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               This book contributes to the history of classical rhetoric by focusing on how key terms helped conceptualize and organize
                  the study and teaching of oratory. David M. Timmerman and Edward Schiappa demonstrate that the intellectual and political
                  history of Greek rhetorical theory can be enhanced by a better understanding of the emergence of “terms of art” in texts about
                  persuasive speaking and argumentation. The authors provide a series of studies to support their argument. They describe Plato's
                  disciplining of dialegesthai into the art of dialectic, Isocrates’ alternative vision of philosophia, and Aristotle's account of d[image: ]m[image: ]goria and symboul[image: ] as terms for political deliberation. The authors also revisit competing receptions of the Rhetoric to Alexander. In addition, they examine the argument over when the different parts of oration were formalized in rhetorical theory, illustrating
                  how an “old school” focus on vocabulary can provide fresh perspectives on persistent questions.
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            1  Introduction: Terms of Art as a Focus in the History of Rhetorical Theory

            We contend that the history of Greek rhetorical theory can be enhanced by paying attention to the emergence of terms of art in texts about persuasive speaking and argument. In this introduction, we describe what we mean by “terms of art” and provide
               a theoretical and historical rationale for our project. We conclude the chapter by explaining the way the subsequent chapters
               develop this rationale through the examination of specific terms of art.
            

            By “terms of art,” we mean simply any words or phrases that take on reasonably specialized denotative functions within a particular
               language community. Such terms are typically known in linguistics and philosophy as “kind terms”; not “natural” kind terms
               denoting physical, chemical, or biological objects, but what Nelson Goodman (1978) calls “relevant” kinds that sort the things of our world into categories in order to meet particular needs and interests.
               Terms of art can categorize at various levels of scope. They may be as broad as Aristotle's notion of style or expression
               (lexis), subsets of composition style such as lexis eiromen[image: ] and lexis katestrammen[image: ], or terms that describe specific stylistic qualities such as akribeia or precision (O’Sullivan 1992; Halliwell 1993).
            
As domains of human activity evolve and grow more sophisticated, the vocabulary used by practitioners of these domains becomes
               more specialized and technical. Regardless of whether explicitly defined by members of a language community, terms of art
               can be understood as performing a constitutive role within that community that can be formulated as a shared rule: X counts
               as Y in context C (Schiappa 2003a). Such explicit or implicit rules perform an ontological-epistemological function (i.e., what are the relevant objects within
               our knowledge domain?) as well as a linguistic function (i.e., what should we call phenomenon X?). Put another way, the production
               of terms of art accomplishes two tasks – such terms tell us what the relevant objects are in a particular knowledge domain, and what we should call various phenomena. Our interest is in the emergence of the technical vocabulary of rhetorical theory: not only the birth
               of rhetorical theory qua rhetorical theory, but also the development of various terms of art that advance the pedagogical, political, and intellectual
               goals of rhetorical theory.
            

            The history of rhetorical theory has been charted many times and in a variety of ways. One approach may be described as thematic and functions at a fairly high level of abstraction. George A. Kennedy's (1999) influential Classical Rhetoric and Its Christian and Secular Tradition from Ancient to Modern Times, for example, divides early rhetorical theory into three strands, which he describes as technical, sophistic, and philosophical
               rhetoric; these strands, he suggests, persist throughout the history of Greco-Roman rhetoric. Although such an approach has
               the benefit of scope, it risks a loss of precision. As Schiappa (1999) argues, the categories of technical, sophistic, and philosophical rhetoric may work well to make sense of the long tradition
               of classical rhetoric, but they do not work particularly well to describe theorizing about discourse and pedagogy in fifth-century BCE Greece. Part of the problem, which we rehearse throughout this book, is that care must be taken to avoid imposing a later-developed
               vocabulary on the early texts of rhetorical theory. Otherwise, we risk misunderstanding the difficulty with which the problems
               of language and persuasion emerged and were negotiated by various theorists and educators.
            

            A second common approach is author centered, or, to be more precise, author/text centered, because often what we know about a particular author is only what can be gleaned from the extant texts associated
               with his or her name. There are many books on Greek rhetoric that have the obligatory chapters on Corax/Tisias, Gorgias, Plato, Isocrates, Aristotle, and Theophrastus. Michelle Ballif and Michael Moran's (2005) Classical Rhetorics and Rhetoricians, for example, includes chapters on sixty authors or influential texts whose authors may be uncertain. Such author/text–centered
               approaches are useful because they bring a greater degree of precision to the historian's task, particularly if readings of
               a given author/text are well informed by an understanding of the author/text's political, theoretical, and linguistic context.
               The resulting historical narratives can also be dramatic and interesting because they can focus on conflicts – such as Plato
               versus Isocrates – or can perform a recovery of a neglected figure – such as Aspasia, Gorgias, or Protagoras (see Glenn 1997; Consigny 2001; McComiskey 2002; Schiappa 2003b). This approach demonstrates more faith in the coherence of texts and our ability to divine authorial intentions than some
               may find comfortable, but such narratives are unlikely to abate.
            

            A third common approach to the history of rhetorical theory can be described as concept driven. Thomas O. Sloane's (2001) majestic Encyclopedia of Rhetoric contains no entries for individual rhetorical theorists. Rather, it is entirely an account of concepts, theories, and practices, many of which are described
               in terms of their historical development. Of course, the range of phenomena denoted by a particular concept can vary considerably
               because one can move from a particular focus – such as a specific author's conceptualization of kairos or mim[image: ]sis – to genres of discourse, or to a concept as broad as philosophia or rh[image: ]torik[image: ].
            

            Our book is an augmentation to this third approach. We want to go beyond the question of what a particular concept denotatively
               or connotatively means in a particular text or set of texts to ask what sort of intellectual work the emergence of terms of art in rhetorical theory accomplishes. Three interrelated questions motivate our book. First, to
               what extent does a particular term contribute to the specification and sophistication of the cognitive and linguistic apparatus
               of rhetorical theory? Second, how might subsequent rhetorical theory, practice, or pedagogy change as a result of the introduction of specific terms of art? Third, in what ways might our understanding of past rhetorical
               theory and practice be enhanced if we attend to terms of art rather than, as has often been the case in histories of rhetoric,
               projecting later-developed vocabularies on texts produced prior to the introduction of relevant terms of art?
            

            Why Terms of Art Matter: A Brief Theoretical Rationale

            
               The case for the importance of terms of art in rhetorical theory can be made on diverse theoretical grounds. Most scholars
                  would agree with the proposition that new vocabulary changes the available semantic field and that new conceptual categories
                  change the way we think, regardless of one's particular theoretical or methodological pieties. In contemporary rhetorical theory, the clearest
                  statement to this effect is Kenneth Burke's (1973) notion of entitlement. That is, language sums up situations and makes sense of human experience, and language entitles reality: “The mere act of naming an object or situation decrees that it is to be singled out as such-and-such rather than
                  as something-other” (4). The creation of a new word provides a somewhat new way of summing up or entitling a portion of human
                  experience. One rhetorical effect of entitling a new “thing” is that it creates the impression that the “thing” has been “out
                  there” all along, waiting to be discovered and described. Nouns, in particular, suggest things that already exist: “And that
                  no doubt accounts for the feeling that when one is using nouns, one is manipulating the symbols of a self-subsistent reality”
                  (Weaver 1985 [1953], 128; see also Corrigan 1989, 8). Richard Weaver (1970) claims that all language use is evocative; thus, language can be described as sermonic: “every use of speech, oral and written, exhibits an attitude, and an attitude implies an act” (178). That is, naming a phenomenon
                  “X” as opposed to “Y” encourages a potentially different set of attitudes and actions toward that phenomenon. For example,
                  psychologist Roger Brown (1958) observes that “the dime in pocket is not only a dime. It is also money, a metal object, a thing” (14). Although the same phenomenon is being denoted, there is no question that using one name rather than another can evoke
                  quite different attitudes and responses.
               

               From a psychological perspective, we know that language affects human perception and cognition. All meaningful human experience
                  is formed experience, organized through a continual process of abstraction, bordering, and categorization (see Gregg 1984, 25–51). Differences in the ways diverse vocabularies encode or categorize a domain of experience influence how individuals
                  conceive of reality in that domain. The categorizing function of language can be a form of persuasion or “symbolic inducement”;
                  different terminologies prompt us to perceive and respond to the world in different ways (50–1).
               

