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PREFACE

For those who find the Grand Canyon sublime, it is pure pleasure to fol-
low its trails and wander in solitude. There is another, social pleasure in
leading others into the canyon, helping them to explore some section of a
subcanyon and sometimes to arrive at a view. The experience of research
for this commentary has been a similar pleasure, following and looking for
paths through one of Plato’s masterpieces. And writing the commentary
has allowed me the writer’s peculiar quasi-social pleasure of leading others
down trails and to points of particular beauty.

The previous such commentary for Greek readers was by Bury, who
described Plato’s Philebus as “a gnarled and knotted old oak-tree, abounding
in unexpected humps and shoots, which sadly mar its symmetry as compared
with the fair cypress-trees and stately pines by whose side it stands in the
grove of Academe” (1897, ix). A century of scholarship later, Barker expanded
the image of one tree to many, turning the gnarly oak into an “impenetrable

» «

jungle.” “Intrepid investigators load their back-packs with the very latest in
philological and hermeneutic equipment, together with selected remnants of
the scholarly gadgetry of earlier generations, and set off to explore it. Many
return babbling in unfathomable tongues. Other emerge waving what pur-
port to be maps of this perplexing terrain, set in mind-warping systems of

projection and sprinkled with unfamiliar symbols; but few of their maps

ix
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x  Preface

seem to agree” (1996, 143). At the time Bury wrote, his intended audience
had their primary training in classics but had perhaps only secondary and
little-used training in philosophy. The intended audience of the present com-
mentary is the opposite: their primary training is in philosophy, while they
might have only secondary and little-used training in classics. The goal of
this commentary is to assist such philosophers in considering and developing
interpretations of all or part of the Philebus, a dialogue that, perhaps more
than the others, remains full of undiscovered unities and multiplicities.

Toward this goal, the book sets out the details of about twenty argu-
ments. These argument identifications will not be the last word, but they
will serve their purpose if they stimulate more careful examination of the
arguments than has been the case. In identifying these arguments, the
commentary often points out how inference indicators (that is, the Greek
words for “therefore” and “because”) can be used to establish the structure
of the argument, indicators that are often hard to present in translation.
This is the place to recommend another too-little-used tool that is available
even to those who read in translation: the manner in which the interlocu-
tor’s reply signals assent. A word for “obvious” indicates that a successful
interpretation will tend to make this premise obvious. Words for “probably”
or “perhaps” are also signposts for the interpreter to follow, signposts that
set bounds on the range of faithful interpretations.

Scholarly progress in understanding the arguments of the Philebus and
noticing the manner of the interlocutors’ replies will not solve all interpretive
problems. The Philebus is tough on interpreters in other ways: interlaced
word order in sentence constructions; abbreviated sentence constructions;
and pronouns that are often ambiguous. This feature of more ambiguity
than usual is probably the reason why the transmitted manuscripts feature
more variation than normal in a Platonic dialogue, which further muddies
the waters of ambiguity. In addition, then, to a focus on argument iden-
tification, I try to disambiguate the text where I am able to do so. I have
not proposed any new emendations to the text, but I resist some common
emendations in the notes, and I occasionally advise changes to Burnet’s
punctuation. (Plato’s Greek text was written before the development of
lowercase letters and diacritical and punctuation marks.)

215-110667_ch01_1P.indd 10
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Preface  xi

I give piecemeal interpretative remarks on the details of particular pas-
sages and, more generally, in the introduction and appendices, together with
alternative interpretations. I show these paths through the dialogue in order
to give tools to readers who will bring to bear their own diverse philosophi-
cal perspectives and talents, so that they may wander for themselves and
make new and better paths through the beautiful landscape of the Philebus.

