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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Our subject begins with the threshold of 
difficulty of defining the question which 
Plato's Phaedrus was meant to answer. Students 
of this justly celebrated dialogue have felt 
uncertain of its unity of theme, and the 
tendency has been to designate it broadly as a 
discussion of the ethical and the beautiful. 
(Weaver 3) 

With these words, Richard Weaver begins the essay, "The Phaedrus and 

the Nature of Rhetoric" and undertakes an examination of the apparent instability 

of theme in the Phaedrus. These words, however, are important, not only for 

their place in Weaver's essay, but also because they underscore: (1) scholars' 

interest in the dialogue, (2) the lack of explicit theme and (3) the implications of 

this diversity for scholarly study. 

Scholars have suggested diverse topics for this theme (faylor). Love, the 

nature of the soul, dialectic, self-knowledge, and rhetoric are explicitly discussed 

in the text. It is, therefore difficult to tell whether it is one of these topics or 

another that is the core or unifying concept that pulls all of these diverse subjects 

together. 

While each of these subjects has implications for the theme of the 

Phaedrus, Weaver argues that the central idea which encompasses each of these 

issues is the nature of rhetoric. This thesis will attempt to show that a unified 

theme does exist in the Phaedrus and that this theme is consistent in both the form 
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and message of the dialogue. Weaver uses the subject of rhetoric as the unifying 

message in his essay, but this subject not only defines the message, it defines the 

form, as well. Therefore, this text will argue that the dialogue is a consistent, 

metaphor of the nature of rhetoric. Within the discussion of unified theme, this 

thesis will implicitly confirm the interpretation of Weaver as a legitimate 

interpretation of the Phaedrus. 

It is important to note that there are few textual commentaries on the 

Phaedrus that take into account most of the other writings about the dialogue. 

Weaver's essay, for instance, only includes six references outside of the citations 

from the dialogue itself. This text will include material from many of the major 

commentaries on the Phaedrus as a way of giving a more complete picture of the 

theme of the dialogue. 

Dramatic Action 
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The dialogue is divided into several distinct parts. It begins with Socrates 

and Phaedrus meeting and then strolling to a place near the Illisus River to talk. 

They come to this spot because Socrates wants to hear Phaedrus read a copy of a 

speech by the great orator, Lysias. Once they arrive at their destination, Phaedrus 

reads the speech to Socrates. This speech argues that the non-lover should be 

granted favors over the lover. Following the speech, Socrates claims that it is 

possible to deliver a better speech on the same subject, and, after being 

encouraged by Phaedrus, proceeds to do so. 
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Following this speech, Socrates claims to be interrupted by a sign (a divine 

sign that warns of an offense against the gods) that tells him to give another 

speech to atone for the previous one. Socrates states that he has committed an 

offense against Eros by making the claim that favors should be granted to a non

lover instead of a lover. 

Socrates atones for his first speech by giving a second speech in which he 

argues that favors should be given to the lover over the non-lover. In this speech, 

Socrates talks about the nature of the soul and uses the myth of a charioteer to 

convey the struggle that goes on within the soul to do good. The charioteer 

struggles with two horses. A white horse, which represents sensitivity and a dark 

horse which represents passion. The charioteer represents reason. Thus, through 

this myth, reason and sensitivity must be used to control passion for the soul to do 

good. 

Following this speech, the two begin a discussion of the virtues of spoken 

verses written language. In this discussion, Socrates outlines steps that can be 

followed by a rhetorician to create a noble rhetoric. 

Within the dialogue, one can divide the dramatic action into four sections. 

The first is the speech by Lysias. The second section is the first speech that is 

given by Socrates. The third section is the second speech that is given by 

Socrates and the fourth section is the rest of the dialogue. In each of these areas, 

the theme of rhetoric must be examined to determine whether it can be considered 

the unifying theme in the dialogue. 
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Foundation For A Unified Theme 

In a general sense, it is easy to acknowledge that rhetoric is a major theme 

in the dialogue. Taylor states that the dialogue is about rhetoric but never gives 

insight into the unity of theme in the first part of the dialogue. Many writers 

focus on the inclusion of dialectic with rhetoric in the dialogue as a major theme 

(Levi; Murray; Thompson; Mueller). Thompson even goes so far as to state that 

the Phaedrus is the precursor to Aristotle's Rhetorica (xx). 

Griswold takes the notion of rhetoric as a theme one step further by stating 

that, "there is an obvious connection between rhetoric and eros" (159). This 

connection for Griswold, however, is one of relationships between the characters 

in the dialogue and not one of message and form of the text, itself. 

The term, "form," will be of critical importance in this analysis. It refers 

to both the construction of the arguments in the dialogue and the stylistic devices 

that are used to convey the subject material. Weaver argues throughout his essay 

that rhetoric is the theme of the dialogue but never makes application of this 

theme to the form of the speeches. 

Each of these positions (Thompson's, Griswold's, and Weaver's) seems to 

be consistent, and, while there are certainly other subjects in the dialogue that are 

worth investigating independently, rhetoric is the theme that binds all of the other 

themes together. Rhetoric is indicated both in the form of the speeches and in the 

message of the speeches in the dialogue. 



To make this claim, however, it is essential to look at the dialogue in 

terms of rhetoric, to see whether the comparison of rhetoric to the stated themes 

of love, dialectic and soul crafting is valid. To this end, the thesis consists of a 

discussion of the dialogue and of the major commentaries on the dialogue to 

determine the unity of theme in the Phaedrus. 

Design Of The Project 
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There are four sections of the dialogue that will be discussed as a means of 

showing the unity of theme. Each of these sections is considered in a chapter in 

this thesis. These sections include: Lysias' Speech, Socrates' First Speech, 

Socrates' Second Speech and The Confirmation of Theme in the rest of the 

dialogue. Within these sections, the text will focus on the analysis of the material 

in the section of the dialogue and the implications that this analysis has for the 

thesis. Each chapter will include analysis and implications for both form and 

message in the dialogue because the subject of rhetoric is consistent in both the 

structure and the subject of the dialogue. 

Within the implications section of the chapters, the analysis will be 

examined from several perspectives to enhance the understanding of the depth of 

the dialogue. These perspectives include a literal perspective, a holistic 

perspective, and a subject perspective. These are each important for their own, 

unique reasons. The literal perspective is important in the sense that, for the 

metaphor and symbolism in the dialogue to be satisfactory, it must be congruent 



with the literal activity in the dialogue. Furthermore, there are distinctive and 

original insights which can only come from a literal interpretation of the text. 

A holistic perspective is included in the implications because there is a 
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need to see the dialogue in its entirety. The literal perspective only looks at the 

sections of the dialogue in terms of the actual text in that section. Because of this, 

no application can be made across speeches in a literal interpretation. Thus, a 

holistic interpretation allows one to see applications that are made between and 

among the various sections in the dialogue. As well, the holistic perspective 

allows for interpretation on a broad scale to see applications from the analysis that 

are not visible from any other point of view. 

Finally, the subject perspective deals with the metaphor and symbolism in 

the dialogue and allows one to see the consistency of applications that are made on 

a symbolic level. This is absolutely crucial to an understanding of rhetoric as the 

central message in the three speeches. Without the ability to view the speeches as 

symbolic discussions, there would be no way to see the theme of the speeches as 

anything other than love. This would then be incompatible as applied to the later 

discussion of rhetoric in the dialogue. Hence, the subject perspective is very 

important to the implications that are drawn from the material in the dialogue and 

commentaries. With these perspectives, the chapters will be focused on the theme 

of the dialogue but will still be able to make a variety of applications which will 

solidify the argument in the paper and unify the argument in the dialogue. 
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Conclusion 

With the analysis of the sections of the Phaedrus in terms of the subject of 

rhetoric and the implications that are drawn for rhetoric as a unifying theme, this 

text will attempt to settle the question of both the importance of rhetoric in the 

dialogue and the possibility of a unified theme in the dialogue. In addition, these 

arguments will formulate the criticism of the dialogue into a congruent set of 

critiques. With each section of the dialogue, it will become increasingly clear 

that, in both style and content, the dialogue interweaves many various topics and 

inquiries into a congruent and multiplistic interpretation of the nature of rhetoric. 



CHAPTER II 

LYSIAS' SPEECH 

"Plato warns that a speech is not understood if it is not understood as an 

organic whole, out of itself with a beginning, middle and end" (Mueller 218). 

With these words, Gustav Mueller notes a fascinating idea that will serve as 

criteria for the discussion of the first speech in the Phaedrus. In the dramatic 

action of the dialogue, Phaedrus is supposedly reading a speech by the orator, 

Lysias. For this reason, the speech is traditionally called Lysias' speech. 

There is a continuing debate over the authenticity of Lysias' speech. 

Shorey and Mueller contend that the speech is the artful composition of Plato 

while Taylor, Griswold and Sinaiko critique the speech as an authentic creation of 

Lysias. For present purposes, it does not matter whose speech it is. If it is the 

work of Lysias, then the speech fits unbelievably well into the context of the 

message in the dialogue. If the speech is the work of Plato, then it is yet another 

example of Plato's skill as a composer of discourse. Within this speech, however, 

regardless of its authorship, there are elements of form and message that are 

essential to the unity of theme and important as preliminary lessons in the 

dialogue. 

This speech is not given the attention of the other two speeches in the 

dialogue. The speech is usually used as a foundation for the discussions that are 

undertaken relating to later parts of the dialogues. Sinaiko notes that "since our 

major concern is with Socrates' two speeches, we need consider Lysias' speech 
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only as it provides the point of departure for them" (26). A discussion of both the 

form and the message in this speech will show that this speech is intentional and 

significant. It will also show that this speech provides unique insight, independent 

of the rest of the dialogue. 

To justify this assertion, this chapter will intertwine the text of the speech 

with the commentaries of the significant analysts of the Phaedrus, with specific 

emphasis on the essay by Weaver. This discussion of content will be structured 

along the lines of form and message to be followed by a section which will 

construct a unity of theme as a result of the previous sections. 

Form 

The form of the speech is the aspect that has recieved the most attention. 

On the surface, this speech appears to be an example of a poorly constructed 

argument. Shorey notes that the speech is a confused, repetitious text with little 

to offer as a model for argument (What Plato, 199). 

The speech is about the advantages of giving favors to a non-lover over a 

lover. There is little doubt that the intention of the speech is persuasion but there 

are few elements of the speech that are persuasive in form. Shorey goes on to 

note that "the speech is a commonplace development of the topics of such a thesis, 

with no hint of the imaginative realization of the power of genuine passion to 

idealize and purify, if not to justify, its excesses" (What Plato, 199). 