               Ferdinand de Saussure's theory of meaning clarifies the psycholinguistic importance of the introduction of terms of art (see
                  de Saussure 1973; Culler 1977). According to de Saussure, language is a system of signs. A given sign is made up of a signifier (word) and a signified (concept). Signs possess meaning in a
                  given linguistic community not so much from objective referents as from their relationship to other signs within a language
                  system (la langue). According to later-developed linguistic theory, the meaning of individual terms depends, in part, on their relationship
                  to other terms in the relevant semantic field. A semantic field is a set of interrelated terms or lexemes that define a portion of reality. The introduction of new terms – such as through
                  the use of a new metaphor – will change the available semantic field and hence our understanding of that portion of reality
                  (Kittay 1987). That is, the introduction of a new signifier simultaneously introduces a new signified and thus expands the spectrum of
                  conceptual possibilities for a given linguistic community. Viewing the process in reverse, sans signifier, there is no corresponding signified readily available in the language system. Without appropriate terms of art,
                  the conceptual space for the intellectual work of theorizing is limited to what might be called predisciplinary vocabulary.
               

               Terms of art have the effect in practice of stabilizing the meaning of that portion of human experience being named. Richard
                  B. Gregg (1984) calls this process linguistic fixing: “Language helps fix or stabilize tendencies and processes already present in thought and experience” (87). In fact, empirical evidence supports
                  the relationship between the specificity of a given vocabulary and the degree of analytical sophistication and conceptual
                  retrievability.1 A relationship exists between vocabulary and understanding: the more complex the vocabulary, the more sophisticated the observed
                  learning. Most studies tend to presume a relationship between categorical representation in thought and the availability of
                  names for categories (see, e.g., Harnad 1987, 535–65). Although cognitive psychologists sometimes stress the autonomy of language and thought, most acknowledge that there
                  are learning contexts in which a change in the lexicon corresponds to a change in the “underlying conceptual structure” (Keil
                  1989, 148).
               

               Different technical vocabularies function in a manner that is analogous to the ways in which different maps work (Dorling
                  1997). The same domain can be mapped in a variety of ways – meteorological, demographic, economic, biological, topographical,
                  transportation, geological, historical, political, and so on. It is pointless to ask which sort of map depicts reality as
                  it “really is.” Maps are necessarily selective, partial, and are constructed for specific interests and purposes (Wood 1992). Maps can be judged for their usefulness only with respect to such interests and purposes. Even such notions as “accuracy”
                  only make sense relative to the specific purpose of a map (Monmonier 1991). The value of a vocabulary (or map) will vary considerably, depending on those needs and interests; however, there is no
                  idealized language that captures all our possible needs and interests at once, just as no single map can simultaneously serve all possible uses to which maps can be put. Once a map is presented to us, or a phenomenon described,
                  social influence is exerted in the sense that we must either behave appropriately or provide an alternative mapping or definition.
               

               In short, from the perspective of almost any imaginable theory of language and meaning, the introduction of terms of art within
                  a given community of language users is an important development warranting the attention of historians.
               

            

            Why Terms of Art Matter: A Brief Historical Rationale

            
               Theory can only take us so far. The value of a focus on terms of art must be demonstrated through case studies that yield
                  a revised historical understanding of the emergence and development of Greek rhetorical theory. We believe that the rationale
                  for the study of terms of art is particularly strong if we acknowledge that the emergence of a technical vocabulary of rhetorical
                  theory and pedagogy was a gradual process in the fifth and fourth centuries BCE, facilitated by the rise of literacy in general and of theoretical prose in particular. Such a process was a combination
                  of metaphorical extension and neologism, as writers struggled to invent an appropriate vocabulary with which to describe language
                  at various levels of abstraction – from linguistic categories at the level of morpheme and lexeme to different kinds of composition
                  style to prose genres.
               

               The most important linguistic invention relevant to our purposes is the creation of the discrete category of rhetoric (rh[image: ]torik[image: ]) itself. Obviously, rhetorical practice – the self-conscious use of written or oral prose to achieve specific ends – dates back as far as we can see, and observations
                  about the importance of speaking in public and private settings can be found in texts throughout the classical period (Gagarin 2007). Nonetheless, the linguistic creation of a discrete category to designate the art of the rhetor, signified by h[image: ] rh[image: ]torik[image: ] techn[image: ] or simply h[image: ] rh[image: ]torik[image: ], is arguably a watershed event for crystallizing rhetorical theory that occurs in the early fourth century BCE. Because previous publications have addressed this issue in some depth (Schiappa 1999, 14–29; 2003b), we limit ourselves here to key premises we believe to be reasonably well established.
               

               First, the earliest surviving use of the term rh[image: ]torik[image: ] is in Plato's Gorgias in the early fourth century BCE. This philological datum is noted by a variety of sources dating back to 1934.2 Second, it is likely, although impossible to prove definitively, that Plato himself coined the term. Plato created a wide
                  assortment of words ending with -ik[image: ] (“art of”) and -ikos (which, depending on context, denotes a person with a particular skill). One study documents that of the more than 350 -ikos words in Plato's writings, more than 250 are not found earlier (Chantraine 1956, 97–171). A computer search of the entire database of the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae project suggests that the Greek words for eristic (eristik[image: ]), dialectic (dialektik[image: ]), and antilogic (antilogik[image: ]), like rhetoric, originate in Plato's works (Schiappa 2003b, 44). As Thomas Cole concludes, there is “no trace” of rh[image: ]torik[image: ] before Plato's Gorgias, and the word itself “bears every indication of being a Platonic invention” (Cole 1991, 2). Egil A. Wyller (1991) agrees that rh[image: ]torik[image: ] is “a term which he [Plato] himself coined in the Syracusan-inspired dialogue Gorgias” (52). Third, even if Plato did not invent the term himself, the absence of the term in fifth-century texts where one would
                  expect to find it is noteworthy.3 One cannot find the term in use in any of the extant texts or fragments of the Older Sophists, or even in a highly salient passage of Dissoi Logoi, traditionally dated about 400 BCE. Thucydides, Euripides, and Aristophanes are late fifth-century authors familiar with the Older Sophists’ pedagogy and never use the term
                  rh[image: ]torik[image: ] to describe it.
               

               Fourth, the semantic field constituted through the Greek theoretical vocabulary changed in nontrivial ways with the introduction
                  and use of the word rh[image: ]torik[image: ]. This particular contention cannot be proven a priori but requires a close examination of the relevant texts, their key terms,
                  and the work such terms perform. Prior to the coining of rh[image: ]torik[image: ], logos was the key term thematized in the texts and fragments generally assigned to the fifth-century history of rhetorical theory.
                  The texts and fragments concerning logos suggest important differences between the way the art of discourse was conceptualized before and after the invention of rh[image: ]torik[image: ]. Prior to the coining of rh[image: ]torik[image: ], the verbal arts were understood as less differentiated and more holistic in scope than they were in the fourth century; the teaching and training associated with logos do not draw a sharp line between the goals of seeking success and seeking truth, as is the case once rhetoric and philosophy
                  were defined as distinct disciplines. In previous work, Schiappa (1999, 2003b) has attempted to illustrate these ideas at some length with respect to the Older Sophists, particularly Protagoras and Gorgias.
               

               We have come a long way from the days when the sophists’ teachings and writings were reduced to a mostly Platonic notion of
                  “rhetoric.” A particularly noteworthy advancement has been Michael Gagarin's (2001) provocatively titled essay, “Did the Sophists Aim to Persuade?” in which he argues that the long-held belief that the primary
                  activity of the sophists was to teach rhetoric qua persuasion is mistaken. Gagarin's description of the Older Sophists’ educational efforts is consistent with the account provided
                  by Schiappa (2003b) for Protagoras, and Gagarin (2002) has continued his account in his book Antiphon the Athenian.
               

               Our current book builds on such earlier work through a series of case studies that attempt to illustrate the utility of a
                  focus on terms of art. Before describing the studies collected here, two brief examples can illustrate what we have in mind.
                  In an earlier study, Schiappa (1999) examined the early use of the terms rh[image: ]toreia (oratory) and rh[image: ]toreuein (to orate). Although these terms are somewhat more specific than other ways of describing speeches and speech giving, they
                  simply did not emerge in the fifth or fourth centuries as useful terms of art. One cannot find them in extant texts prior
                  to Plato and Isocrates, and together they can be found only ten times in the fourth century BCE. At that time, these words “were not used often or consistently enough to catch on as useful classifiers” to categorize or
                  “mark off discrete phenomena” as distinct kinds (160).
               
In contrast, Schiappa and Timmerman (1999) describe how Aristotle's treatment of epideiktik[image: ] was and is enormously influential. Although he did not coin the word, it was a fairly new term, and he was the first to provide
                  it with a systematic treatment in his Rhetoric. He brought the previously recognized categories of enk[image: ]mion, panegyrikos, and epitaphios logos under epideictic's umbrella in a manner that “offered a somewhat different understanding of the social and political functions
                  of such discourse than what can be detected from the available historical evidence” (186). Generally speaking, Aristotle's
                  emphasis is on the aesthetic dimensions of epideictic discourse more than on its potential political functions, especially
                  through his description of audiences as spectators rather than as decision makers, as they are understood in deliberative
                  and judicial discourse. Aristotle's depoliticized treatment of epideiktik[image: ] proved to be decisive for centuries of subsequent rhetorical theory and pedagogy (Timmerman 1996). Arguably, it was not until the twentieth-century publication of Chaïm Perelman and Lucie Olbrechts-Tyteca's The New Rhetoric that rhetorical theory in the European tradition seriously reconsidered the functions of the epideictic genre.
               