With my students and collaborators Brianna Zgurich and Hayden Nie-
hus, T have coauthored a companion commentary, Plato’s Philebus: Greek
Text with Basic Grammar (2020). That companion, modeled on the com-
mentaries of Geoffrey Steadman, focuses on the vocabulary and grammar
needed to understand how in each sentence such things as participles,
relative clauses, and accusative-plus-infinitive constructions fit together
with the finite verbs and their moods, voices, tenses, and aspects.! Thanks
to that grammar companion, this commentary has been able to expand
its consideration of arguments and ambiguities and reduce the number of
basic grammatical observations.

One learns different things about the Grand Canyon by studying photo-
graphs of it and by actually hiking and viewing it. Likewise, one learns differ-
ent things about the Philebus by reading it in translation and in Greek. This
commentary and its companion are designed to encourage philosophical
research on the Philebus for the broadest possible range of scholars who
want to get to know the dialogue in a different way than through English
translation.

I thank my editor, Alessandra Jacobi Tamulevich, for expert guidance
as I submitted a proposal and wrote this book. Northern Arizona Univer-
sity made this book possible with two Scholarship and Creative Activity
Awards, the first supporting a book proposal for the University of Oklahoma
Press in July 2014 and the second for continued support as I worked on the
project again in July 2015. In addition, the university provided me with a
reduced teachingload in fall 2021 and spring 2022 as I finished the project.

I gratefully acknowledge this support of my research and also assistance

1. Geoffrey Steadman, “Greek and Latin Texts with Facing Vocabulary and Commen-
tary,” accessed June 27, 2022, https://geoffreysteadman.com/.
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xii ~ Preface

from the following, who read or advised me on particular passages: Lloyd
Gerson, Gale Justin, Kyle Lucas, Mia Osmonbekov, Christopher Rowe,
Christopher Turner, David Yount, and especially Sylvain Delcomminette,
who graciously shared with me his translation and notes on the Philebus,
unpublished at the time. I thank, in particular, Fernando Muniz, who has
fundamentally shaped my understanding of many of the issues discussed
in the introduction, and I thank him again, together with Arthur Lawton,
for reading the Philebus with me in spring 2003. With special gratitude I
acknowledge the assistance of Barbara Jane Hall, Kyle Lucas, Hayden Nie-
hus, and Brianna Zgurich. Over the course of the spring 2016 semester (in
Kyle’s case) and the three semesters—spring and fall 2016 and spring 2017
(Jane, Hayden, and Brianna)—they read the Philebus with me as I wrote
the first draft of this commentary, suggesting ideas, catching errors, and
making improvements. Finally, I thank Guillermo Camacho, Mike Egan,
Magnus Schuh, and Savanah Winiesdorffer, who helped revise a draft of
the commentary as they read selections from the Philebus in spring 2020.
The many errors that remain are my own.
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NOTE ON CONVENTIONS

Page and line numbers. The standard page numbers (11-67), letters (a—e)
derive from Stephanus 1578. I follow the line numbers in Burnet 1901.

Burnet. In my names for the manuscripts—B, T, t, W, Ven. 189—I follow
Burnet 1901. The bibliography of some editors of the text before the 1900s
are lost to me. I mark these in the text in parentheses as follows: (cited in
Burnet).

Forms, kinds, and words. Italics name forms (e.g., the form unbounded).
Initial capitals name kinds (e.g., the kind Unbounded). Quotation marks
name linguistic expressions in English (e.g., the adjective “unbounded”),
while only context indicates the naming of Greek words. For example, I
name a Greek word in the following sentence: The ancient Greek conven-
tion is to mention a word or phrase by putting the neuter singular definite
article t6 before the word or phrase (see, e.g., notes to 33e2 and 58c1). Also,
often after a Greek word I use italics to give an English translation (e.g.,
“Plato’s terms népag bound and dneipov unbounded”). Unless otherwise
indicated, translations are my own.