Analysis 

Even though an initial tendency might be to agree with Shorey, that the 

speech is poorly constructed, it is, however, insightful for an analysis of theme 

and message. There are several elements of the speech which lead to this 

conclusion. The first of these is the use of repetition. 

The use of repetition, in this speech, allows the speaker to convey an 

argument without justifying its premises. This use of style is empty in the sense 

that there is no new information that is being presented. In this way, one might 

be persuaded to remember the theme of the speech but not to act on that 

recollection. The use of repetition without an outlet for action will hold several 

key implications for the message of this speech. 
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The second observation from the style of the speech is that there is very 

little emotion presented in this speech. Socrates even states that, from the 

construction of this speech, Lysias might have "no interest in such topics" (235a). 

By being unemotional, Lysias is again showing an "empty" stylistic element. 

The third observation into the form of the speech is that it is imprecise. 

The speech fails to defrne [or imply definition of] any of the terms that are under 

discussion (Sinaiko 26). Love, beloved, and non-lover are assumed to be 

understood. However, through the course of the speech, these terms become 

ambiguous even to the point that the sole difference between the lover and the 

non-lover is that the lover is overcome with lust (Sinaiko 27). This ambiguity 
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creates an unclear distinction between the topics of the speech and serves to distort 

the content of the speech. 

Implications 

The choice of style is important to the understanding of this speech. This 

choice of style impacts several levels of understanding in the dialogue. The first 

level is the literal or surface level of the speech. This level shows that the speech 

is poorly constructed as an argument for the thesis. On this level, the elements of 

style work together to undermine a persuasive effort to influence the audience. 

The second level is the holistic level of the speech. On this level the speech is a 

holistic representation of the negative elements of style. On this level, the speech 

is merely an introductory point which will lead to a lesson on the construction of a 

good speech. This level differs from the literal level in the sense that the literal 

level looks at the speech as a separate entity from the rest of the dialogue while 

the holistic level looks at the speech as a part in the completion of an integrated 

whole. 

The fmal level that is important to mention here is the subject level. On 

this level, the elements of style are used as a practical example of the 

metaphorical message that is presented in the content of the speech. A discussion 

of the message will reveal that the style of this speech is necessary to show the 

flaws in favoring neuter speech as a persuasive device. With this in mind, a 

discussion of the message must be undertaken. 
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Message 

To fulfill the criteria that are stated by Mueller in the beginning of this 

section, it is important to look at the speech as an integration of message and form 

and not merely as a fragmented discussion of style. Several commentaries look 

upon this speech in the dialogue from the single perspective that it provides an 

example of poor style in the construction of an argument (Shorey; Griswold). 

Few, however, deal with the content of the message in the speech. This section 

will discuss the content of the speech as a means of exemplifying the unity of the 

theme in the dialogue. 

Analysis 

To begin with, Lysias argues that the non-lover should receive favors 

instead of the lover. Sinaiko follows this line of argument to conclude that this 

view would make many elements of human behavior unintelligible (27). This is 

the case because the lover must be consumed with a debilitating passion for the 

argument to attain any merit. This would exclude any types of love that are not 

passionate such as parental love or love in a friendship. 

Sinaiko precedes this conclusion with the statement that this argument 

presupposes a negative view of mankind. In this speech, "the only meaningful 

distinction recognized among men is the degree of calculating rationality with 

which each pursues his own selfish ends" (27). In this way, the lover is more 

irrational and thus is not suited to receive the rewards of the relationship. Each of 
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these observations lead to the conclusion that the speech denigrates human motives 

while, at the same time, standardizing human justifications in terms of rational and 

calculated criteria. If this kind of speech is effective, then all human action can 

be precalculated and predicted according to a set of rational standards. 

Foundation For Weaver's Comparison 

The conclusion to the literal interpretation gives support for a position that 

the speech is a metaphorical representation of the nature of rhetoric. As stated in 

Chapter I, Richard Weaver uses the content of the dialogue to make the argument 

that rhetoric is the focus of the speeches. In this speech, Weaver proposes the 

idea that the subject of love provides a metaphorical discussion of the nature of 

rhetoric. Weaver notes that "beneath the surface of repartee and mock 

seriousness, he [Plato] is asking whether we ought to prefer a neuter form of 

speech to the kind which is ever getting us aroused over things and provoking an 

expense of spirit" (5). 

This argument provides a unique perspective on the content of the Lysias 

speech and provides a link that unifies the thesis of this section of the dialogue. 

To carry out the metaphor, Weaver follows this statement with a discussion of the 

three ways that rhetoric can influence. It can move people to good, move them to 

evil, or fail to move them at all (6). With this speech, Lysias is trying to show 

preference for the last kind of speech. 
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Weaver's Comparison 

Weaver notes, as does Sinaiko, that the implication in the speech is that the 

scale to measure justification is that of self-interest. For Weaver, there are four 

significant lines of argument in the speech. The first is that the non-lover is 

constant and will not try to take back favors where the lover is inconsistent and 

will try to take favors back. The second is that there are more non-lovers than 

lovers so there is a wider choice. The third is that the non-lover does not provoke 

public gossip or comment. The last is that the non-lover is not jealous of other 

associations of the beloved. 

Weaver uses these four lines of argument to make the metaphorical 

comparison with the subject of love and rhetoric. The first line of argument can 

be seen in terms of neuter speech, or what Weaver terms "semantically purified" 

speech (7). This kind of language is devoid of passion or emotion and only 

attempts to present a thing or issue with "sober fidelity" (7). This is certainly a 

constant type of argument just as the non-lover is a constant type of companion. 

The second line of argument strengthens the metaphorical comparison. 

This argument shows the metaphor because the neuter speech is never 

personalized for the situation and does not traffic in specifics. In this sense, the 

neuter rhetoric is general and numerous in application just as the non-lovers are 

numerous in population. Therefore, both allow the user a wider latitude of 

choice. 



The third line of argument shows the metaphorical comparison, as well. 

By definition, neuter language does not excite the audience or cause controversy. 

In this sense, it accrues the same effects as the association with the non-lover. 

Therefore, neither will lead to a suspicion or controversy in the public 

environment. 
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While not discussed by Weaver as a point of comparison, the last line of 

argument forms the final metaphorical link from the discussion of love to the 

discussion of rhetoric. Certainly neuter speech, through the avoidance of 

references to specific situations, is unconcerned with the associations of both the 

speaker and the audience. In this way, the speech will not become a tool for the 

speaker to misdirect the audience just as the non-lover will never be jealous of the 

associations of the beloved. In this way, the neuter speech and the non-lover are 

similar in nature. 

With these four lines of argument, Weaver constructs the analogy between 

love and rhetoric in the message of the speech. This analogy is strengthened, 

however, by the use of the other commentaries on this speech. To begin with, 

Sinaiko points out that this view of love makes many elements of human behavior 

unintelligible. This is certainly a salient criticism of the neuter form of speech, as 

well. Certainly in associations among human beings, there is a need for speech 

that moves the audience. In both the example of the family and friendship, 

semantically purified speech cannot account for the nature of the relationship. In 



this way, it leaves a large amount of human interaction unintelligible and 

uncommunicable. 

The second point that Sinaiko extends is that the literal thesis presupposes 

that man follows or should follow a cold and calculated means of judging 

worthiness to receive favors. This is true of the purposes of the neuter rhetoric, 

as well. This type of speech presupposes that the audience always acts based 
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upon the relation of predetermined information. It lacks the passion to involve the 

audience on any level other than an objective level. In this way, the neuter speech 

again accrues the same disadvantages as the granting of favors to non-lovers. 

Analysis 

With this analysis of similarities in the function of the non-lover and neuter 

rhetoric, the comparison is certainly plausible as a means of interpreting the 

content of the speech. There are several insights which this holds for the 

understanding of the speech, as well. The first of these is that, on a literal level 

the speech is constructed around a theme that is defensible only if one accepts an 

implausible premise concerning the way that human beings interact with each 

other. The analysis of the speech underscores the idea that this speech is poorly 

constructed. 

The second insight is that, on a holistic level, this speech sets up an 

argument that serves the purpose of leading to the future discussion in the dialogue 

(as will be shown in Chapters III and IV). This certainly makes the content of the 



speech important for this perspective. The speech serves as a proper building 

block for the discussion in the later speeches. 
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On a subject level, however, this speech is absolutely vital to the 

progression of the dialogue. The discussion of rhetoric must begin with the 

discussion of neuter rhetoric as a way to lead to lessons about the proper use of 

rhetoric. This discussion leads to an external understanding of the place of neuter 

rhetoric as a means of using language. 

As well, the speech gives a unique insight into the nature of neuter 

rhetoric, itself. This internal discussion is important for comprehending a 

theoretical element of rhetoric and it cannot be overlooked. Therefore, on this 

level, the metaphor provides insight internally and externally. 

Through the explanation of the message in Lysias' speech and its 

metaphorical significance, it is apparent that the speech is an important part of the 

dialogue both in terms of subject and structure. Through this understanding, 

however, one is still left with the question of unity of theme. Hence, the next 

section will look at the elements of form and message as a means of determining 

theme in this part of the dialogue. 

Unity Of Theme 

A discussion of both the form of the speech and the message of the speech 

will reveal that the theme of the plausibility of neuter speech developed by 

Weaver is the common thread that ties both elements of the speech together. The 
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use of form in the speech does much more than provide structure for this speech. 

Mueller states the idea best when he says that 

This twaddle of irrationality is adequately 
expressed in the incoherent rambling of its 
form; as Socrates later remarks, there is 
something to be learned from even the worst 
of writers. Like beads on a string, without 
inner order, connected by an unconnecting 
external relation of "and then," aphorism 
follows aphorism, all characterizing the 
nature of irrational incontinence. . . (221) 

The form is used to signify the problems of construction of a speech in 

neuter form. The criticisms of the form of the speech show the problems with 

accepting the metaphor that neuter speech should be preferred to passionate 

speech. This both solidifies the metaphor and the criticisms of the form as a 

viable alternative. In doing so, the theme of the dialogue is unified. 

Analysis 

The speech has several elements of style that are important as illustrations 

of this construction. The frrst of these is the use of repetition. As stated earlier, 

this element is one that is important for retention. In this way, repetition is an 

element that would be employed in semantically purified speech. As well, this 

element is not specific and therefore fits the criteria for the construction of the 

neuter presentation. In other words, if one were to pick one of the many 

alternatives for style in neuter speech, one would have repetition as an option. 



19 

The second element that is important is the apparent lack of emotion in the 

speech. This is certainly congruent with the metaphor in that neuter speech is 

necessarily lacking in emotion. This is an element of style that mirrors the 

semantically purified style and lends legitimacy to Weaver's comparison. 