            

            Content of the Book

            
               This volume progresses through the explanation of the development of specific terms of art and their significance for the
                  development of rhetorical theory and practice. Chapter 2 traces the transformation of dialegesthai to dialektik[image: ] in Plato's works. We argue that dialegesthai emerged as a “sophistic” term of art in the late fifth century BCE. This chapter charts how argumentative “dialogue” was redescribed and further disciplined by Plato. By eventually renaming dialegesthai as dialectic, Plato is able to reconstitute the activity in a manner consistent with his philosophical and political outlook.
               

               Chapter 3 examines philosophia as a contested term of art in the texts of Isocrates. Isocrates’ use of the term philosophia as a term of art sounds odd to the post-Platonic ear because Plato's bifurcation of philosophy and rhetoric has dominated
                  our perspective of these two disciplines. We suggest that Isocrates’ use of philosophia functions as a contrasting definition of philosophy, not “rhetoric” by another name. We may be tempted to set aside Isocrates’
                  conceptualization as relevant in his day but irrelevant in our own; however, Isocrates’ predisciplinary definition reminds
                  us that alternative conceptions feature different elements and lead to different emphases. In this case, the focus on practical
                  affairs featured in Isocrates’ conception is an important one. Specifically, we contend that Isocratean philosophia should be ultimately understood as the cultivation of practical wisdom through the production of ethical civic discourse.
                  As an educational practice, philosophia for Isocrates involves ethical and intellectual training – the means and ends of which are the thoughtful creation of deliberative
                  prose.
               

               Chapter 4 examines the theorizing and commentary concerning democratic deliberation in the writings of Plato, Isocrates, and
                  Aristotle through the specific terms of art associated with it. Although Isocrates, Plato, and Aristotle employ a variety
                  of terms in their discussion of political deliberation, two terms are predominant: d[image: ]m[image: ]goria, which refers to a speech in a public assembly, and symboul[image: ], which refers to deliberation, debate, counsel, or consultation among two or more people. This examination of d[image: ]m[image: ]goria and symboul[image: ] (political deliberation) in classical Greece encompasses not only textual references but also the historical, cultural, and
                  political context in which this deliberation occurred. As such, we turn to a range of contemporary sources to provide a characterization
                  of the practice of political deliberation in classical Greece. As in previous chapters, this analysis concentrates on the
                  intellectual step toward conceptualizing or theorizing about the practice of the instrumental use of language (i.e., rhetoric).
                  The expectation is that the terms used to designate socially significant entities such as political deliberation develop ever
                  more technical meanings over time.
               

               Chapter 5 demonstrates the ability of a focus on terms of art to shed light not only on primary texts, but also on the interpretation
                  and use of primary texts, in this case the fourth-century text Rhetoric to Alexander. Although it was attached to Aristotle historically, in the modern era it has been attributed to Anaxemenes. The Rhetoric to Alexander is typically charged with a number of shortcomings related to its placement in the history of rhetoric. Some of the criticism
                  it receives are leveled on the basis of comparisons to other rhetorical handbooks. This comparison itself is somewhat problematic
                  given the fact that we have no set of examples of rhetorical handbooks with which to make this comparison – merely many references
                  to such handbooks and scholarly inferences about what appeared in them. The reception of this text has traditionally been
                  into a constructed category that holds no other extant examples from the time period except, significantly, Aristotle's Rhetoric. We suggest that it is possible to classify the Rhetoric to Alexander in relevant respects as philosophical, sophistic, and technical, though a superior interpretive strategy might be to abandon such nomenclature altogether. In this chapter, we provide a brief over-view to the ways and means of classifying the disciplinary
                  status of Rhetoric to Alexander. In so doing, we hope to point out more or less productive ways to approach the text and to shed light on why such texts
                  often receive such disparate treatment by commentators. Our point in this chapter is to note how different values and interests
                  have led to a range of understandings of this particular text, while illustrating how a focus on terms of art can aid efforts
                  to understand the disciplinary status of a particular text.
               

               Charting the early history of rhetorical theory in classical Greece is a difficult task. Oratory, or rhetorical practice,
                  was obviously a significant part of Greek, especially Athenian, culture. It is also clear that, beginning in the fifth century
                  BCE, pedagogy that included the production of arguments and speeches became increasingly important and relevant. Although we
                  can identify such pedagogy as “rhetorical” today with the benefit of hindsight, it is not entirely clear when rhetorical pedagogy
                  was recognized and labeled with particular terms of art, and was distinct from pedagogy aimed in general at producing active
                  and able citizens. Chapter 6 attempts to make two interventions. From the standpoint of methodology, we suggest that inferring
                  rhetorical theory from practice is indeed difficult business. The distinction between explicit and implicit/undeclared theory
                  ought to be made on the basis of the technical vocabulary, or terms of art, that a given author uses such that the terms function
                  as subjects about which predications are made. That is, a theory of X becomes explicit when definitive statements of the form “X is Y,” “X does Y,” and so on can be identified. By deploying such a criterion and
                  an examination of the relevant terms of art in this case, it is possible to make a second, historical, intervention – namely, to note that the codification of distinct parts of oratory becomes a recognizable part
                  of rhetorical theory in the fourth century BCE, rather than in the fifth.
               

               We conclude with a brief epilogue suggesting that the value of a focus on terms of art in the early history of rhetorical
                  theory is that such an approach encourages us to ask new questions of familiar texts and to revisit old questions in a somewhat
                  different manner.
               

            

            
               
                  1 See Brown and Lenneberg 1954; Brown 1956; Lakoff 1987, 220–34; Rosch 1988; see also Schiappa 2003a, 185, note 2.
                  

               

               
                  2 In 1934, Werner Pilz noted in passing that the word “rh[image: ]torik – findet sich nicht vor Plato.” The same observation can be found in Wilhelm Kroll's (1940, 1039) influential essay on rhetoric in the German classical encyclopedia Paulys Real-Encyclopädie der classischen Altertumswissenschaft, J. W. H. Atkins’ (1949, 766) article on Greek rhetoric in the first edition of The Oxford Classical Dictionary, the well-known A Greek-English Lexicon by Henry George Liddell and Robert Scott (1940, 1569), H. Hommel's (1972, 4:1396) note on rhetoric in Der Kleine Pauly, and Josef Martin's (1974, 2) Antike Rhetorik. A search of the entire database of Greek texts in the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae supports the claim that the earliest surviving use of the Greek word for rhetoric is in the dialogues of Plato (Schiappa
                     2003b, appendix B).
                  

               

               
                  3 Schiappa (1999, 19–21) argues that Alcidamas’ recorded use in On Sophists comes well after Plato's Gorgias, but even if his text is dated earlier (390 is often claimed), it is clear that the word rh[image: ]torik[image: ] was a fourth-century, not a fifth-century, term of art.
                  

               

            

         

      

   
      
            2  Dialegesthai as a Term of Art: Plato and the Disciplining of Dialectic

            We move now to a particular example of the disciplining of discourse through the refinement of a term of art. Specifically,
               we are interested in Plato, dialogue, and the term “dialectic.” Our intention is to describe Plato's adaptation of a term of art for his own purposes.
               Therefore, this chapter investigates the late fifth-century “sophistic” practice of holding dialogue and charts the subsequent
               disciplining of dialegesthai as a practice of philosophical dialogue in the works of Plato.
            

            The definitions of key terms are straightforward, h[image: ] dialektik[image: ] is “the art of dialogue,” or simply “dialectic,” and dialegesthai is typically translated as “to converse,” “to dialogue,” or “holding dialogue.” Dialegesthai represents the present middle infinitive form of the verb dialeg[image: ]; however, like the verb dialegomai, dialegesthai is a deponent of dialeg[image: ], thus dialegesthai is typically translated in the active voice.
            

