, doiSuety

. ’ 3 Al 1 ~ 144 € / b4 € 7, ’ oy ~ ~
Oenoel Tayada xail weTgely Gua exdTepor &v éxatépw Aédyouey, xai 70n duacTéy Tvwy TGY

draxgivotvtwy demodueda- Gy 0¢ Gomep agri avouodoyoluevor mpds aAAGAove cxomiduey, Gua
autol Te dinaaTal xal gNToges éoduedal

ITavy pey oby, Zon.

‘Omotépws olv aot, v 8" éyaw, doéonet.

Olrwg, &

I 0w, v &' eyw, & Ogaciuage, dnongivar quiv 6 doyie. _
[“Well then,” T said, “if we talk to him, spreading out an argument in contrast, argument versus
argument, saying how many good things justice has, then he speaks, and we make another
argument, we’ll have to count up the good things and measure how many each of us has
mentioned for each kind of life, and then we’ll need judges to decide. But if we investigate by
agreeing with each other, as we’ve been doing, we ourselves will be judges and advocates at the
same time.”

“Absolutely,” {Glaucon] said.

“Then which ever way pleases you,” I said.

“The latter,” he said.

“Come then, Thrasymachus,” I said. “Answer us from the beginning.”

Here the speech-making method of discussion, which Socrates so thoroughly criticizes in

the Protagoras (334c-338e) and also avoids in the Gorgias (447c, 448d, 449b-c), is still
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being explicitly avoided by Socrates, with preference given to what we can recognize,

broadly, as the elenctic method — testing each other as you discuss a question. This
passage aligns Republic 1 with the early dialogues with respect to methodology.

When we get to Book 2, however, the preference shifts to the method rejected in
Book 1. Glaucon and Adeimantus ask whether Socrates wants to seem to have persuaded
them that justice is better than injustice, or whether he wants truly to have persuaded
them (357a4-b2). The two of them proceed to list the benefits traditionally ascribed to
the unjust and the just life, respectively, and to explain what kind of argument they want
from Socrates:
T67. Rep. 2,367e1-5: v olv quiv evdeily wovoy v Adyw &1 dixatooivy adinias xoeirrov,
ara nai i motoloa exatéga Tov Exovra alry &' abriy, édvre AavSdvy édvre wy) Seols Te xal
avopdmovs, 1 uey ayadov, 4 0¢ xaxov éoti.
[So don’t just show us in your argument that justice is superior to injustice, but [show us] what

each one is, itself by itself (whether or not it’s hidden from gods and men), the one doing good to
the person who has it, the other doing bad.]

-Socrates goes on to éxplain (367¢-368b) that he thought he had already shown that justice

’

is better than injustice (i.e., in his conversation with Thrasymachus), but that he will
make another attempt.

Glaucon and Adeimantus are dissatisfied with the sort of argument used in the
conversation with Thrasymachus in Book 1.® They enumerate the benefits of injustice,
then ask Socrates to give a better kind of argument for the claim that justice is really
superior. Socrates goes on, in the next eight books, to make a thorough defense of

justice. Though his defense is not just an enumeration of the benefits of justice, it is easy

%% As Blondell (2002)192-193 explains, the brothers “challenge not only the arguments of Book I, but the
efficacy of the elenctic Sokrates’ [sic] general approach as a means of discovering and teaching moral truth.
{. . .] That they find Sokrates’ refutation inadequate poses serious questions about the efficacy of his
methods. That they adopt Thrasymachos’ own method — the long rhetorical discourse — suggests that
Sokrates’ rejection of such techniques was at best premature.”
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to see how this method parallels the one rejected in Book 1: Glaucon first explains

why injustice is superior, then Socrates explains why justice is better, and in the end (we
imagine) they decide who wins. Plato seems to be trying to draw attention to the change
in argumentative method that occurs in Book 2.%

One more important difference between the method of Book 1 and that of the rest
of the Republic is th;: way that the interlocutor’s sincerity is treated in the two parts.
Though the sincere response requirement is violated in Book 1, and Socrates does not
enforce it, he at least makes a show of iﬁvoking it with Thrasymachus. This lets us know
that we are observing an elenctic dialogue, no matter how far from the ideal it wanders.
In Book 2, though, it is clear that Glaucon and Adeimantus do not believe that injustice is
superior to justice, although they defend that position (cf. 367a-b, 368a-b). They want

Socrates to defend justice. So here, beginning in Book 2, we see Socrates doing what he

never does in the early dialogues: preaching to the converted. There will be no

refutation of Glaucon and Adeimantus, merely of their arguments.®' The goal is not
merely to convince a skeptical interlocutor, but to create a broad and solid philosophical

argument that wili be able to persuade large numbers of people, no matter their

*> Of course, Plato does not reject Socratic methods wholesale. The rest of the Republic is still a
conversation, and Glaucon and Adeimantus still have a role in determining its course. Nevertheless we are
no longer witnessing the Socratic elenchus. ~

% Blondell (2002) 190; “There is a sharp contrast here with the usual sincerity requirement of the elenctic -
Sokrates. [. . .] Plato’s brothers [. . .] are committed to the argument, but not to the views under scrutiny.
And Adam (1900) I.71, commenting on Glaucon’s language in his defense of injustice, writes that he “is
most careful throughout the whole of this section to disclaim responsibility for the views he advocates.”

5! Contrast the conversation with Callicles, where he himself gets refuted, but his position (arguably) does
not. '
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~ philosophical preconceptions. The transformation that has occurred in the method of

the early dialogues is stark and obvious.%?

Conclusion

s N

For Socrates and Plato, the way in which one conducts philosophy is in some
respects as important as the philosophy itself: it is not good enough to have philosophic

thoughts; one must also live a philosophic life. The Socrates of the early dialogues is

s e

overwhelmingly concerned with moral questions, and wants his fellow Athenians to live
better lives. He also has a conception of a unitary, rational soul. His practice of insisting
on sincerity from his interlocutors makes.perfect sense, in light of his psychology, for his
program of moral reform: when people agree that Socrates is right, they will henceforth
behave as he does.

[ hope to have demonstrated in this paper that the Gorgias shows Plato |
abandoning sdme of Socrates’ specific views and methods. Socrates’ psychology, and

the method that reflects it, are both coming to seem inadequate to Plato. He leaves clues

of the alternatives that he will adopt, but does not make them explicit. The Gorgias is
thus a pivotal dialogue in Plato’s career, and the changes it shows him going through

seem irreversible — he will never be the same philosopher again. By the time he wrote

the Republic, Plato had a fully developed alternative to Socratic psychology and

methodology. To be sure, he retained important aspects of both. But he notably

T e

%2 Cross and Woozley (1964) 62 observe a further difference: “it is striking, in contrast to the Socratic
method of Book 1, that now it is Glaucon who asks the questions, and that it is Socrates who offers answers
( to them.” For other descriptions of the difference between Book 1 and the rest of the Republic, see Annas
(1981) 16-17, 59; Blondell (2002) 193-199; Irwin (1995) 169-170.
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i abandoned the unitary conception of the soul, the denial of akrasia, and the sincere
|

; response requirement that went along with them. The Republic is therefore a culmination
of the transformation hinted at in the Gorgias.

i In focusing on the sincere response requirement, I necessarily‘passed over in
silence many aspects of Socrates’ methold. In addition, I barely hinted at the methods that
Plato later adopts in his search for philosophical truth. But I hope that my investigation
has shown how fruitful it can be to approach Plato’s dialogues from what are often
considered to be distinct fields of inquiry: method and doctrine. For Plato, the two were

| * inseparable, and we need to study them hand in hand.
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