The third element that is important is the imprecision in the speech. This 

element has direct implications for the comparison between the non-lover and 

neuter speech. The second line of argument for the non-lover is that non-lovers 

are more numerous and available. This is comparable to the neuter speech in that 

this speech is not personalized and lends itself to generalities. The imprecision in 

Lysias' speech is an indication of this kind of rhetorical style. Thus, the 

imprecision that is used in the speech is a stylistic premise for the argument that 

neuter speech is the true focus of this part of the dialogue. Therefore, the style of 

the speech is the functional compliment to the theoretical focus of the speech. It 

should not be forgotten that the speech follows the warning by Socrates that the 

scientific or "literal" interpretation only leads to a "boorish sort of wisdom" 

(Weaver 4). By taking these words to heart, there certainly seems to be a 

plausible unity to the theme of the frrst speech in the dialogue. 

Implications 

Through a literal reading of the text, one is left with several important 

facts that lead to the conclusion that the speech is unified. These are that the form 

of the speech is both curious and poorly constructed as a persuasive argument. 



This will have implications for the conclusion that Plato draws concerning the 

nature of good rhetoric. The conclusion that neuter speech is the subject of the 

first speech is only generalizable if there is some evaluation that is made 

concerning neuter speech. It is clear that, in this level of reading, the speech by 

Lysias is poorly constructed rhetoric. 
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This literal interpretation, as stated above, has direct implication for the 

way that this speech fits into the entire scheme of the dialogue. As a part to a 

whole, the speech discusses one of the three theoretical types of speech (Weaver 

6). In a unified discussion of the first kind of speech, Lysias' speech lays the 

foundation for a discussion of the second and third kinds of speech. In this way 

the speech fits into a grand theme within the dialogue. In the discussion of the 

speech along subject lines, this speech is able to use both form and message to 

discuss neuter speech. The subject of love is analogous to rhetoric and the theme 

of granting favors to the non-lover is consistent with the theme of favoring non

moving or neuter speech. With this metaphor established, the dialogue employs 

the elements of neuter style to reinforce both the subject of neuter speech and the 

problems with neuter speech as a persuasive alternative. In this way, the form 

and the message work together to develop a unified theme in the speech. 



CHAPTER III 

SOCRATES' FIRST SPEECH 

Having completed a discussion of the first speech in the dialogue, Lysias' 

speech, it is important to look at the second speech in the dialogue, Socrates' frrst 

speech, to see if the pattern of unity is upheld. This section of the dialogue 

begins with the conclusion of Lysias' speech where Phaedrus asks Socrates to give 

a critique of the speech. Socrates responds by pointing out the repetition and lack 

of emotion in the speech and states the topic could be handled in a better style 

than the previous speech. 

Phaedrus challenges Socrates to construct a better speech. Socrates refuses 

on the grounds that he could not possibly achieve the same level of oratorical skill 

as Lysias, an accomplished speech writer of the day. Phaedrus coerces Socrates 

into performing the speech by threatening to keep all future speeches away from 

Socrates unless he complies with this challenge. With this proclamation, Socrates 

begins the second significant speech of the dialogue and the second example by 

which to test Weaver's analysis on the theme of the dialogue. 

Within this speech, Socrates solidifies the discussion of the dialogue as a 

metaphorical reference to rhetoric and unifies this speech through the discussion of 

evil rhetoric. It is important to look at this speech in terms of both form and 

message, as with the frrst speech, to remain consistent in the interpretation of the 

dialogue. Following these sections, a discussion of the unity of the speech will 

21 



clarify the purpose of Socrates' first speech and set a foundation for analysis of 

the later sections of the dialogue. 

Form 
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The form of the second speech gives specific insight into the message and 

theme of both the speech and the dialogue. To understand the use of form in this 

speech, one must look to the major commentaries on the dialogue. These 

commentaries give an excellent insight into the form of the speech and serve as a 

grounding for the argument of thematic unity, which will be presented later. 

Analysis 

An initial view of the speech shows that "Socrates' first speech, then, 

purports to be merely a better organized, longer, and less cliche-ridden version of 

Lysias' speech" (Sinaiko 28). There are several specific characteristics of the 

speech, however, that are important in understanding the speech. The first of 

these is the use of defmition in the speech. While the first speech is full of 

repetition and imprecision, this speech begins by defining the terms to be 

discussed (Sinaiko 28). Griswold notes that the speech follows a singular rational 

course of definition of the subject followed by analysis of advantages or 

disadvantages of that object (57-58). In this way, Socrates' first speech differs in 

form from Lysias' speech. 
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A second element of form that is important is the use of argument for a 

position by arguing the alternative. Taylor notes that the only mention that 

Socrates makes for the superiority of the non-lover is that the non-lover must be 

the opposite of the lover and the lover is abusive and exploiting (305). This 

position is important for the use of proof in the speech. Socrates is not arguing in 

favor of the non-lover, necessarily, but rather against the lover. 

The third element of form in this speech that is important is the use of 

dramatic setting to make the speech impersonal. Socrates sets up a scenario in the 

beginning of the speech to argue from another person's point of view, thereby 

extricating himself from the argument (Sinaiko 28). This allows Socrates to talk 

about the subject without advocating the ideas personally. This is also important 

because it allows Socrates to argue in a way that may be counter to his own 

beliefs. 

Each of these elements of form holds specific implications for the 

understanding of the message in the speech. The first element, definition, gives 

an insight into the use of dialectic in the speech. Sinaiko notes that the use of 

definition in this context is an example of the dialectical process of generalization 

and division in the speech (32). This use of dialectics gives the speech an element 

of depth that is not present in the fust speech. 

This element, however, is not enough to ensure that the topic will be 

covered in a truthful and correct manner. As Sinaiko goes on to note, the speaker 

in this section begins with a defmition of love but argues from a different 
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definition. By this, the author explains that the definition of love changes over the 

course of the speech (33). Griswold notes that this structure is set up to define 

and evaluate a static or tangible object. Love, however, is intangible and 

multifaceted (58). Because of this, the process of definition alone does not ensure 

success in arguing about the nature of a concept. 

The second element of form holds specific implication for the speech in 

that the use of argument in favor of one concept by denying the alternative is not 

successful if there are more options than the one being negated. Because the 

subject is abstract and multifaceted, there are other interpretations that can be 

correct outside of the specific subject that is being negated. In other words, if 

there is more than one definition of love, then arguing that non-love is good 

because one kind of love is bad, is ineffective. We have already seen that there is 

only one kind of love that is defmed and yet there are many kinds of love that are 

rejected by the argument. Thus, this argument has mitigated effectiveness in 

form. 

The fmal element, the use of dramatic scene, is important because it allows 

an interlocutor to say anything without personal implication. This can lead to the 

abuse of the rhetorical position and to the use of false claims in the relaying of the 

dramatic situation. This is important for the discussion of message, as well. 
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Implications 

With these three parts of the form in mind, the perspectives on the 

dialogue can be viewed in terms of the impact that the form of this speech has on 

the interpretations. From a literal perspective, this is a speech with much more 

emphasis placed on proper form. As Taylor notes, "considered simply as an 

example of effective pleading, Socrates' speech has thus stylistic advantages over 

that of Lysias which far outweigh his neglect of the verbal graces and prettiness of 

the other" (304). This argument makes great strides toward being acceptable in 

form. The problems with the argument do not necessarily spring from the form, 

but rather from the subject under discussion. 

From a holistic perspective, the argument's style is important to show a 

progression from the flrst speech to the second. In this way, there is certainly a 

propensity that the third speech will follow the course of the frrst two and provide 

the best example of the three speeches in how to construct an argument properly. 

From a message perspective, these elements of form provide the basis for a 

discussion of the message in the speech and will serve as parallels to aid in 

proving that the metaphorical discussion on the second speech is over the nature of 

base or evil rhetoric. To look at this perspective in detail, however, it is 

important to look at the message with an emphasis on the metaphorical 

comparison between love and rhetoric in this context. 
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Message 

As with Lysias' speech, this speech can be interpreted in a metaphorical 

manner. Weaver notes that the second type of rhetoric, after neuter rhetoric is 

rhetoric which influences us in the direction of evil (10). This kind of rhetoric is 

called evil or base rhetoric. This kind of speech is the metaphorical focus of the 

frrst speech by Socrates and provides a means by which the theme in the dialogue 

remains unified. 

Many of the major commentators on the Phaedrus use the frrst speech of 

Socrates as a way of judging style differences with Lysias' speech and as a way of 

showing the lack of sound topical analysis, to set the stage for the third speech in 

the dialogue (Mueller; Taylor ; Shorey, What Plato). The use of this speech as 

merely a milestone of progress in rhetorical form and function from the frrst 

speech to the third speech does a disservice to the unity in the dialogue. 

Analysis 

The speech concerns the nature of love but takes the perspective of the 

harms of favoring the possessive lover and not the strengths of favoring the non

lover. Socrates begins the speech by defining love and then moves to an argument 

for why the lover should not be accepted. This discussion of subject, however, 

provides much more than an argument from defmition against favoring a lover. 

The use of definition and then disadvantage is a perfect structure for a discussion 

of the base rhetorician. 
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Weaver notes that the basis of the speech is exploitation (11). To this end, 

Weaver notes that the exploitation that is shown by the lover in keeping the 

beloved from associations that will strengthen him, is comparable to the 

exploitation that is shown by the base rhetorician toward his audience (12). Just 

as the evil lover tries to keep his beloved from making associations that will lead 

the beloved to "divine philosophy," so does the base rhetorician, in keeping his 

audience away from the truth, which will lead them to divine philosophy (faylor 

304). 

The base rhetorician will tell anything to the audience, without regard for 

truth so that he may keep favor with the audience. In doing this, he influences the 

audience and keeps them away from truth. 

Weaver uses the current example of modem journalism as a means for 

understanding this comparison. By providing only the issues and material that 

will please their constituents, modern journalism actually works to suppress 

truthful examination instead of fostering it. Weaver notes, 

. . . in general it is accurate to say that 
he [the base rhetorician as exemplified in 
modern journalism] seeks to keep the 
understanding in a passive state by never 
permitting an honest examination of 
alternatives. Nothing is more feared by him 
than a true dialectic, for this not only 
endangers his favored alternative, but also 
gives the "beloved" -how clearly here are 
these "lambs" of Socrates' figure-some 
training in intellectual independence. (12) 
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This is the application that Weaver makes about the second speech to 

continue the comparison. This application is consistent with the theme of the 

speech as well as the nature of the two objects under comparison. The base 

rhetorician shows the same regard for the object of his desire that the lover shows 

for the object of his desire. Thus, the topical comparison shows similarity 

between the lover and the base rhetorician. 