            We can find the verb dielexato, “hold converse,” as early as Homer's Iliad. In this work, the verb always appears as part of an identical formula, alla ti h[image: ] moi tauta philos dielexato thumos, translated by A. T. Murray (1924) as “But why doth my heart thus hold converse with me?” (11.407, 17.97, 21.562, 22.122, 22.385). Similarly, the earliest preserved use of dialegesthai in prose refers to informal conversation or discussion. Herodotus describes how Lycophron would not “converse with” (dialegomenôi) his mother's murderer (3.50.3). In return, Periander made a proclamation that anyone who would “converse with” (prosdialekhth[image: ]i) or receive his son would be fined, so no one was willing “to converse” (dialegesthai) with him or receive him into their house (3.52.2; see also 3.121.2).1 The term can be found occasionally in oratory of the late fifth and fourth centuries. Lysias uses the word in his speech
               Against Eratosthenes, given around 403 BCE (Lamb 1917, 225). Lysias states that “even to discuss (dialegesthai) this man with another for his profit I consider to be an impiety” (24.4). Isaeus’ speech, On the Estate of Astyphilus, given sometime after 371 BCE (Forster 1927, 325), describes another person as someone who spent his life “holding the opinion that it was impious to speak (dialegesthai) to the son of Thudippus” (20.6, in Forster 1927, 339). Dialegesthai can also be found in the speeches of Aeschines (Against Ctesiphon 77), Demosthenes (Against Aristogiton 86, Against Ontenor 36, Against Polycles 51), and Hyperides (Against Athenogenes 12, Against Demosthenes, Second Speech in Defense of Lycophron). In these uses, dialegesthai has a general sense of “to converse,” “to discuss,” or “to speak” in dialogue. Such discussions or dialogues may be public
               and political, such as in Demosthenes’ Against Aristogiton, where he describes what he is doing as not speaking with the men of Athens as if they were debtors to the treasury (86). Or, more often than not, the dialogue or conversation
               referenced is a private one, such as when Hyperides says he decided to go to Athenogenes “and hold discussion” (kai dialegesthai) (Against Athenogenes 12). Similarly, Isocrates uses the term in the common sense of discussion, which could take place in a private (To Philip 129, Archidamus 39) or public (Panathenaicus 42) context. Last, in Thucydides, there are three uses of dialeg[image: ]mai and dialegesthai that appear to refer to discussion, but with a hint of what we describe later as the sophistic practice of dialegesthai: (1) The Spartan Proxenus “went and held dialogue (dielegesth[image: ]n) with Agis and urged him not to make battle” (5.59.5). (2) Harmodius and Aritogiton see “one of their accomplices discussing
               familiarly (dialegomenon oikei[image: ]s) with Hippias” (6.57.2). (3) “Here they were joined by some delegates from the Four Hundred, who discussed (dielegonto) with them one by one, and persuaded (epeithon) those whom they saw to be the most moderate to remain quiet themselves, and to keep in the rest” (8.93.2, after Crawley
               1996).
            

            In none of the uses identified thus far does dialegesthai appear to be a term of art. Nonetheless, a speculative case can be made that toward the end of the fifth century and in the
               early fourth century BCE, dialegesthai took on a more specialized sense within a specific community of language users. We can call this community “sophistic” without
               problem as long as we stipulate that it is our construct, used to interpret the texts of the time, that cannot be assumed to be a label used clearly and consistently in
               fifth-century Athens; indeed, the available historical evidence suggests it was not (Edmunds 2006). Nevertheless, the term “sophistic” can be used as convenient shorthand for a constellation of people and practices that
               made up the intellectual scene in Athens in the late fifth and early fourth centuries – a scene in which Socrates participates
               actively and that serves as the backdrop for many of Plato's dialogues. Specifically, we offer the hypothesis that there was
               a specialized use of the term dialegesthai that has historical connections to those we call Sophists, including Protagoras, Socrates, and Hippias.2 We set aside, for the purposes of this chapter, the question of the similarities and differences between the Socratic elenchus and dialegesthai.3 We suggest that a sophistic sense to dialegesthai can be inferred from three sources – Plato, the anonymous Dialexeis, and Xenophon.
            

            Dialegesthai as a Sophistic Term of Art

            
               Scholars interested in the Older Sophists have long been vexed by the fact that our chief source of information about them
                  – Plato – is hostile to most of their purposes. Although we cannot do without the descriptions he provides, such evidence
                  must be used cautiously and supplemented with other sources wherever possible. In Plato's dialogues, we find evidence that
                  there was a sophistic practice described as dialegesthai that was (1) rule governed, (2) a definable event in space and time, (3) typically involved question and answer, and (4)
                  sometimes aimed at reaching a decision. The richest sources of information in support of this account are Protagoras, Gorgias, and Euthydemus.
               
In the Protagoras, Socrates describes Protagoras as able to deliver “a long and excellent speech” and also “able when questioned to reply briefly
                  (brachu), and after asking a question to await and accept the answer” (329b). This latter practice is soon linked to dialegesthai. Socrates proceeds to ask Protagoras a series of questions about the unity of the virtues, which, not surprisingly, leads
                  Protagoras to become increasingly frustrated. After he provides a short (one paragraph) speech in response to a question,
                  Socrates encourages him to shorten his answers, beginning a discussion that implies dialegesthai is a rule-governed activity (334d). Socrates claims that he is a forgetful person and cannot remember the subject of a lengthy
                  answer. Protagoras then asks what Socrates means by a short answer, whether the answer should be shorter than it needs to
                  be, and whether it was up to him or to Socrates to judge the necessary length. When Socrates repeats his request, saying that
                  if Protagoras is going to dialogue (dialexesthai) with him, he asks that Protagoras use “the brief-logoi” (t[image: ]i brachulogiai). Protagoras replies that he has been in many contests and that he would not have succeeded if he had agreed to the rules
                  being stipulated for dialogue (dialegesthai) by his interlocutors (335a).
               

               Socrates then complains that Protagoras is apparently unwilling to accept the role of answerer in dialogue (apokrinomenos dialegesthai) and attempts again to persuade Protagoras to engage in dialogue (dialegesthai) by threatening to leave. Socrates states that if Protagoras does as he asks, he will dialogue with him (dialexomai), adding that he has an appointment that prevents him from listening to lengthy discourse (makrous logous) (335b–c).
               

               The negotiations continue, drawing in Callias, Alcibiades, Critias, Prodicus, and Hippias (335d–338e). Callias comments that
                  without Socrates the dialogue (dialogoi) will not go well and that there is none he would rather hear in a discussion (dialegomen[image: ]n) than he and Protagoras (335d). Alcibiades notes that Socrates has conceded to Protagoras’ superiority at long discourse
                  (makrologias), but doubts that Socrates would yield to anyone in dialegesthai (336c). Alcibiades then encourages Protagoras to dialogue by question and answer (dialegesth[image: ] er[image: ]t[image: ]n te kai apokrinomenos) (336c).
               

               Eric Havelock (1957) claims that the previous passages imply that “there was a dialogue type of discourse recognized as such in intellectual
                  circles which did not necessarily correspond with Socratic requirements” (211). Comments by the participants imply that dialegesthai “was an expected feature of the sophistic gathering with or without Socrates” (212). Later in the Protagoras, we also find a particular construction of dialegesthai that will become quite important to subsequent efforts by Plato to refine the term.
               

               After a lengthy discussion of poetry, Socrates advocates returning to the earlier discussion of virtue and declares that dialogue
                  (dialegesthai) about poetry is comparable to drinking parties of common market folk (347c). Protagoras appears reluctant to continue, and
                  Socrates complains because Protagoras is not engaging in dialegesthai appropriately. Protagoras is “refusing to make clear whether or not he’ll render and account” (348b). This is so drastic
                  a violation of Socrates’ rules for discussion that he calls on Protagoras to “let him either dialogue (dialegesth[image: ]) or say he refuses to dialogue (dialegesthai)” (348b). Eventually, Protagoras is shamed into participating in “the dialogue” (to dialegesthai) and asked to have questions put to him as he was ready to answer (348c). The passage is significant because the use of the
                  articular infinitive form (to dialegesthai) is the sort of lexical construction that can facilitate the refinement of a term of art. Although anyone can converse, not just anyone can participate in a competitive, rule-governed dialogue. As to dialegesthai, “dialogue” has become a substantive capable of new sorts of conceptualization and description (cf. Snell 1953, ch. 10).
               

               There is a dose of parody in Plato's account at times, although the Protagoras overall is considered by some scholars to be a “deep and sympathetic” portrait of its central character (Cooper 1997, 746; see also Gagarin 1968, 1969). However, the dramatic setting of the Protagoras, during the heyday of the Older Sophists, would have been before, or at about the same time, Plato was born (428/427 BCE). If we relied on Protagoras exclusively, it would be impossible to know whether dialegesthai was a term actually used by the Older Sophists in the manner described by Plato. Fortunately, additional evidence can be
                  found in a text unmistakably “sophistic” in its orientation.
               