Grave and acute accents. In the notes, I distinguish types and tokens of
Greek words as follows. A Greek word with a grave accent on the ultima
refers to a token of that word (that is, a visible particular instance) in the
text. A Greek word with an acute accent on the ultima refers to that type

xiii
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xiv.  Note on Conventions

of word (that is, the one intelligible abstract object that is instantiated in
each of the many tokens. For example, the word mapa refers to the token
mapa at 11a1, while apd refers to the type of that word.

Argument identification. Arguments are identified with the conclusion
stated first, followed by premises establishing it. When premises themselves
are conclusions, the subpremises establishing them are likewise listed below,
indented. For example:

C
Because:
P1
Because:
P11
P12
P2

In the example, conclusion C follows from P1and P2, while P1in turn follows
from P1.1and P1.2. About twenty arguments are identified this way in the
commentary (see notes to 12c6-7, 12€2, 13a-b, two at 14c-15a, two at 14d8—
e4,18d4-e1, 20e-22¢, 22b-c, 24a-€, 26e1-2, 27e—28a, 28a-30a, 29€2, 30a-¢,
40b6-7, 43d4-5—additional arguments are identified in Rudebusch 2016).
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INTRODUCTION

1. DRAMATIC SETTING AND DATE

There are no indicators of dramatic setting, although the way that all sides
of the conversation take their setting for granted rules out, for example, that
the conversation took place where Socrates was deployed with the army
or in prison at the end of his life. Nails lists the Philebus as being “without
dramatic date” (2002, 327), and certainly there is little information that could
lead to a dramatic date. Socrates addresses Protarchus as nai child (e.g.,
at 15a1), while Protarchus implies Socrates is old (16a5). Socrates remarks
on Philebus’ style of addressing Protarchus and his friends as naideg boys
(16b4). The “boys” are old enough to be without chaperones and seem to
use sexual double entendres with reference to Philebus (11c7-8). Accord-
ingly, Protarchus and friends would be veaviokoi—that is, “young men
or youths of adult height who show early signs of facial hair” (Nails 2002,
100). Philebus would be older but still able to view them as sexual partners,
with Socrates likely to be still older than Philebus. Unlike in the Phaedrus,
there is no sexual tension between him and his interlocutor. This places the
dramatic date certainly after the Parmenides (when Socrates was seventeen)
and probably after the Phaedrus, when Socrates was in his early fifties.
But the following evidence suggests a precise dramatic date for the Phile-
bus: the two or three months before Socrates’ death. In the Phaedrus, Socrates

215-110667_ch01_1P.indd 1
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2 Plato’s Philebus

has a reverential attitude toward masters of dialectic, understood to include
the method of collection and division. In the Sophist, when he meets the
Eleatic Stranger, Socrates is ready to be reverential to him. In the Philebus,
Socrates continues to value the method as a gift from gods, but he pointedly
says that the method has escaped him many times, and no longer talks about
godlike masters he’d like to meet. Instead, he uses the method himself with
seeming mastery and with no reference to a desire to learn from masters.
The best explanation of Socrates’ change in attitude and self-confidence is
the Stranger. This means that the Philebus is set in the month or two after
Socrates listened to the Stranger (in spring 399) but before Socrates’ trial “in
the month of Thargelion, roughly May-June” (Nails 2002, 322).

The details of this evidence are as follows. A distinctive method of collec-
tion and division is prominently featured in the Phaedrus, the Sophist, the
Statesman, and the Philebus. In both the Phaedrus (266b3) and the Philebus
(16b6) Socrates pronounces himself an épaotrig lover of collection and divi-
sion. In the Phaedrus, Socrates states he is a lover for a purpose: (va 0l4¢ te &
Aéyewy te xal ppoVvely in order to be able to speak and know (266b4-5). He
states that if he supposes some other person to be able eig €v xai émi ToAa
neuk60’ 6pav to look into one and on many things that naturally come
to be (266bs-6), he pursues “katomode pet’ (yviov dote Oeoio” in [his]