Implications 

This analogy in the second speech in the dialogue gives rise to several 

implications for the various levels of interpretation. Within the context of the 

literal level of interpretation, the subject of this speech shows that any virtue can 

become a vice through exploitation. This has unique application in that it can be 

applied to a variety of contexts. Thus, the speech is important from a literal 

perspective. 

From a holistic perspective, this speech is consistent, in subject, with the 

previous speech and serves to provide a second step toward a unified theme in the 

dialogue. As well, this speech conveys ideas that are necessary as a foundation 

for the third speech in the dialogue. While minor, this application is certainly 

present in the speech. 

From a subject perspective, this speech reaffirms the unity of the 

metaphorical comparison. This speech is the first chance in the dialogue to see 



whether the metaphor is consistent outside of the singular speech by Lysias. 

There is evidence that the metaphor is, indeed, consistent. 
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The discussion of the base rhetorician gives insight into the use of rhetoric 

as a tool for exploitation. If the rhetorician uses the medium of rhetoric as a way 

to control the audience, then this exploitation occurs. As the discussion of the 

lover indicates, this ultimately leads to the denial of the things that the beloved 

needs to survive and grow. By exploiting the audience, the base rhetorician 

denies the audience the kinds of information or truth that they need to "grow" as 

an informed body. 

The example of the modem journalist gives practical application to the 

subject investigation and serves to show the congruence between the analogy in 

theory and in practice. With this justification on both a practical and a theoretical 

level, it is apparent that there is an important message in this speech. 

To look at this speech in the isolated categories of form and function, 

however, is the same as avoiding the discussion of topic all together. The unity 

of this part of the dialogue depends on the examination of the speech as a whole 

body of form and message. By looking at the speech in this way, it will be 

evident that the form of the speech provides a practical example of the theoretical 

use of bad rhetoric in a presentation. This use of form embodies the implications 

of the topical discussion and leads to an understanding of the unity of the speech, 

and consequently provides the second step in understanding the unity in the 

dialogue. 
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Unity Of Theme 

Within the second speech of the dialogue, there is an implication that can 

only be understood by integrating form and message. This section of the chapter 

will focus on the uses of form in the speech as indications of evil rhetoric and the 

insight gained as a result of this inquiry. 

The first indication of evil rhetoric through the form of the dialogue is the 

use of definition in the dialogue. The definition of love is an important distinction 

between Socrates' frrst speech and Lysias' speech (Mueller 223). This defmition, 

however, shows one way that the base rhetorician can mislead his audience. 

Socrates defines love but, as stated earlier, this concept is very hard to defme. 

After defming love, Socrates deviates from this definition in the way that he uses 

love in the speech. In this way, defmition is used improperly as a way of 

understanding the relationship between the lover and the beloved. 

On a rhetorical level, this use of defmition takes on even more significance 

due to the ability of a speaker to use a definition that is not completely truthful. 

This ability is not merely a concern for the message in this speech; it is a practical 

concern. Socrates does not define love in an entirely truthful way. Sinaiko 

explains this principle. 

Despite the dialectical subtlety of the argument 
in which the speaker develops his defmition of 
love, that defmition and all the consequences 
he draws from it remain dubious at best. For 
the dialectical process by which the definition 
is reached is based exclusively on opinion. 
Thus the speaker brings about the initial 
agreement between himself and the youth he is 



addressing by appealing to an opinion which he 
says is "clear to everyone": namely that all men, 
both lovers and non-lovers, "desire what is 
beautiful." Similarly, in the following two steps 
of the argument, he makes no attempt to support 
his statements beyond references to the common 
usage of such terms as excess, moderation, 
gluttony, and so forth. An agreement on the 
nature of love is reached in this fashion, an 
agreement sufficient to form the basis of a rather 
persuasive attack on the lover, but which is in no 
way secured against the possibility that it does 
not correspond to the truth about love. (35) 

Due to this tendency in the speech, Socrates demonstrates the use of an 

31 

element of evil rhetoric, i.e., false definition, in a speech which is metaphorically 

dealing with evil rhetoric. In this way the form gives an indication of the topic. 

A second element of base rhetoric that is illustrated in this speech is the 

argument for the non-lover due to the evil of the lover. Obviously this conclusion 

cannot follow from its premises. Taylor notes that "even Phaedrus can see that 

this discourse, though it gives good reasons against bestowing favours on a 

'lover,' does nothing to advance the plea of the suitor who is not 'in love'" (305). 

In this way, the argument in favor of the non-lover is never even argued by the 

speaker. Thus, no truth about the non-lover can be discovered, the audience is 

not given an objective choice between the two "suitors" and the rhetorician has not 

fulftlled his duty as an ethical interlocutor (Weaver 12). 

The final way that the form indicates the message in this speech is through 

the use of dramatic setting at the beginning of the speech . 

... once upon a time there was a very handsome 
boy, or rather young man, who had a host of 



lovers, and one of them was wily, and had 
persuaded the boy that he was not in love 
with him, though he really was, quite as much 
as the others. And on one occasion, in 
pressing his suit he actually sought to 
convince him that he ought to favor the 
nonlover rather than the lover. And this is 
the purport of what he said. (237b) 
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This is the beginning of Socrates' argument against the lover. Through the use of 

the dramatic setting, Socrates indicates that the discussion is from the perspective 

of a speaker who wants to deceive his beloved. This speaker is purposefully 

distorting the truth about love to win his beloved. In this way, the speaker is the 

consummate base rhetorician. Thus, the perspective of the speech indicates a 

practical example of base rhetoric. 

It is important to note that the speaker, as a base rhetorician, has no regard 

for the truth about love. This might be an indication of the reason for the skewed 

definition of love in the speech. These elements seem to be working in harmony 

as a functional example of the base rhetoric. Hence, given the metaphorical 

analysis of the subject, the speech is specifically unified as a discussion on the 

nature and form of the base rhetoric and rhetorician. 

This unity of theme lends itself, as well, to the three types of language, 

listed by Weaver. This speech gives insight into the second type of language: that 

which moves us toward evil (7). Together with the frrst speech in the dialogue, 

this speech gives insight into two of the three types of language. This also sets 

the stage for an exploration of the final type of language: that which moves us 



toward good. This will come in the third speech of the dialogue, which is 

commonly called the "palinode" or Socrates' second speech. 
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Through the use of form with message, it is evident that Socrates' first 

speech is vital to the unity of theme in the dialogue. As a particular speech, it is 

also an intricate composition of form and message to illustrate the elements of 

base or evil rhetoric. If nothing else, this speech is certainly worthy of 

investigation as an important part of the rhetorical construction of the dialogue. 



CHAPTER IV 

SOCRATES' SECOND SPEECH 

The third speech in the dialogue, also known both as the "palinode" and 

Socrates' second speech, provides an important link to the unity of the dialogue. 

This speech is certainly the most discussed speech in the dialogue and one of the 

more popular speeches in all of the Platonic texts. There are many commentaries 

that fail to mention either of the frrst two speeches, but rather begin by analyzing 

this speech (Robinson; Stenzel; Crombie; Grube; Rowe; Nussbaum). In many 

cases, this is due to the discussion of the nature of the soul in the speech. 

This chapter will examine several elements of this speech, including form, 

message and unity. At this point, it is appropriate to mention that this speech is 

important on a multitude of levels. While this discussion may not delve 

specifically into the intricacies of the myth contained in the speech, the study 

certainly acknowledges that there are aspects of this area that hold interesting 

information. 

The foundation for this speech comes in the dramatic action of the dialogue 

when Socrates is stopped from continuing the first speech due to a "divine sign" 

(Taylor 305). Socrates states, 

if Love is, as he is indeed, a god or a 
divine being, he cannot be an evil thing; 
yet this pair of speeches treated him as 
evil. .. Now it's here that I shall show 
greater wisdom than these poets. I shall 
attempt to make my due palinode to Love 
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before any harm comes to me for my 
defamation of him... (242e-243b) 
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With this resolution, Socrates begins to give a speech with the explicit thesis that 

favor should be given to the lover instead of the non-lover. 

This speech, however, displays much more than a simple argument for the 

superiority of love. It gives us insight into the nature of the soul and the use of 

this investigation of the soul in the construction of knowledge. As well, it gives 

us unique insight into the type of analysis that is necessary for the construction of 

good rhetoric. These subjects are by no means mutually exclusive and the use of 

style in the speech gives an indication as to the supreme unity of each of these 

subjects in the palinode. 

For proper interpretation of the speech to occur, it is important to look at 

the form of the speech. Surprisingly, there is little in the way of criticism 

regarding the form of this speech. The focus of most of the critiques of this 

speech is the subject of love and the nature of the soul (Mueller; Sinaiko; Taylor; 

Griswold; Cornford, Before; Nussbaum). Nevertheless, an examination of form is 

important if one is to fully understand the theme of this speech. 

Ana}ysis 

There are several elements of form that are important in the understanding 

of this section of the dialogue. The first of these elements is the use of defmition. 
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Sinaiko points out that, in Socrates' first speech, the definition is based on opinion 

and taken as indisputable fact. In this second speech, however, the definition of 

love is only taken as "a proposition which is uncertain and needs to be proved; the 

remainder of the second speech is devoted to this proof" (42). The definition of 

love is only a clarification of the term in this speech instead of a justification for 

the argument, as it was in Socrates' first speech. This clarification must be 

justified and thus is more likely to be substantiated. This provides a more 

adequate method of concept development in the speech. 

A second element of form in this speech, and one that is closely related to 

the frrst, is the use of division and generalization in the speech. One might view 

this speech as the second part of an argument of division, that love is evil and 

good. Within this speech, though, Socrates gives an entire conception of love and 

provides both division and generalization (Sinaiko 38). The division, referred to, 

concerns the contrasting elements of the soul and this is used to generalize to the 

divine nature of love. Thus, the use of division and generalization are important 

in this speech. 

A third element in the form of the speech is the use of myth as a means of 

understanding the soul. The use of myth is important for several reasons. The 

first is that it provides an indication that abstract concepts are best understood in a 

metaphorical or mythical context. This follows the opening warning by Socrates 

that myth is superior to literal interpretation due to the "boorish sort of wisdom" 

that is accrued from literal inquiry (Weaver 7). Hence, the use of myth gives 



added justification to the metaphorical interpretation of the concepts in the 

dialogue. 
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The second reason for the importance of myth is that it is an adequate way 

of division and defmition. Socrates undertakes the defmition of love as a premise 

in his second speech and sets out to prove the premise to be true. Myth is the 

means by which Socrates illustrates the relationship of abstract concepts such as 

love, the soul, desire and reason (Mueller 227). Therefore, myth is essential to the 

division and definition of the concepts contained in the speech. For these reasons, 

the use of myth is certainly important. 