               The text known as Dissoi Logoi or Dialexeis is reliably dated c. 400 BCE and is believed to be a compilation of arguments influenced by Protagoras and Hippias (Robinson 1979). Section 8 describes a set of specific verbal arts that one should master. Thomas Robinson translates the opening section
                  as follows: “I consider it a characteristic of the same man and of the same art to be able to dialogue in brief questions
                  and answers, to know the truth of things, to plead one's causes correctly, to be able to speak in public, to have an understanding
                  of argument-skills, and to teach people about the nature of everything – both how everything is and how it came into being”
                  (137). What Robinson renders as “to be able to converse in brief questions and answers” is kata brachu te dunasthai dialegesthai. That dialegesthai includes question and answer is verified later in the text (8.13), when the author explains, “As for the man who is able
                  to converse in brief questions and answers, he must under questioning give answers (er[image: ]t[image: ]menon apokrinasthai) on every subject (peri pant[image: ]n)” (141). Such an ability echoes Hippias’ reputed claim to answer any question that anyone might pose (Plato, Hippias Minor 363d). The language of Dialexeis is similar to language used in Plato's Gorgias– kata brachu to er[image: ]t[image: ]menon apokrinesthai (449b) – when Socrates asks Gorgias to proceed by “discussion” (dialegometha) rather than speech making, as well as that found in Protagoras (329b), when the title character is praised for his ability to answer questions succinctly (er[image: ]t[image: ]theis apokrinasthai kata brachu). In yet another dialogue about a fifth-century intellectual that Plato calls a sophist, the Hippias Minor, Socrates urges dialogue (dialegesthai) with Hippias over long (macron) speeches (373a).
               

               The Gorgias and Protagoras, it should be noted, are considered early works even by the scholar most skeptical about dating the dialogues, Debra Nails
                  (1995), who observes that both read as if they were protreptic “advertisements for the philosophical mission of the Academy” (217n).
                  The Gorgias, in particular, made a perfect “‘college brochure,’ contrasting Socratic oral methods with three successively less reputable
                  characters” (214). Thus, these dialogues are particularly valuable sources as indications of how Plato saw his educational
                  goals and practices as different from his competitors, including Isocrates. Indeed, R. L. Howland (1937) argues that “the attack on rhetoric [in the Gorgias] is intended to refer to Isocrates as the most influential contemporary teacher of it” (151). One element of that critique
                  of Isocrates is performed through a contrast of the art of the rh[image: ]t[image: ]r (h[image: ] rh[image: ]torik[image: ]) from that of dialogue – dialegesthai, not yet named dialectic (Kahn 1996, 304).
               

               Our point is not to rehearse the details of that critique, which have been described by others, but to note the relatively
                  frequent use of dialegesthai to describe dialogue. At the outset of the Gorgias, Socrates asks Callicles if his guest Gorgias would consent to dialogue (dialechth[image: ]nai) with he and Chaerephon (437c). When Polus makes his bumbling effort to describe Gorgias’ art in response to questions from
                  Socrates, the latter makes an observation that might include the earliest preserved use of the term rh[image: ]torik[image: ], commenting that Polus seems more practiced in “what is now called rhetoric” (t[image: ]n kaloumen[image: ]n rh[image: ]torik[image: ]n) than dialogue (dialegesthai) (448e). Socrates later repeats his claim that Polus has received good training in rhetoric (h[image: ] rh[image: ]torik[image: ]n) but not dialogue (dialegesthai) (471d).
               

               Indeed, Socrates consistently describes his activities in terms of dialogue in the Gorgias. He notes that he dialogues (dialegetai) in search of truth (453b), that it is difficult to define the matters interlocutors take in hand to dialogue (dialegesthai) about (457c), that if it is agreed that it is a benefit to have false beliefs refuted it is worthwhile to hold dialogue
                  (dialegesthai) (461a), and that he does not address the multitudes but only the one with whom he has dialogue (dialegomai) (474b). At one point, Socrates says that he and Gorgias should continue their dialogue (dialeg[image: ]metha) only if Gorgias is committed to the truth, as is Socrates; Gorgias agrees that he is so committed and willing to continue
                  the dialogue (dialeg[image: ]metha), but suggests that before they continue they should consult with their host (458b–c). Callicles responds that he has attended
                  many arguments (logois) and finds the current one delightful; thus, he encouraged the two to continue their dialogue (dialegesthai) if they wished (458d). Gorgias agrees to continue the dialogue (dialegou) and answer Socrates’ questions (458e).
               

               Callicles later lambastes philosophy as a childish endeavor and a childish way to converse (dialegesthai) (485b), suggesting that Socrates find someone else with whom to argue (dialex[image: ]i) (505d). Socrates says he wishes Callicles would continue to dialogue (dialegom[image: ]n) with him to finish the argument (506b). Eventually they do, although Socrates presents a long speech in which he notes that
                  he and Callicles have partly misunderstood each other at times during their dialogue (dialegometha) (517c).
               

               The point of the preceding paragraphs is to highlight the fact that the term of art dialegesthai is doing important work in the dialogues Protagoras and Gorgias. The term describes a practice that (1) is rule governed, (2) is a definable event in space and time, (3) involves question
                  and answer, and (4) aims at reaching a decision.
               

               The Euthydemus provides even more evidence, but it must be interpreted with caution, both because Plato's satirical intent is particularly
                  apparent in this dialogue and because it appears that the primary target of his critique is not fifth-century sophists but
                  fourth-century figures such as Antisthenes (Rappe 2000). Nevertheless, a good deal of the dialogue is devoted to the conduct of philosophical dialogue and thus can provide some
                  indication of how Plato interprets what is going on in such practices.
               

               A brief example of an exchange of question and answer demonstrates the absurd sort of arguments that Plato attributes to Euthydemus
                  and Dionysodorus. It is precisely this sort of agonistic exchange, aimed at befuddlement rather than understanding, that Plato
                  attempts to correct by what we describe as “disciplining” dialegesthai. In this passage, Dionysodorus is questioning Ctesippus:
                  
                  
                     
                        
                           
                              
                                 Tell me, have you got a dog?

                                 Yes, and a brute of a one, too, said Ctesippus.
And has he got puppies?
                                 

                                 Yes, indeed, and they are just like him.

                                 And so the dog is their father?

                                 Yes, I saw him mounting the bitch myself, he said.

                                 Well then, isn't the dog yours?

                                 Certainly, he said.

                                 Then since he is a father and is yours, the dog turns out to be your father, and you are the brother of puppies, aren't you?

                              

                           

                        

                        

                        (298d–e, in Sprague 1997, 736–7)
                        

                     

                  

               

               Throughout the entire text, the discussion (absurd and otherwise) is pursued primarily through a question-and-answer format
                  that is, at times, explicitly associated with the term dialegesthai (275c). Again the activity is presented as rule governed because there are several digressions in which those present negotiate
                  who should participate and in what role. At one point, Socrates wants to switch roles from answerer to questioner in order
                  to clarify a statement, but faces resistance from his questioner, Dionysodorus. Socrates states that Dionysodorus presents
                  himself as “all-skilled” (pansophos) in “arguments” (logoi), yet refuses to answer (287c). Later, Socrates says that he supposes Euthydemus knows more about dialegesthai than he does because Euthydemus has the art (techn[image: ]n) and Socrates is but a layman (idi[image: ]tou anthr[image: ]pou) (295e). Socrates ends his encounter with Euthydemus and Dionysodorus by urging them, tongue firmly in cheek, not to dialogue
                  (dialegesthai) in public because it will be too easy for onlookers to learn their skills for free instead of for a fee (304a).
               

               The resonance among Plato's Protagoras, Euthydemus, and the anonymous Dialexeis gives us a glimpse of a pre-Platonic, “sophistic” sense of dialegesthai. Aristophanes’ famed lampoon of sophistic education in his Clouds might provide corroborative evidence.4 In what appears to be the earliest instance of the word dialexis, Socrates names “argument” (dialexin) as a gift of the Clouds (317; see Dover 1968, 142). At another point, Strepsiades promises Socrates he “would not dialogue” (oud’ an dialechthei[image: ]n) with any other gods but those of which Socrates approves (425). And, infamously, when asked what he is doing when setting
                  fire to the “Thinkery,” Strepsiades (Clouds 1496) replies that he is “chopping logic” dialeptologoumai – a term Kenneth Dover (1968) believes is concocted from leptologein and dialegesthai (267). Denniston (1927) believes this passage is part and parcel of Aristophanes poking fun at “technical terms” in use by the sophists (119).
               

               The final source we discuss, Xenophon, is also the most prolific in terms of using the term dialegesthai outside Plato. Xenophon also uses the term in the greatest variety of ways. Xenophon wrote his treatises just prior to and
                  contemporaneously with Plato's writings. The first type of use of dialegesthai we find in Xenophon designates informal talk or conversation. For example, he uses it to describe how Eteonicus, a naval
                  commander, commands his men “to sail out of the harbor in silence and not converse (dialegesthai) with anyone” (Hellenica 1.6.36, after Brownson 1947; see also 5.4.28; Cyropaedia 7.5.36, 7.5.49; Constitution of the Lacedaimonians 2.12).
               