Jootsteps behind [him] as a god (266b6—-7).! Socrates is quoting a formula
that appears four times in the Odyssey: 1i) Telemachus following Athena
in the guise of a mortal as she leads him away from murderous suitors in
pursuit of knowledge of his father (2.406); and (2) him following her again
in the guise of a mortal to try to gain that knowledge from Nestor (3.30); (3)
Odysseus following Calypso to a feast after she builds a raft for him to carry
him away from her island to return to what might fairly be called reality
(5.193); and (iv) Odysseus, a transient beggar all alone, following Athena
in the guise of a mortal leading him to Nausicaa’s father, Alcinous, king of
the Phaeacians, who will cause Odysseus at last to be set on the soil of his
native land. These contexts for Socrates’ quotation emphasize his reverential
attitude in the Phaedrus. The quotation likens Socrates to Odysseus and

1. Ryan (2012, 274-75) explains the changes Socrates makes in adapting the verse to his
purpose.
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Introduction 3

Telemachus at moments when the hero and his son are desperate for wise
guidance to save their lives and who are saved in all four cases by follow-
ing a god. Instead of Athena or Calypso, Socrates tentatively identifies the
masters he would follow as SiaAextikovg experts at dialectic (266c1), an
expertise that Socrates views as his salvation in reasoning.

Socrates states his pursuit of such experts using a present general
conditional, thus as a law governing his own behavior (¢4v té€ Ttv’ dAov
nyfowpat duvatov . . . toltov Siokw if I ever suppose another is able, I
pursue him [266bs5—6]). The dramatic date of the Phaedrus is between 418
and 416.> To judge by the dramatic dates of other dialogues, to this point
in Socrates’ life the only master dialectician he has ever met was more than
thirty years earlier, Parmenides in August 450, when Socrates was seven-
teen (Nails 2002, 308). Parmenides gave Socrates a master class as part of
what the narrator Cephalus called ToUg Adyoug, olg mote Zwxpdtng kal
Zivwv xai Iappevidng dieAéxOnoav the arguments that Socrates, Zeno,
and Parmenides once produced in dialogue or with dialectic (Parmenides
126¢2: Parmenides himself in the course of the discussion referred to v
100 StaréyeoBar SUvapwy the power of carrying on a dialogue or of dialectic
[135¢c2]). Parmenides fits Socrates’ description in the Phaedrus as able €ig
€v kai émi oM a tepuk60’ 0pav to look into one and upon many things that
naturally come to be (Phaedrus 266bs5-6). For Parmenides in the lesson
(Parmenides 137b-166¢) gave a masterly exploration of many hypotheses
nepl ToU £vOg avtod about the one itself (137b3). For example, he took up
the hypothesis that o0k Gv €in moA\a 1o €v the one could not be many
(137¢4-5) and exhaustively refuted it at 142a6-8, showing many things
that “naturally come to be” from such a one. Again, he showed that i v
goTwv if one is (142¢3), dvayxn 8V’ del yryvéuevov necessarily it is always
becoming two (142e7-a1), and that 10 €v dpa avTo . . . TOMA Te kal dmelpa
10 TAT|00G €0tV the one itself therefore is many and unbounded with respect
to magnitude (144e3-5). We may imagine that Socrates, as he listened,
pursued the dialectical examination kat6mo0e pet’ Tyviov @dote Beolo in

2. Nails (2002, 314) notes this date is controversial but nonetheless judges the dialogue
to have a “definite dramatic date” (308), giving reasons (314) that perhaps lead to an
unstated conclusion that continued controversy is ill-advised.
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4  Plato’s Philebus

[Parmenides’] footsteps behind [him] as a god (266b6-7). Given Socrates’
past experience with Parmenides, we can explain Socrates’ reverential
attitude toward masters of dialectic in the Phaedrus.