The fourth element of form that is important is the hierarchy of mania in 

the speech. Socrates points out that there are four levels of mania. For Socrates, 

these levels are empirical science, moral-religious purification, art, and philosophy 

(Mueller 224). Each of these steps in the hierarchy are important for several 

reasons. First, they represent a hierarchy concerning the nature of love. Socrates 

states that love is mania. Thus, these elements are indicative of the levels of love 

that can be reached. 

Second, the hierarchy relates to the level of conceptual or theoretical 

understanding. The levels of empirical science and moral-religious purification 

are crude, but for diametrically opposed reasons. Empirical science is a method 

of inquiry that produces only a physical understanding of the concepts in question. 

In this way, the discovery based entirely upon empiricism can only lead to 

superficial understanding. 
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The moral-religious purification level is a level of inquiry that is often 

based upon superstition, at least the moral-religious inquiry in Socrates' day 

(Mueller 225). This use of superstition does not seek to define concepts but only 

to codify behavior when confronted with the concepts. Love is never defined but 

only to be given methods of behavior which will please a higher authority from 

which the blessing for correct action will be given. This only achieves a very 

minimal understanding about the nature of the concept, in this case love. 

The use of art as a form of inquiry is more pervasive as a means of 

understanding. This is true because art is a means by which real philosophical 

inquiry about a particular concept can be expressed. There is a distinction that 

must be made between the techniques of craftsmanship that can be taught and the 

art that is implied in this context. The techniques of craftsmanship that can be 

taught would fall into the category of empirical science. The art that is mentioned 

here relates to the emotional stirring and sensation which leads one to compose 

brilliant creations, whether they be in the form of painting, poetry or music 

(Mueller 225). 

This art offers a method to express the deepest level of understanding but 

does not necessarily mean that one has achieved this level. One might be able to 

produce truly intuitive works of art through the stirring of passion or mania 

without knowing the nature of the stirring. 

To understand the nature of the stirring, one reaches the level of 

philosophy. This is the highest level of understanding in the hierarchy. For one 



to achieve this level, one must understand the nature of the absolute concept as 

well as the application and implication of its particulars. By doing this, one is 

able to comprehend fully the division and generalization related to an idea. 

Stenzel explains. 

Consequently the 'division' of form becomes 
all the more important for Plato; and so at 
Phaedrus ... likewise the art of correct 
division is mentioned side by side with that 
of combination, as its necessary compliment. 
Plato remained in the most literal sense an 
Idealist. To him the universal was 
represented in the particular, while the 
particular could only be grasped in the 
Idea; in intuition both elements were 
united. (156) 

Thus, through division of universals and collection or generalization of 

particulars, one achieves philosophical understanding. 

Third, the hierarchy is important because it is not only a model for depth 

39 

in terms of understanding but also for truth itself. Each of these levels leads to a 

more complex opinion of a concept until one reaches philosophy. At this point, 

one understands the truth about a concept because one becomes aware of all the 

dimensions of an idea. To this end, one must look at the heirarchy as a way of 

determining whether truth has been achieved. 

For the rhetorician, an understanding of the heirarchy is important because, 

as stated in Chapter Three, the rhetorician must be engaged in a truthful execution 

for the oration to be "good." Therefore this hierarchy has application to the 
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theme of the dialogue on three levels. This application will be addressed further 

in the section on the unity of theme in the speech. 

Implications 

There are several implications that must be taken into account as 

precursors to the discussion of message in this speech. These implications serve 

to extend the insights from form to the metaphor of rhetoric. This will be 

essential for an exposition of the unity of form and message in this speech. The 

first implication that must be discussed is that division and generalization are tools 

that the rhetorician can use to guide an audience to a true understanding of a 

topic. These tools are used to clarify and separate concepts into defmable subsets. 

This is an important pursuit because the speaker can use the tools to guide an 

audience to a frrm understanding of the principles that are to be discussed (W eden 

207). Guiding the audience in this way is the essential aim of the good orator. 

Plato illustrates this in the Gor~:ias when he says, 

Then the good orator, being also a man of 
expert knowledge, will have these ends in 
view in any speech or action by which he 
seeks to influence the souls of men ... 
his attention will be wholly concentrated 
on bringing righteousness and moderation 
and every other virtue to birth in the 
souls of his fellow-citizens, and on 
removing their opposites, unrighteousness 
and excess and vice. (504d) 

By giving an indication of the nature of the good orator, there is a measure by 

which to judge the effectiveness of the metaphor in the message of this speech. 



The second implication is that the rhetorician can use the hierarchy to 

determine the level at which truth is attained concerning an issue. In this way, 

there is a means by which one can determine whether good rhetoric is taking 

place. The use of hierarchy can give measurement to both the discussion of the 

message and the discussion of the unity of theme in this speech. 
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On a literal level, the insights given in this context illustrate the nature of 

love in a hierarchical construct. As well, they give insight into the methods for 

determining the truth about a concept. Each of these illustrations is framed in the 

context of mythical expression which provides a method for conceptualizing truth. 

Therefore, the form of Socrates' second speech is very important from a literal 

perspective. 

From a holistic perspective, this dialogue uses form to complete an 

investigation into the nature of rhetorical style. This certainly sets up the explicit 

discussion at the end of the dialogue concerning the nature of rhetoric. As well, 

this gives closure to the examination of style elements across the speeches. 

From a subject perspective, this insight lays the foundation for the 

discussion of message and gives a measurement by which one can judge the 

metaphor that is used to compare love to rhetoric. The use of the hierarchy, 

along with definition through generalization and division give a topical example of 

the type of rhetoric that is employed in the speech. The speech can now be 

analyzed to determine whether the message in the speech follows the style of the 

speech. 
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Message 

There are many subjects covered in the second speech by Socrates. As a 

means of structure, this section will follow the line of argumentation outlined by 

Weaver in his discussion of the metaphor in Socrates' second speech (12-26). 

Although Weaver does not deal with every nuance of the speech, the structure that 

Weaver follows is sufficient to make the metaphorical comparison of love and 

rhetoric. 

Madness 

This structure begins with a look at the nature of madness. In his first 

speech, Socrates defines madness as an evil due to its inclination toward excess. 

In this speech, however, Socrates defines madness as a good because in can be 

indicative of divine vision (Nussbaum 97). Socrates gives the examples of 

prophesy and poetry as means of illustrating that the madness in these situations is 

much preferred to the sober reality of sanity (244d). Guthrie notes that, for 

Socrates, the madness of love is the love of philosophy (414). This love is the 

highest order of divine wisdom and gives one the ability to understand oneself. 

This love can also be related to the nature of rhetoric in the sense that the good 

rhetorician is the lover of truth. This truth springs from the use of philosophical 

inquiry. Thus, the lover of truth is the philosophical rhetorician whose goal is the 

dissemination of this truth to the audience. 
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This goal presents a problem for the rhetorician. The awareness of truth 

and dedication to its discovery is not enough to persuade others to act according to 

this truth. The use of stylistic devices is necessary for the relation of abstract 

absolutes to an audience (Weaver 15). This is the challenge that necessitates the 

elements of form that are discussed in the previous section. One of those 

elements, metaphor, is necessary to show the relationship of abstract concepts. 

The use of metaphor in this context, then is a form of madness. Weaver likens 

this madness to the user of metaphor and metonymy and states that these people, 

poets and rhetoricians, are in constant conflict with those who prefer literal 

interpretations, businessmen (13). 

This comparison is justified in the sense that the method of explanation in 

this speech is through myth (metaphor). Thus, through Socratic understanding, 

one is able to view the use of metaphor as a divine element of madness or mania. 

This is a step toward reaching the philosophical level of understanding and seeing 

truth. As well, this truth must be disseminated to an audience. The ability to 

employ a madness of style gives the orator a way, ethically, to convey his 

message to his "beloved." In this sense, metaphor is a sort of art and the 

rhetorician is the artist. 

The Myth Of The Soul 

The use of the myth of the soul provides a second area of significance in 

the message. Once the overall picture of the philosopher knowing the truth and 
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then employing elements of madness in style to convey that truth to an audience is 

given, one must investigate the relation of the knowledge of the speaker to the 

concepts being discussed. This investigation comes in the form of a myth about 

the soul. Socrates begins the myth by stating that "all soul is immortal" (245c). 

Through the development of this myth it is clear that there are two 

significant aspects of this statement. The frrst is that, for the Greeks, immortality 

is essentially related to divinity (faylor 306). This has implications because the 

soul has the capacity to understand the divine nature of concepts and is in traffic 

with these concepts. This provides the first foundation for Weaver's argument 

about the nature of the soul and the knowledge of ideas. 

The second aspect of this statement is that, being immortal, the soul is in a 

state of motion (faylor; Mueller; Griswold; More; Sinaiko). This state of motion 

implies that the soul is forever in motion because an end to the motion would 

characterize a fmite existence or mortality. This state of motion implies a focus 

on ideal forms instead of real ones. Because the soul is in a state of constant 

motion, it does not "participate in reality" like the body does (Mueller 226). Due 

to this, Mueller draws an interesting conclusion from the immortal nature of the 

soul. 

The principle that everything is in movement 
and exists by exerting influence on others 
within itself, this ever-fluid life is 
itself eternal. This eternal principle of 
movement and activity is the only one and 
necessary Being, inferred from the non
necessity and mortality of all else met 



within experience, which is always 
conditional. (Mueller 226) 

This means that the soul is an absolute in the sense that it is the only true Being. 
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As well, all other things are conditional and thus are particulars. This is a second 

foundation by which Weaver makes a comparison from the myth of the soul to the 

nature of knowledge. 

Weaver notes that, being immortal, part of the essence of the soul is 

motion (17). This motion is congruent with the motion of tendency such as 

goodness, justice and divinity. Therefore the soul is able to comport with these 

terms. Weaver explains this argument by stating, 

The soul's perception of goodness, 
justice, and divinity will depend upon 
its proper tendency, while at the same 
time contacts with these in discourse 
confmn and direct that tendency. The 
education of the soul is not a process 
of bringing it into correspondence with 
a physical structure like the external 
world, but rather a process of rightly 
affecting this motion. By this conception, 
a soul which is rightly affected calls 
that good which is good; but a soul 
which is wrongly turned calls that good 
which is evil. What Plato has prepared 
for us to see is that the virtuous 
rhetorician, who is a lover of truth, 
has a soul of such movement that its 
dialectical perceptions are consonant 
with those of a divine mind. (17) 

This argument indicates that the nature of the soul and its tendency toward motion 

give the soul an inherent tie to abstract forms such as goodness, justice and 

divinity. 
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This has several implications for the proposal of a unified subject in this 

speech. The first implication is that the difference between the good and base 

rhetorician occurs in the nature of the soul. Therefore, the argument follows that 

the soul of the speaker is indelibly linked to the nature of the language in a 

presentation. 