               Second, Xenophon uses the word to designate a conversation or discussion concerning a particular topic. Because there is often
                  an implicit link here to instruction, there appears to be a gesture toward what we have described as a sophistic practice
                  of dialegesthai; furthermore, such uses treat dialegesthai as a discrete event. In the Cyropaedia, Xenophon tells the story of a father who has a son who wants to learn the art of war. The father tells him “to go and dialogue
                  (dialegesthai) with the men who were reputed to be masters of military science” (1.6.14, after Miller 1913). In his Memorabilia, Xenophon recounts a conversation between Alcibiades and Pericles that takes place in question-and-answer form with the purported
                  aim of Pericles teaching Alcibiades the meaning of a law (nomos) (1.2.39). Similarly, Socrates and Critobulus discuss how one can best build an estate. When Critobulus mentions those who
                  have the means to do so but seem unwilling, Socrates asks, “Are you trying to raise a dialogue (dialegesthai) about slaves, Critobulus?” (Oeconomicus 1.17, after Marchant 1923). Later in Oeconomicus, Ischomachus describes for Socrates a dialogue he has with his wife (7.10), which is a rare instance of a woman being described
                  as participating in a question-and-answer dialegesthai. In Xenophon's Symposium (8.18), Socrates’ speech includes the encouragement to hold dialogue amicably (eunoik[image: ]s). At one point in Xenophon's Memorabilia, Charmides draws a contrast between a private dialogue (idiai dialegesthai) and a public competition (pl[image: ]thei ag[image: ]nizesthai). Socrates says Charmides, despite being able in dialogue (rhaidi[image: ]s dialegomenos), is shy of holding dialogue (dialegesthai) with public men because he fears ridicule (3.7.4–7).
               

               The practice of dialegesthai is sometimes explicitly linked to the need to make a decision. In his Cyropaedia, Xenophon recounts the story of Cyaxares assembling his allies for a conference. After a few preliminary remarks, Cyaxares
                  states the following:
                  
                  
                     
                        To begin with, this seems to be an opportune time for us to dialogue (dialegesthai) concerning the question whether it is desirable to continue our campaign longer or at once to disband the armies. Any one, therefore, may express his opinion in regard to this question.
                        

                        (Cyropaedia 6.1.6, after Miller 1913)
                        

                     

                  

               

               Dialegesthai describes dialogue that is specifically geared toward answering a question and arriving at a decision. The corporate, consensual
                  aspects of this activity should also be noted. In fact, Cyaxares considers the sharing of opinions toward the end of a decision
                  to be the key component of dialegesthai. In this case, it is appropriate for “anyone” present to express an opinion.
               

               Third, in Xenophon's Memorabilia there are a number of passages that discuss dialegesthai as practiced by Socrates. For example, he recounts Socrates’ refusal to accept payment for his instruction as being motivated
                  by the concern that he would need “to dialogue (dialegesthai) with all from whom he took the fee” (1.2.6, after Marchant 1923; see also 1.2.60, 1.6.5). In a particularly interesting passage in which Xenophon purports to recount Critias’ prohibition
                  of the study of argument (log[image: ]n techn[image: ]n), Critias twice uses the term dialegesthai to describe precisely what Socrates was prohibited from engaging in with men younger than thirty years (1.2.33–35; see also
                  4.4.3–4).
               

               In describing discussion (dialegesthai) as practiced by Socrates, Xenophon occasionally uses the word in a way that suggests a level of sophistication not found
                  outside Plato. Indeed, Xenophon is the only other author of the time to use the articular infinitive form, to dialegesthai.
                  
                  
                     
                        And in this way, he said, men become most excellent, most happy and most skilled in dialogue (dialegesthai dunat[image: ]tatous). He said that “Dialogue” (to dialegesthai) took its name from coming together in common to deliberate (bouleuesthai) by distinguishing things after their kind (dialegontas kata gene ta pragmata). Therefore one should make every effort to prepare oneself for this and to have a care for this. For from this source men
                           become most excellent, most skilled at leadership, and most skilled in dialogue (dialektik[image: ]tatous).
                        

                        (Memorabilia 4.5.12, after Kahn 1996, 77)
                        

                     

                  

               

               As Charles H. Kahn argues, Xenophon spent many years away from Athens and often depended on Plato's accounts of Socrates to
                  create his own, especially in Memorabilia (75–9, 393–401). Kahn claims that this particular passage depends on Xenophon's incomplete understanding of Plato's account,
                  especially in the Protagoras, which we should note features not only the term dialegesthai, but also the articular infinitive form (348c).
               

               If Kahn is wrong and the terminology is authentically Socratic, then this passage signals that Socrates may have aided the
                  “disciplining” of dialegesthai in three ways. First, the previous passage is immediately followed by a description of the purpose of such dialogue for Socrates as being the production of correct definitions (4.6.1–14). Second, the use of the articular
                  infinitive form is original, and thus the credit goes to Socrates rather than Plato. Third, describing dialogue as a skill
                  puts Socrates’ student Plato in a position where it is a short leap to describing such skill as a discrete art – dialektik[image: ]. If, however, Kahn is correct and Xenophon is dependent on Plato, the passage remains interesting as an illustration of how
                  Plato transformed simple “discussion” into what he will claim in the Republic as the highest philosophical skill of all.
               

               In summary, the practice of intellectual dialogue had a history prior to Plato. The term dialegesthai had a range of meaning from informal usage (talk/speech) to formal usage (where the word designated a definable, rule-governed event held for the purpose
                  of answering a question or arriving at a decision). The term had sufficient importance and currency among the intelligentsia
                  and, in particular, Socrates, that it became a key term of art for Plato as well.
               

            

            Plato and the Disciplining of Dialegesthai

            
               We can highlight the significance of dialegesthai for Plato by noting the many instances of the term in Plato's dialogues, both as a nontechnical term and as a privileged
                  term of art. Various forms of the verb dialeg[image: ] appear more than two hundred times in Plato's dialogues, with the precise term dialegesthai occurring seventy-six times.5 Often Plato employs the term in much the same way as the authors cited previously. For example, the word is employed to designate informal talk or speech in Plato's Symposium when Socrates attempts to distinguish between the noble and the base. Socrates explains to his companions: “We had the choice
                  between drinking, singing, or having a conversation (dialegesthai). Now, in itself none of these is better than any other: how it comes out depends entirely on how it is performed” (181a,
                  in Nehamas and Woodruff 1997). More common in the dialogues of Plato is the use of dialegesthai as a term of art. For example, in the Theaetetus, Socrates and Theaetetus discuss the nature of false opinion. Socrates describes the manner in which people come to hold opinions
                  as the result of an inner discussion of the soul. “It looks to me as if, when the mind is thinking, it's simply carrying on
                  a discussion (dialegesthai), asking itself questions and answering them, and making assertions and denials. And when it has come to a decision” (189e–190a, in McDowell 1973). Later, Socrates laments to Theaetetus that “we’ve been infected, for a long time, with an impure way of carrying on our
                  dialogue (to dialegesthai)” because they have been ignorant of knowledge (196e, in McDowell 1973).
               

               We do not intend to provide an exhaustive account of all Plato's uses of the term dialegesthai. Rather, we want to call attention to three aspects of Plato's use and description of the practice that combine to bring
                  into being a new term and practice we now call dialectic.6 First, Plato redescribes dialegesthai in such a way as to claim it as a legitimate philosophical practice and distance it from “sophistic” practices he names eristic
                  and antilogic. Second, by emphasizing the skill or art associated with dialogue, Plato is able to “locate” that skill, so
                  to speak, within the properly trained person, the dialectician. Third, by disciplining the practice of dialegesthai into an increasingly rule-governed event (to dialegesthai) in which the dialectician participates, he is able to transform the sophistic practice of dialogue into an Art – h[image: ] dialektik[image: ] techn[image: ].
               

               We begin with our claim that Plato redescribes dialegesthai in such a way as to claim it as a legitimate philosophical practice and distance it from “sophistic” practices he renames
                  eristic and antilogic. That Plato consistently contrasts the means and ends of Socratic versus Sophistic dialogue is hardly an original observation on our part (Robinson 1953; Havelock 1957; Nehamas 1990; Kahn 1996). The point we want to emphasize, however, is that the term of art Plato uses most often for this contrast is not the term
                  typically associated with Plato, dialektik[image: ], but dialegesthai.
               

               In the Charmides, Critias states that Chaerephon is ready and capable to enter into a dialogue, dialegesthai, because “he is in fact a philosopher” (154e, in Lamb 1927). Plato describes the proper practice of dialegesthai as coterminous with the practice of philosophy. In contrast, he describes his competitors as engaging in eristic and antilogic
                  aimed at competitive success rather than seeking truth. The Euthydemus, discussed previously, can be interpreted as almost wholly aimed at describing the battling (ag[image: ]nisasthai) approach to eristic (t[image: ]s eristik[image: ]s) taken by the two sophists Euthydemus and Dionysodorus (272a–b). In his Sophist, one part of the definition of the sophist presented is as “an athlete in verbal combat” distinguished by his expertise in
                  the eristic art (t[image: ]n eristik[image: ]n techn[image: ]n) (231e). Plato also describes this art as antilogic (t[image: ]s antilogik[image: ]s techn[image: ]s) and associates it with Protagoras (232e).
               