The second implication is that the tie between the soul and the language 

employed in a speech leads one to the broader conclusion that the form and the 

message are inextricably bound together. This would mean that these two facets 

of a speech must be judged in terms of their interaction with one another. This 

also gives a foundation for the metaphorical unity of theme that this text 

expounds. 

The fmal implication is that rhetoric, as a process of conveying a message 

to an audience is based upon dialectic. This was mentioned in the previous 

speeches but it takes on an entirely different context in light of the analysis 

provided in this section. The use of dialectic, as a means of philosophical 

inquiry, indicates that good rhetoric is both a cognitive process of fmding the truth 

and a physical process of telling others the truth. Grube explains, "Without 

knowledge of dialectic, without analytical knowledge, little is left for the teachers 

of rhetoric to do except to invent new technical terms for the different parts of 

speech ... " (212). Understanding the relationship between rhetoric and dialectic 

is the frrst key to understanding the nature of good rhetoric. Good rhetoric is 

based on philosophical inquiry. 
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The Use Of Analogy 

This philosophical inquiry, however, is of little value without the ability to 

share this philosophy with an audience. Weaver, then begins to explain the 

second element of good rhetoric, the ability to disseminate effectively the 

dialectical message to the audience. Weaver concludes that analogy is critical to 

this process (18). This is true because analogy, metaphor and myth are the ways 

in which a speaker can speak in common terms but make those terms symbolic of 

absolutes or forms. 

There are several implications to this position, as well. The first 

implication is that the justification for metaphor again gives a foundation for 

Weaver's comparison. This analysis goes one step further to argue for the 

strength of Weaver's comparison through the symbolic use of terms. 

The use of metaphorical analysis, with its dependence on the examination 

of symbolic language is essential to an understanding of the dialogue. If the 

dialogue is a disjointed text which skips, without justification from a discussion of 

love to a discussion of rhetoric then there can be no unity of theme and little 

practical value in terms of extolling the truth about either concept. It is only 

through the metaphorical comparison that the dialogue becomes a complete 

theoretical discussion. The beauty of the dialogue, however is that it has practical 

application on a literal level, as well. With this in mind, it is only appropriate to 

show application on both levels for the information that is contained in the text. 
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This is the justification for the perspectives that are given at the end of the chapter 

to understand the levels of effectiveness in the dialogue. 

The second implication from the use of analogy is that this gives ultimate 

significance to the form as an indicator of the message. The means in which a 

rhetorical artifact is presented gives us an indication of whether the speaker has 

completed the philosophical inquiry necessary to make "good" arguments for an 

issue or idea. Thus the use of style is critical in an examination of good rhetoric. 

This gives added significance to the form that is used in the three speeches of this 

dialogue. By analyzing the form of these speeches, one can get an indication as to 

the nature of the philosophical inquiry contained within the message. 

The final implication of this argument is that the analogy is both indicative 

of particular and universal truths. Analogy is particular in the sense that it deals 

with common, or realistic concepts initially and universal in the sense that these 

concepts indicate or symbolize the relationship of values to create truth. This is 

important because, as noted earlier, one must have an understanding of both the 

universal values as well as the particular circumstances involved in an issue to 

know the truth about a concept. 

This is even more important for good rhetoric because one must know the 

truth and convey the truth for one to be successful in a rhetorical situation. And, 

as Comford notes, "A man perfect in self-knowledge can tell when his own vision 

of what is good is clear; he cannot see into another's mind and tell whether his 

vision is clear" (47). Due to this lack of vision for others, analogy can be used as 
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a means of giving the universal truth particular application in a common context. 

In this way, the speaker is showing ultimate concern for his audience as the noble 

lover does for his beloved. 

The Charioteer 

Having completed a theoretical justification for the use of analogy, Weaver 

proceeds to use the example of the charioteer as a model for the importance of 

this method (19). The analogy used in the third speech, is the soul as analogous 

to a charioteer with two horses. The first horse is a dark horse, untamed and 

undisciplined, and symbolic of desire (Griswold 96). This horse is overcome by 

lust and excitement for the situation when it sees the beloved. This horse must be 

reigned in by the charioteer for the team to remain in balance (Ferrari 1). 

The second horse is a white horse. This horse is well tamed and self

controlled and symbolic of sensitivity and honor (Griswold 96). It remains calm 

when in the presence of the beloved, even to the point of aiding in the restraint of 

the black horse. 

The charioteer is the controller of the two horses. The charioteer tries to 

act to serve the best interests of the team. The charioteer in this analogy is 

symbolic of reason, which serves to show the best course of action for the soul 

(Griswold 96). 

Together, the horses are controlled by the charioteer. Only by the use of 

the charioteer working with the white horse, can the two sedate the dark horse 
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(Griswold 92). In this way, the use of reason along with sensitivity to the beloved 

is the way in which the soul controls its desire. 

Weaver uses this analogy to further the metaphorical comparison between 

love and rhetoric. Weaver states that the dark horse in the analogy is a horse 

filled with desire, but the horse is symbolic of rhetoric instead of desire itself. 

"The allegory is the rhetoric, for it excites and fills us with desire for this kind of 

love, depicted with many terms having tendency toward the good" (Weaver 19). 

Rhetoric, then, must be controlled through the use of sensitivity to the beloved 

(the audience) and reason (founded in philosophic inquiry). This is the symbolic 

representation of the ultimate nature of "good" rhetoric. 

Dialectic Versus Rhetoric 

Following this conclusion, Weaver attempts to focus on the hierarchy 

between rhetoric and dialectic. Weaver notes that rhetoric deals with actualities 

while dialectic only deals with theoretical understanding (Weaver 21). With 

Weaver's conceptualization, rhetoric is more complete than dialectic. This 

argument is superfluous in the sense that both dialectic and rhetoric are necessary 

for "good" or ethical discourse to take place. Because of this necessity, it is 

unimportant to divide the two in order to make this distinction and construct a 

scale of importance. 

This argument is important for one reason. This reason is that, in dealing 

with actuality, rhetoric is again comparable to love. "As Jacques Maritain has 
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expressed it: 'love ... is not directed at possibilities or pure essences; it is directed 

at what exists; one does not love possibilities, one loves that which exists or is 

destined to exist.' The complete man, then is the 'lover' added to the scientist; 

the rhetorician to the dialectition" f'Neaver 21). 

Through this comparison, Weaver gives a discussion of message in the 

third speech in the Phaedrus. This comparison is multifaceted but well 

constructed. The elements of the third speech are used to signify the metaphor 

that is indicated by Weaver. The speech is best understood, though, by an 

examination of the unity of theme in form and message as a single unit. This 

examination will reveal a very unified and powerful statement about the nature of 

rhetoric. 

Unity Of Theme 

The second speech by Socrates reveals many things about the nature of 

love, and how this love metaphorically relates to rhetoric. Through this speech, 

Socrates moves from a discussion of the nature of truth and reason to the method 

of attaining this truth. Following these points, Socrates provides a method for 

revealing truth to others. Each of these areas provide a means of analysis which 

lead to a unity of theme in this speech. 



Hierarchy Of Mania 

Part of the discussion in the dialogue centers around the development of 

levels of inquiry which lead one to truth. In Socrates' second speech, the levels 

of inquiry are given in the form of a hierarchy of mania. This set of 

philosophical levels includes empirical science, moral-religious purification, art 
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and philosophy. These levels are important to the theme of the dialogue in several 

ways. 

First, thematic levels are dialectical in nature. These elements lead to a 

theoretical and universal understanding of any concepts that might be under 

examination. This dialectical ladder engages the soul of the interlocutor in the 

process of achieving a higher and more divine understanding of the subject. As 

Sinaiko explains, "dialectic ... is this non-physical self-movement of the human 

soul, a movement in which each essential moment is complete in itself ... " (118). 

Thus the levels of the hierarchy engage the soul in dialectical inquiry. 

The second reason that the hierarchy is important is that it leads to truth. 

This truth, and the commensurate understanding of this truth is the basis of 

philosophical inquiry. This hierarchy provides a view of the levels at which one 

accomplishes truthful expression and truthful understanding. The dimension of 

truth as a pinnacle of inquiry for the soul is the essence of the hierarchy. 

The activity of the soul is rooted in 
the eternal principle of all reality 
and the ideas of scientific, moral
religious, aesthetic and philosophical 
activities are the purposes, from which 
their common ground is inferred; 



intentional forms of striving on the 
one hand, on the other hand they 
emanate from that unconditional self
activity, which Plato calls the Soul. 
(Mueller 221) 

Thus, the process of finding the truth is one that is inextricably related to these 

levels of divine mania or madness. 

As far as rhetoric is concerned, this hierarchy gives one the ability to 

comprehend the process of gaining a true understanding of the nature of rhetoric 
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as analogous to love. The hierarchy gives the levels upon which one could study 

the concept of love. Each of these levels becomes more comprehensive and, as a 

result, moves closer to the truth about love (Guthrie 452). In the same type of 

inquiry, the study of rhetoric has the same essential characteristics. Thus as 

Griggs notes, rhetoric and love are "founded in knowledge" (42). 

Finally, the hierarchy is important because it provides reason for the soul. 

As in the charioteer example, the use of reason is one of the essential ways that 

desire can be controlled for noble love (Ueberweg 128). In the same way, reason 

is used in congruence with sensitivity for the "beloved" to control the excitement 

of rhetoric for the noble rhetorician. This is an example of the nature of noble 

rhetoric and a point of similarity between noble love and noble rhetoric. The key 

element of congruence in the analogy, however, is reason, that is created as a 

result of the inquiry through the structure of hierarchy. 



For these ways, as an indication of the soul and the relationship between 

reason and desire to achieve dialectical truth, the hierarchy of madness is 

important as a functional and thematic element of the speech. 

Division And Generalization 
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The next important element in understanding the unity of the theme 

in the speech is division and generalization. These processes are useful to the 

rhetorician in understanding the intrinsic aspects of a concept, to define the true 

characteristics of that concept. This use of division and generalization is 

important as a means of moving from one level to another in the hierarchy. 

Mueller notes that, "Dialectical discourse must be like an organism, in which 

every function is understood in relation to every other function of the soul. This 

separation and complementing of all functions makes the whole of life articulate" 

(230). 

Within the dialectical discourse that takes place, the truth of the subject is 

seen but that truth is also defined. As Mueller explains, this is the point at which 

dialectics become articulate (230). Therefore, the use of division and 

generalization makes true definition possible. 

This is the difference between the use of definition in Socrates' first 

speech and defmition in his second speech. In his first speech, Socrates assumes 

the definition to be correct and uses the definition as the foundation fo the proof. 