               In his landmark work Plato's Earlier Dialectic, Richard Robinson (1953) argues that “The more detailed connotation of ‘eristic’ and ‘antilogic’ tends to be whatever Plato happens to think of as
                  bad method at the moment, just as ‘dialectic’ is to him at every stage of his thought whatever he then considered the best
                  method” (85). We believe Robinson is correct, but would replace the word “dialectic” in his sentence with “dialogue” or dialegesthai.
               

               By emphasizing the skill or art associated with dialogue, Plato is able to “locate” that skill within the properly trained
                  person, the dialectician. In the Meno, Plato advocates dialogue carried out in a “dialectical” way in contrast to that carried out in an “eristic” manner:
                  
                  
                     
                        And if my questioner were one of your eristic (eristik[image: ]n) and contentious (ag[image: ]nistik[image: ]n) wise men, I’d tell him, “I’ve answered. If my answer is not good, it is your job to refute me.” But with friends who wish
                           to hold dialogue (dialegesthai) with each other, as is our case, a gentler answer is indicated, one more dialectical (dialektik[image: ]teron). It is more dialectical (dialektik[image: ]teron) not only to answer what is true, but to do so in terms which the questioner further agrees that he knows…
                        

                        (75c–d, after Allen 1984).
                        

                     

                  

               

               Kahn (1996) suggests that this contrast between proper dialogue and eristic is Plato's own creation, as is the term dialektik[image: ]teron (60). Such a conjecture is supported by the philological evidence, mentioned in Chapter 1, that the words for eristic (eristik[image: ]), dialectic (dialektik[image: ]), and antilogic (antilogik[image: ]), like rhetoric (rh[image: ]torik[image: ]), all first appear in Plato's works (Schiappa 2003b, 44), and the available evidence suggests that Plato was a prolific coiner of terms words ending with -ik[image: ] and -ikos (Chantraine 1956, 97–171). There seems to be little question that Plato coined the word dialektik[image: ], as noted by Müri (1944), Robinson (1953, 90–2), and Kahn (1996, 325–8). Although Aristotle is reputed to have described Zeno as the inventor of dialectic, it is fairly certain that he
                  meant a particular type of refutative argument rather than the word (Robinson 1953, 92).
               

               Similarly, Plato appears to have coined the term for dialectician, or dialektikos, someone skilled in dialogue. Plato uses the adjective or adverbial form more than twenty times. A brief survey demonstrates
                  our point, which is simply that such a linguistic construction allows Plato to signify that not all individuals perform in dialogue with equal skill. Sometimes, the dialektikos is simply introduced into the narrative as someone who already possesses valuable skills, such as in Euthydemus (290c), where the dialektikos is presented as someone who can make use of truths found by mathematicians, and in the Cratylus (390c–d, cf. 398d), where the dialektikos can judge the correctness of words the name giver has assigned to things (Kahn 1996, 61). In the Phaedrus (266c), in contrast, the term is introduced only after a description of the specific skills of analytical division and synthesis,
                  then Socrates says that he calls those who can do this “dialecticians” (dialektikous; 266c).
               

               The final conceptual and terminological step, thus, is to transform the sophistic practice of dialogue into a teachable philosophical
                  “art of dialogue” (h[image: ] dialektik[image: ] techn[image: ]). Plato sometimes links dialegesthai with the method of division (dihairesis) and other times with the testing of hypotheses; however, throughout his career, it is clear that Plato sees philosophical
                  dialogue or dialectic as a path to understanding unchanging essences (Robinson 1953, 70; Kahn 1996, 296–300). Plato believed that “all realities (the Forms) are joined by the Form of Good to form a unified whole” so he concluded
                  that dialectic is ultimately “the science of reality” because “it alone studies reality as it really is” (Evans 1977, 7). Knowledge of the good “can come only from an intellectual grasp of fundamental realities, and this in turn requires
                  an arduous training. The training and the method of approach is what Plato calls dialectic” (Kahn 1996, 292). Dialogue or dialectic is apparently linked to Plato's theory of forms in dialogues as diverse as the Phaedrus (265d–e, 266a, 273e), Sophist (253d), Statesman (285a), Philebus (16d), and Laws (965c) (see also Robinson 1953, 70; Kahn 1996, 300). In the Parmenides, the title character states that anyone who denies “that there are forms of things and will not mark off a form from each
                  one thing…will thus completely destroy all possibility of holding Dialogue (to dialegesthai)” (135c, after Scolnicov 2003).
               

               It is in the Republic that Plato explicitly presents dialectic as the highest of all arts capable of understanding reality (Kahn 1996, 293). He does so initially by referring to the power or capacity of dialogue, now regularly presented as the articular infinitive
                  to dialegesthai. “By the highest segment of the intelligible I mean what rational discourse itself (autos ho logos) grasps by the power of Dialogue (t[image: ]i tou dialegesthai dunamei)” (511b, after Kahn 1996, 295). Plato uses nearly identical language at 533a, leading the reader to the conclusion that the power of dialogue is coterminous
                  with the art of dialogue, dialektik[image: ]. In the later dialogues, Parmenides (135c) and Philebus (57e), Plato again refers to the power of dialogue (to dialegesthai) in nearly identical language. But it is in the Republic that Plato formally places the art of dialectic (h[image: ] dialektik[image: ]) above all other kinds of studies (534e).
               

               Socrates explains the power of dialogue (to dialegesthai) to Glaucon as the only means to “look at living things themselves” (532a, in Shorey 1935). He continues:
                  
                  
                     
                        In like manner, when anyone by holding Dialogue (t[image: ]i dialegesthai) attempts through reasoned discourse (logos) without sense-perception towards what-each-thing-itself-is (ep’ auto to ho estin hekaston) and not give up before it grasps what-good-itself-is (auto ho estin agathon) by means of intellection (no[image: ]sis) itself…what then, will you not call this process of thought Dialectic (dialektik[image: ]n)? (532a–b, after Kahn 1996, 296).
                        

                     

                  

               

               Dialectic differs from sophistic dialegesthai, according to Plato's descriptions, precisely because it is committed to the search for truth rather than the competitive conquest of one's interlocutors. In his typology, the practice of dialogue as it was
                  described by his sophistic predecessors, including Socrates, can be divided into the legitimate philosophical art of dialogue
                  (dialektik[image: ]) and the illegitimate “arts” of antilogic (antilogia or antilogik[image: ]) and eristic (erizein or eristik[image: ]). Thus, in the Republic, Socrates comments ironically on the great power (dunamis) of the art of antilogic (t[image: ]s antilogik[image: ]s techn[image: ]s):
                  
                  
                     
                        Many appear to me to fall into it even against their wills, and to suppose that they are not battling (erizein) but dialoguing (dialegesthai), owing to their inability to apply the proper divisions and distinctions to the subject under consideration. They pursue
                           purely verbal oppositions, practicing a quarrel (eridi), not dialectic (dialektoi) on one another.
                        

                        (454a)

                     

                  

               

               Of course, we are under no obligation to accept Plato's accounts as fair and accurate descriptions of the practices of his
                  peers (Isocrates, Antisthenes) or predecessors (Protagoras, Hippias, Gorgias). We note that our one relatively independent (although anonymous) source, Dialexeis, explicitly states that speakers should know the truth of things. Plato's accounts aside, the available evidence does not
                  support the hypothesis that pre-Platonic “sophists” separated the pursuit of truth from that of success (Schiappa 1999, 66–82). Our objective here is neither to confirm nor refute his accounts, but rather to illustrate Plato's disciplining
                  of the sophistic practice of dialogue through his redescriptions, aided by the linguistic innovations of the substantivizing
                  of the articular infinitive (to dialegesthai) and his coining of words for the dialectician (dialektikos) and dialectic (dialektik[image: ]). It may also be the case that Plato disciplined dialectic through the imposition of rules requiring participants to be sincere, consistent, accountable for answers when questioned, and expecting answerers to resist the influence
                  of others present during dialogue (Robinson 1953, 77–9). But, of course, knowing how dialectic was taught and performed in the Academy is another matter altogether.
               

            

            After Plato

            
               Regardless of what went on in Plato's texts and at his Academy, we know that in the centuries that followed, the term “dialectic”
                  has proven to be enormously influential, even if its specific place in philosophical practice and education has varied widely.
                  Nicholas Rescher (1977) captures the term's history quite well:
                  
                  
                     
                        Dialectic is, as it were, the alchemy of philosophy. It is all things to all men [sic]: to some, the most rigorous procedure for exact and cogent thinking; to others, a way of getting outside the established
                           rules – an “anything goes” process for breaking through to unfettered innovations of thinking. For some it is the quintessential
                           method of inquiring thought, for others the quintessential antimethod.
                        