In the second speech, Socrates applies a definition based upon the division of the 
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inherent characteristics of love and then generalizes about the nature of love from 

this definition. In the process, he proves the definition to be true. These are the 

only means by which one can define abstracts in a true context. 

Thus, through the use of division and generalization, Socrates is able to 

articulate the intrinsic properties of love to Phaedrus. This is certainly 

metaphorical for the entire process of rhetoric in that the noble rhetorician must 

use the process of division and generalization to reach the level of philosophical 

inquiry so that he might be able to relay that information to the beloved audience. 

This is the essence of the mania that Socrates refers to and gives significance to 

the argument favoring a metaphorical interpretation of theme in the dialogue. 

The fmal aspect of division and generalization that shows its importance to 

this speech is the fact that it is indicative of the first key to "good" rhetoric, the 

joining of rhetoric and dialectic. It is crucial for the two concepts to be used in 

conjunction with one another if ethical rhetoric is to occur. 

In fact, rhetoric will never be rightly 
defmed by those ignorant of the 
dialectical process just described. It 
is just the things least taught to 
learners, namely, the apt application 
of the artifices and the organizing of 
the speech into an integral whole, that 
are the core and dynamism for Socrates. 
(Tejera 55) 

This view of the integral whole gives the rhetorician the divine sight that is 

necessary in order to lead an audience to the truth on a particular topic. 



Division and generalization have a proper place as formal elements but 

they are certainly employed in this context as both elements of form and 

indications of the message of the speech. In the defense of the noble lover, 

Socrates is using division and generalization as a means of enacting the process 

that is metaphorically implied in the literal topic of love. The metaphor is 

certainly consistent to this point and, through it, application is made to the very 

nature of philosophical pursuit. 
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At this point, the rhetorician is able to study and understand the abstract 

principle upon which he is informing the audience. He is even able to provide 

definition of the concept for the audience. However, he is not able to bring the 

abstract into the physical world of concrete terms so that the audience can identify 

with the concept. This is where the rhetorician is in need of the uniquely 

rhetorical skill of articulating a concept using symbolic language. 

Symbolic Language 

The noble rhetorician uses symbolic language for the purpose of drawing 

an abstract in concrete terms for the audience. This allows the audience to draw 

from the language the relationship that is presented in a literal context and, then, 

make application of that relationship to the abstract. This is exactly what the 

dialogue is attempting to show. Through the use of a symbolic dialogue on the 

topic of love, Plato is able to give insight into the nature of rhetoric and compare 

the three types of language to one another. 
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This comparison takes on an added significance when considering that the 

form of the dialogue is an implicit discussion, in structure, on the nature of 

rhetoric. The rhetoric employed in the speeches is indicative of the three types of 

rhetoric, as well. Therefore, Socrates follows a neuter speech given by Lysias on 

the metaphorical subject of the superiority of neuter speech by giving a poorly 

constructed and somewhat unethical speech on the subject of unethical or bad 

rhetoric. The third speech in the dialogue, then is a piece of "good" rhetoric on 

the metaphorical subject of "good" rhetoric. Therefore, the topic is unified in 

both form and message. 

The use of symbolic language is essential in this process, though, for four 

reasons. The first reason is that this is the only means available to communicate 

the nature of abstracts in concrete terminology. Thus, it is the only way in which 

the noble rhetorician can tell the truth. 

The second reason that symbolic language is important is that it provides 

support for division and generalization. Abstract concepts can be understood 

without analogy, but they cannot be supported without it. Therefore, the 

rhetorician is able to construct an ethical argument which uses division to uncover 

the implicit characteristic of an issue and symbolic language to generalize these 

characteristics for the audience in order to create a unified whole. 

The third reason that this use of symbolic language is important is that it is 

the procedure by which Plato utilizes transcendence in the dialogue. This gives an 

even more compelling argument for the metaphorical analysis of rhetoric in the 
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dialogue (Weaver 4). Transcendence is a process by which a dialogue begins on 

one level of the hierarchy of mania and works though the dramatic action until it 

reaches a philosophical perspective by which to view the original question in the 

dialogue. In this dialogue, the topics of the speeches, along with the stylistic 

support, help to move the discussion from a literal inquiry about non-love to a 

theoretical argument for the essence of ethical rhetoric. To make this adjustment, 

however, Plato must use symbolic language as a way to climb the levels of 

analysis. In this way, Plato certainly uses symbolic language to achieve 

transcendence. 

The fmal reason that symbolic language is important is that it provides the 

second important step in the formation of ethical rhetoric: the use of psychology 

or sensitivity to the position of the audience. The noble lover is certainly 

responsive to the needs of the beloved. In the same way, the noble rhetorician is 

sensitive to the psychological needs of the audience. Martin, Clark and Ruddick 

note that the goal of the speech is to exhibit goodness in rhetoric (118). The use 

of symbolic language is a way to tap into the psyche of the audience to reach each 

member on a personal level. Therefore, the rhetorician can utilize symbolic 

language as a way to enhance the connection with the audience on a psychological 

level. 

With each of these elements in mind, it is easy to forget that, as a whole, 

this speech is very insightful as an exposition of rhetoric. The elements of form 

such as analogy, division, definition and generalization, combined with the 
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metaphorical discussion of the nature of inquiry regarding truth and its relation to 

persuasion in an oratorical setting make this speech the perfect end to the 

discussion of the three types of rhetoric. This speech gives a complete example of 

the noble rhetoric, even to the symbolic example of the charioteer. The speech 

proves the point that philosophical inquiry must be paired with the mania of form 

and expression through rhetoric in order to achieve an ethical and worthwhile 

product. Mueller states this idea best when he explains, 

Because the love of wisdom is not a 
matter of the intellect alone, it is not 
sufficient to know that certain principles 
are true and let it go at that. Philosophy 
must be existential, which distinguishes 
it from science which is impersonal and can 
be verified in an experiment or a 
construction that remains independent of 
the scientist and his life. Platonic love 
makes a man responsible--otherwise he would 
not be a true lover. (5) 



CHAPTER V 

A CONFIRMATION OF THEME 

Given the nature of the three speeches at the beginning of the dialogue in 

light of a metaphorical comparison to rhetoric, it is no surprise that the rest of the 

dialogue, following these speeches, undertakes a sober and analytical discussion of 

rhetoric. One of the major concerns in this section of the dialogue is the 

superiority of the spoken word to the written word. While this issue presents 

many challenging questions, it does not address the question of whether the 

dialogue has a consistent theme. Thus, this chapter will focus specifically on the 

elements that are presented in the text of the dialogue as a fmal test of the 

metaphorical thesis of the Phaedrus. 

With the analysis presented concerning the metaphor in the previous 

chapters of this paper, the applications that are made in the fmal part of the 

dialogue are consistent with the metaphor and only serve to strengthen the 

argument for rhetoric as the unified theme of the dialogue. To view these 

applications, it will be necessary to structure this investigation along the lines of 

arguments that are presented by the two characters in the dialogue. 

To begin with, it is important to note that few of the commentaries on the 

Phaedrus extend any analysis or implications beyond the conclusion of Socrates' 

second speech. In addition, the literal nature of the discussion precludes much of 

the discussion about symbolic theme in this section. Therefore, an examination of 
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the original text is warranted to justify inclusion of the metaphor as a necessary 

element in comprehending the dialogue. Furthermore, this examination will 

clearly show that the metaphor is at least a plausible explanation of the topic. 

The dramatic action in this section of the dialogue has Phaedrus and 

Socrates conversing over the place that rhetoric should hold in society. Through a 

discussion of rhetoric as a possible art form, the two interlocutors come to a 

decision about the parameters for acceptable rhetoric. These parameters will be 

the specific focus of this chapter. The conditions for acceptable rhetoric, as an art 

form, must be analyzed to show that the elements of acceptable rhetoric are 

consistent with the literal suggestions that are presented at this point in the text. 

The conditions to be fulfilled are these. 
First, you must know the truth about the 
subject that you speak or write about; 
that is to say, you must be able to 
isolate it in definition, and having so 
defined it you must next understand how 
to divide in into kinds until you reach 
a limit of division. (277c) 

With these words, Socrates begins to express the nature of acceptable rhetoric. 

Within these words, however, there is an indication of the familiarity of these 

ideas to those presented in the metaphor of rhetoric as the unified topic in the 

Phaedrus. These conditions must be analyzed to determine their congruence with 

the metaphor in the previous sections of the dialogue. 

The first characteristic that is mentioned as an important element of 

acceptable rhetoric is that the speaker must know the truth about the subject upon 
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which he speaks. This is the perfect place to begin as a lesson in the importance 

of truth as the guiding force of a rhetorical presentation. 

In Socrates' frrst speech, the use of definition allows for the clarification of 

terms in the discussion but the transient nature of the concept in this speech 

indicates the need for truth as the basis of definition. This is given as one of the 

points which serves to unify the second speech in the dialogue. Without this truth 

as the foundation of the presentation, the rhetoric is base. As well, the use of 

definition without truthful examination in Socrates' frrst speech illustrates the use 

of base form. In this way, the misinterpretation of terms in the dialogue provides 

a unity for the second speech. 

As for Socrates' second speech, the use of truth about the subjects of the 

presentation provides an indication of the unity of theme in this speech, as well. 

The use of philosophical inquiry to achieve truth in the speech not only exists as a 

theme, in message, but also exists as a functional example of style. In the speech, 

Socrates defines terms and uses these definitions as a testable means of division to 

create, through form, an example of good rhetoric. 

The next step in the process of creating acceptable rhetoric is to define the 

subject of the speech. Although this has been suggested in the previous 

paragraphs, definition is an essential element in the Platonic idea of good rhetoric. 

This is a cornerstone of form which serves to tie the third speech together and 

clarify the nature of love, consequently clarifying the nature of rhetoric. 
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Definition is important, but only if used with the dialectical or 

philosophical inquiry for the sake of knowing the true characteristics of a subject. 

In this way, these elements work together, as they did in the third speech of the 

dialogue to provide clarity and insight into the natural, theoretical aspects of an 

abstract concept. 

As with the use of definition as an initial form of inquiry, the use of 

division is also important. The conditions for acceptable rhetoric imply that, 

following the defmition of the abstraction, the noble rhetorician must employ 

division to separate the subject into manageable topics. The use of division and 

generalization are very important in the understanding of the third speech of the 

dialogue. These concepts certainly serve to unify the text, both as form elements 

and as subject elements. 