                        (xi)

                     

                  

               

               In contrast, for Plato, dialectic was, above all, the activity that enacts philosophy. As Robinson (1953) argues, “Dialectic was not a propaedeutic to philosophy. It was not a tool that you might or might not choose to use in
                  philosophizing. It was philosophy itself, the very search for the essences, only considered in its methodical aspect. The
                  method occurred only in the search, and the search only by means of the method” (71).
               

               In his Topics, Posterior Analytics, Metaphysics, and elsewhere, Aristotle articulates a description of dialectic that has a more limited role than it has for Plato. In Aristotle's view, dialectic is more likely to commit error than solitary thought, and science
                  – unlike philosophy – does not progress through a question-and-answer approach (Sophistical Refutations 169a, 172a). In J. D. G. Evans’ (1977) view, “Dialectic is the activity which effects the passage from the pre-scientific to the scientific use of the faculties”
                  (6).
               

               In Aristotle, dialectic is theorized and “disciplined” even to the point of identifying rules for the proper conduct of a
                  dialectical exchange in book 8 of his Topics. Aristotle's account in book 8 at times sounds like a debate coach offering advice for students engaged in an activity that
                  “presupposes a type of exchange governed by many rules, probably with judges of some kind to oversee individual contests and
                  evaluate them” (Smith 1997, xiv). Robin Smith describes the pedagogical practice of dialectic in Aristotle as a sort of “gymnastic” dialectic, aimed
                  at preparing students in argumentation as fencing prepares its practitioners for “real and deadly swordplay” (xx). In any
                  case, for Aristotle, dialectic is a particular method of investigation, appropriate to some endeavors but not to others. As Robinson (1953) notes, “In the Topics dialectic became a technique that could be learned by itself apart from the study of any reality, and was thereafter equally
                  applicable to all studies or none” (72). To be sure, Aristotle continues to be influenced by Plato in his treatment of “sophistical”
                  reasoning. In book 1 of Topics, for example, Aristotle distinguishes among proper demonstration (apodeixis), dialectical deduction (sullogismos dialektikos), and eristic deduction (eristikos sullogismos). But it is clear that Aristotle has taken the terms of art he inherited from Plato in his own distinctive direction.
               

            

            
               
                  1 Other uses of dialeg[image: ] in Herodotus include 1.142 dialegomenai and dialegontai (“dialect”); 3.51.1 dielechth[image: ] (“speak” [in conversation]); 7.231 dielegeto (“speak with”); 8.107.1 dialegein and 8.113.3 exelegeto (in the sense of “choose out” or “sort out”); and 9.112 dielegeto (“speak with”).
                  

               

               
                  2 For Socrates as “sophist,” see Nehamas (1990) and Schiappa (1999, 50–3).
                  

               

               
                  3 Here, we follow Charles Kahn (1996), who believes the cross-examination that took place as Socratic elenchus “was something far more personal and unsystematic than what we find in Plato's dialogues” (302). Kahn argues that elenchus was aimed at testing people rather than propositions and that Socrates denied it was a techn[image: ] (20–1, 199–200). Although Plato uses forms of elench[image: ] to describe Socrates’ examinations to the point that one could argue it becomes a technical term of art, in this study we
                     limit ourselves to dialegesthai and dialektik[image: ] (cf. Robinson 1953, 7–19).
                  

               

               
                  4 Clouds was originally performed in 424/423 BCE, but later revised, perhaps as late as 414 BCE (Dover 1968, lxxx–xcviii; Kopff 1990; Storey 1993).
                  

               

               
                  5 All appearances of dialegesthai in Plato are gathered conveniently in a Web site by Bernard Suzanne (http://plato-dialogues.org/fr/tools/voc/dialogos.htm,
                     accessed October 4, 2007). The following list includes various forms of dialegesthai and identifies the infinitive form and, in particular, which ones include an article: Alcibiades (11) 103a4; 105d6 (inf.); 105e7 (inf.); 106a1; 108c7 (inf.+to); 124c9; 129b5; 129b10; 129b14; 129c2 (inf.+to); 130e3; Lysis (8) 206c2; 206c6 (inf.); 206c9; 207a5; 210e3 (inf.); 211c1 (inf.); 211c8; 214b5; Laches (6) 180e6; 187e7; 187e8 (inf.); 188c7; 189c6; 193e4; Charmides (5) 154e7 (inf.); 155a5 (inf.); 155c7; 159b4 (inf.); 170e6; Protagoras (32) 310e3; 313c1; 314c4; 314c7; 315e5; 316b3; 316c3 (inf.); 317d6; 333c5; 334d2; 335a2; 335a6 (inf.); 335a6; 335b2 (inf.);
                     335b6 (inf.); 335b6; 335d5; 336b2; 336b5 (inf.); 336b9 (inf.); 336c3; 336c4; 337a3; 339a5; 347c3 (inf.+to); 347e6; 348b6 (inf.);
                     348b6; 348b7; 348c4 (inf.+to); 348c5 (inf.); 348d6; Major Hippias (4) 291a4; 293d1; 301b3 (inf.); 304d6 (inf.); Gorgias (17) 447c1; 448d10 (inf.); 449b4; 453b1; 457c6 (inf.); 458b2; 458c1; 458d4 (inf.); 458e1; 461a4 (inf.); 471d5 (inf.); 474b1;
                     485b3 (inf.); 485b5; 505d5; 506b5; 517c5; Hippias Minor (2) 364e9; 373a7 (inf.); Meno (3) 75d3 (inf.); 76b4; 99e4; Apology (8) 19d3; 19d5; 21c5; 33a8; 37a7; 38a4; 39e1; 41c3 (inf.); Crito (2) 49a10; 53c6; Symposium (13) 174d4; 181a1 (inf.); 183c6 (inf.); 194d4; 194d5; 194d8; 194e3 (inf.); 213d1; 217b4; 217b5; 217b6; 217d4; 223c6 (inf.);
                     Phaedrus (8) 232a8; 232b4 (inf.+to); 241a6; 242a6; 259a1; 259a2; 259a7; 269b6 (inf.); Republic (21) I, 328a9; 328d7; 336b1; II, 360a1 (inf.); V, 454a5 (inf.); VI, 511b4 (inf.+to); 511c5 (inf.+to); VII, 515b4 (inf.);
                     525d6 (inf.); 525d8; 526a2; 528a1; 532a2 (inf.+to); 532a6 (inf.+to); 532d8 (inf.+to); 533a8 (inf.+to); 537d5 (inf.+to); 537e1
                     (inf.+to); 539c6 (inf.); VIII, 558d8; IX, 588b6; Phaedo (12) 61d2; 63d7 (inf.); 63d8; 84c4; 94d6; 98d6 (inf.+to); 101e2; 115c7; 116a4; 116b3; 116b8; 116d6; Cratylus (2) 384c10; 407d7 (inf.); Ion (1) 532b9; Euthydemus (16) 271a1; 271a4; 273b4; 274b8; 275b6; 275c3; 283b9; 284e5 (inf.); 295e2 (inf.); 301c4 (inf.+to); 304a2 (inf.); 304a6; 304b2
                     (inf.); 304b6; 304e1; 305b2 (inf.); Parmenides (3) 126c2; 135c2 (inf.+to); 135d2; Theaetetus (21) 142c7; 142c8; 143b7; 143b7; 143c4; 146a7 (inf.); 147d1; 158c1; 158c4; 158c5 (inf.); 161e6 (inf.+to); 167e5; 167e6 (inf.);
                     174c3 (inf.); 178e9; 179e5; 181d8; 187a1; 189e8 (inf.); 196e1 (inf.+to); 196e8; Sophist (7) 218a2; 232d3; 239a3; 242c4; 251d1; 251d2; 263a8; Statesman (1) 272c6; Philebus (2) 14a1 (inf.+to); 57e7 (inf.+to); Laws (15) I, 630e1; I, 635a4; 648a8 (inf.); II, 673b5; III, 682e8; 686d8; IV, 719a7; 722c6; 722c9; V, 732e3; V, 735b4; IX, 854a5;
                     857d1; X, 888a6; 903a7.
                  

               

               
                  6 Although P. Christopher Smith's (1998) emphasis is somewhat different from ours, he shares our view that Plato's use constitutes a new phenomenon: “In this way
                     dialegesthai as ‘talking things through,’ in narrative historical speech and telling about them as they come to pass, is converted into
                     dialegesthai as ‘sorting things out’ dialectically in words that are now taken to be, not a presentation of the thing in itself, but a
                     secondary re-presentation, in signs, of the classes or forms of things” (125).
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