The second part of the charge from Socrates concerning the conditions for 

adequate rhetoric gives further indication that the metaphorical comparison of love 

and rhetoric is an accurate interpretation. Socrates states: 

Secondly, you must have a corresponding 
discernment of the nature of the soul, 
discover the type of speech appropriate 
to each nature, and order and arrange 
your discourse accordingly, addressing 
a variegated soul in a variegated style 
that ranges over the whole gamut of tones, 
and a simple soul in a simple style. All 
this must be done if your are to become 
competent, within human limits ... whether 
you propose to expound or to persuade. 
Such is a clear purport of all our 
foregoing discussion. (277b-c) 



The first important concept that is contained within this passage is the 

process of "discernment of the nature of the soul" (277c). As with the above 

analysis on the nature of the soul, this topic is one that is critical to the unity of 

the dialogue, and especially the writing of Socrates' second speech. This use of 

discovery is presented in the form of an analogy. This analogy, the charioteer 

analogy, seems to be consistent with the thesis of this inquiry. Discovery of the 

nature of the soul is vital to the process of philosophical inquiry and thus, is 

important to this section. 
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As well, this section of the dialogue seems to indicate, as do the first three 

speeches in the dialogue that, with the process of philosophical inquiry, good 

rhetoric can occur and without it, good rhetoric cannot occur. It is also important 

to mention that the inquiry into the nature of the soul is a dialectical process 

which seems to be further evidence for the argument that rhetoric and dialectic 

must be included together for ethical discourse to occur (Grube 212). Therefore, 

again the argument is a reinforcement of the discussions about the nature of 

rhetoric, contained in the previous chapters of this paper. 

The arrangement of the topics to appeal to the soul of your audience is the 

next important aspect. There are two parallels that one can draw from this 

argument. First, the speaker must be sensitive to the audience's needs and 

second, that the speaker should use symbolic language to relate abstract principles 

to the souls of the audience. In these two ways, this statement is congruent with 

the metaphor presented in the previous chapters. 
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One thing that is even more significant, however, with regard to this 

statement is that it gives substantiation to the claim that form is an indicator of 

message in the dialogue. The discussion of the importance of form in this context 

serves to strengthen the position that the form of this dialogue indicates the 

success of different types of rhetoric. 

Following these rules, Socrates argues that these are the necessary steps for 

the construction of good rhetoric. Obviously, the issues that are used in the three 

speeches lend themselves to the development of principles concerning good or 

ethical rhetoric. These rules are consistent with the previous sections of the 

dialogue if one is to accept the metaphorical analysis of the subject. This leads to 

the discussion of the acceptability of this interpretation as a whole. 

With regard to the indications in the dialogue, like these rules for effective 

rhetorical discourse, the metaphorical interpretation is certainly consistent with the 

material in the dialogue. This is the one criterion that is important to the question 

of legitimacy of interpretation. While there are no other commentators who make 

a holistic argument for rhetoric as the topic of the speech, there is no analysis 

which would preclude this argument from being considered as a sound 

interpretation of the dialogue. Therefore, the initial interpretation by Weaver 

along with the stylistic implications which lead one to conclude that the theme of 

the dialogue is rhetoric, from beginning to end, are certainly legitimate as a 

possible interpretation of the dialogue. 
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Thus, with the analysis of the congruence of the final section of the 

dialogue with the elements of metaphorical comparison on the basis of both form 

and message, the subject of this dialogue is rhetoric and the nature of this subject 

is covered completely through the three speeches in the dialogue which lead to 

conditions for acceptable rhetoric. With this interpretation, there is definite 

support for Weaver's final contention that, 

The central idea is that all speech, which 
is the means the gods have given man to 
express his soul, is a form of eros, in the 
proper interpretation of the word. With 
that truth the rhetorician will always be 
brought face to face as soon as he ventures 
beyond the consideration of mere artifice 
and device. (26) 



CHAPTER VI 

CONCLUSION 

Through the discussion of the three speeches and the confirmation of theme 

found in the rest of the dialogue it is clear that the subject of rhetoric is the 

unifying concept in the Phaedrus. 

Through the first speech in the dialogue, several key facets of the 

metaphorical comparison became clear. The first of these is that the message in 

the speech is that the non-lover is a metaphorical comparison to neuter speech. 

Therefore, when Lysias argues that one should grant favors to non-lovers instead 

of lovers, the argument is really that one should favor neuter rhetoric over 

impassioned rhetoric. This point gives a clear indication that the message of the 

speech is metaphorical. 

The second key point is that the form of the frrst speech is an indication of 

the problems that exist with the neuter form of rhetoric. Therefore, the elements 

of the style that are unsatisfying stem from the fact that they are problematic 

elements that relate to neuter rhetoric. 

With these two points it is clear that there are problems with favoring 

neuter speech over impassioned speech and that these problems are artfully 

included in the stylistic shortcomings of the first speech, itself. In this way, the 

speech is a good representation of the neuter form of rhetoric and serves as both a 

starting point for a discussion of further elements of rhetoric and an inclusive 

piece of discourse that holds insight into the nature of rhetoric. 
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The third chapter deals with the second speech in the dialogue. This 

speech is used as a metaphorical comparison between the base lover and base or 

evil rhetoric. There are several important points that aid in the construction of the 

analogy. The first of these points is that Socrates only deals with the vices of the 

passionate lover and not the virtues of the non-lover. In this way, the speech is 

talking about the base lover, just as the metaphor is talking about the base or evil 

rhetoric. 

The second point that is important in the analogy is the internal theme of 

exploitation in the speech. With this theme, the base lover and the base 

rhetorician are driven by the same motives and, thus are similar. Other factors 

that help to construct the comparison are the elements of form which include 

ambiguous defmition and arguing for one concept by denying its alternative. 

These stylistic elements are used by the base rhetorician to exploit his audience 

and serve to show the practical application of base rhetoric. 

With these elements, the chapter shows that this speech is about base 

rhetoric and uses the form of exploitation that could be used by the base 

rhetorician as a means of indicating the subject through the style. In this way, the 

base rhetorician is consumed by the positive aspects of the beloved and begins to 

cater to the beloved, even at the expense of guiding the beloved down the correct 

course of action. 

The fourth chapter discusses the second speech by Socrates. In this 

speech, Socrates reverses his position in the previous speech and argues that the 
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noble lover should be granted favors instead of the non-lover. In this speech, 

Socrates uses several metaphors to prove this thesis. The first of these is the use 

of madness or mania as symbolic of divine inspiration. If the passionate lover is 

inspired by the gods, then that person will be both passionate and noble. This is 

better than not being passionate at all. In this metaphor, Socrates composes a 

hierarchy of loves that produce this type of mania. Each of these loves lead the 

beloved to a deeper and more complete understanding of the world. In this way, 

the lover is inspired by the furthering of the interests of the beloved. 

The second metaphor that is used in this speech is the myth of the soul. In 

this metaphor, Socrates states that all souls are immortal. By this, the soul is both 

divine and in motion. This metaphor gives an indication into both the analogy 

between love and rhetoric and the nature of the soul. 

The third metaphor that is used is the charioteer. This metaphor is a 

comparison between the struggle of passion verses restraint in the soul and the 

struggle between a charioteer and a team of two horses. One of the horses is very 

restrained but the other horse is unruly and out of control. These horses must 

remain restrained if the soul is to be noble. It takes both the charioteer and the 

good horse to restrain the unruly horse, but with both working together, it can be 

done. In this way, the soul must restrain its desire through the use of its reason 

and sensitivity so that it will remain noble in the presence of its beloved. This 

metaphor gives insight into the nature of the soul and the relationship between 

desire, reason and sensitivity. 
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An analysis of each of the metaphors shows that they are metaphorical to 

rhetoric. The first metaphor of the hierarchy of mania shows that the rhetorician 

should have the goal of furthering the understanding of the beloved, in this case 

the audience. The love of philosophy, which is the highest love in the hierarchy, 

should be the highest priority of the rhetorician, as well. In this way, the 

hierarchy has direct application to rhetoric and serves to strengthen the 

comparison between the noble lover and the noble rhetorician in this speech. 

The second metaphor, the myth of the soul holds specific implications for 

rhetoric in the sense that only a speech that is in "motion" is understandable by 

the soul. This gives further justification for the use of a passionate speech that is 

movmg. The speech, however, must be divine, as well. In this way, the speech 

must tap into the abstract elements of justice and goodness. To do this, the 

speaker must know how these elements relate to the subject and how to convey 

that knowledge to the audience. Therefore, the myth of the soul is important for a 

comparison between rhetoric and love. 

The third metaphor, the charioteer, is an indication of the type of internal 

struggle that the rhetorician must master to be noble in the presence of the 

audience. The rhetorician must use the elements of reason and sensitivity to the 

needs of the audience to overcome his passion for the favor of the audience. To 

this end, the speaker will need to exercise control before he can be considered 

noble. 
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Each of these metaphors strengthens the comparison between love and 

rhetoric. There are other indications in this speech that strengthen the 

comparison, as well. These include the stylistic uses of definition and analogy in 

the speech. These are elements by which the rhetorician can lead the audience to 

an understanding about the topic and achieve the highest level of mania. 

Within this speech, there is a complete comparison between noble love and 

noble rhetoric. This comparison shows that noble rhetoric is superior to neuter 

rhetoric and is even divine, just as noble love is divine. Therefore, the speech 

gives the fmal comparison between love and rhetoric and completes a discussion 

of rhetoric that moves us toward good, rhetoric that moves us toward bad, and 

rhetoric that fails to move us at all. 

The fourth chapter confirms the unity of theme in the dialogue by looking 

at the rest of the dialogue, following the three speeches. In this section, Socrates 

gives an indication of the steps that the rhetorician should go through in order to 

achieve noble and just rhetoric. These steps follow completely from the 

discussion in the previous three speeches and serve to codify the thesis of the 

metaphor in the dialogue. In this way, the last part of the dialogue provides 

closure for the metaphor of love and rhetoric. 

This thesis centers around the internal unity of the Phaedrus. With the 

elements discussed, such as generalization and division, definition and dialectic, it 

would be interesting to look at other Platonic dialogues in light of the analysis 



presented in the Phaedrus. Specifically, the use of division and generalization 

might have implications for both the Philebus and the Gor2ias. 
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Through the analysis of this thesis, Weaver's interpretation of the dialogue 

has been confirmed as a legitimate interpretation of the Phaedrus. While the unity 

of the dialogue is apparent in both the form and the message, Weaver's discussion 

of unity in message alone provides an appropriate focus for the unity of the 

dialogue. With the chapters of this thesis in mind, it is evident that the Phaedrus 

is unified by metaphorical and actual discussion of the nature of rhetoric. The use 

of form and message in the dialogue, especially in the speeches, provide a 

multilevel understanding of rhetoric and the process of attaining noble or just 

rhetoric. In this way, there is a consistent focus in the dialogue and a very 

important message for the rhetorician. 
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