More than fifteen years after the conversation of the Phaedrus, The-
odorus the geometrician introduces Socrates to Tva E€vov a xenos (216a2).
The word xenos, spoken by Theodorus, refers to a friend who is a visitor
from another city and who is a guest at the home of Theodorus: a “guest-
friend.” This is one of the word’s meanings and is found in Homer. Spoken
by Socrates, who is not hosting him and does not know even his name, the
word takes another Homeric meaning: stranger. Likewise, stranger is the
meaning of xenos for us readers of the dialogue. Theodorus introduces his
guest as 10 puev yévog €€ EAéag on the one hand, with respect to his nation,
Jfrom Elea (216a3), €tepov 8¢ t@Vv dp@i ITappevidny kxal Zijveova étaipwv
but (who is) other than the disciples of the school of Parmenides and Zeno
(216a3-4),® pdha 8¢ dvdpa @ihdoopov yet very much a man of philosophy
(216a4). Remarkably, Socrates straightaway recognizes that the Stranger is
agod: Ap’ ovv, @ Oeddwpe, 00 EEvov AN Tva Bedv dywv . . . AéAnbag;
Then did it escape your notice, Theodorus, that you're not leading a guest-
Jriend but rather some god? (216a5-6). @avAovg Nudg 6vtag v Toig Adyolg
EMOYOPEVOG T kal EAEyEwV, Beog @V Tig éAeyxTikdg Since we are paltry

3. Modern editors emend £tepov other to £taipov companion, which leads many in turn
to delete in addition the étaipwv seven words after: étaipov 8¢ t@v dpgi ITappevidnv
xal Zyvwva a fellow of the school of Parmenides and Zeno. The changes are made on
the grounds that the Stranger shows himself as a member of the school: he is familiar
with the teachings of Parmenides and at 241d5 refers to him as a matpog father. But
these reasons are weak. For the Socrates of the Theaetetus is likewise familiar with the
teachings of Parmenides and—quoting Homer to call Parmenides aidoi6g té pot. . .
dewog te revered and dread, the words used by Helen, who inserts between them the
further epithet @iAe ékvpé dear father-in-law to address Priam as he protects her (Iliad
3.172)—is even more reverential to Parmenides than the Stranger. The Stranger dares
to criticize Parmenides (Sophist 244b-245d), but Socrates refuses (183d-184a). Yet no
one would use Socrates’ reverence for Parmenides to infer that Socrates is a fellow of
the school of Parmenides. On the other hand, if Socrates did happen to be Elean, and
you were introducing him to your friends, you might well say, “He is Elean, but he’s not
amember of the school of Parmenides and Zeno, yet he is very much a man of philoso-
phy.” Just so, Theodorus introduces the Stranger, coordinating his three statements
with pév...8é... 86 ontheonehand . .. but. .. yet... See Cordero1993,281-84 and
Delcomminette 2014, 53516 for other considerations regarding this text.
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Introduction 3

in arguments, [he is] going to going to look us over and refute us, as he is sort
of a god of refutation (216b4-6). Socrates at this moment still remembers
with admiration the Adyovg mayxdAovg utterly beautiful arguments of
Parmenides (217¢5). These passages establish that Socrates retains his rev-
erential attitude toward masters of dialectic such as Parmenides up to this
pointin his life, and contrasts himself as patAouvg . . . év toig Adyorg paltry
in arguments by way of comparison.

In the Philebus Socrates states that o0 pnv €0t kaMiwv 680¢ 008 av
yévouto there is not and could not come to be a finer way (16bs) than the
method of collection and division 16bs—but then he discounts this state-
ment (8¢ but), saying that the method of collection and division moMdiig
0¢ pe )01 dagpuyodoa Epnpov kai drropov katéotnoey many times now,
after escaping has left me desolate at an impasse (16b6—7). Socrates contin-
ues to revere the method, saying that it is Oe®dv pev eig avBpomnouvg déo1g
a gift of gods to human beings (16¢5). He continues to revere oi p&v raAatol
Kpelttoveg UGV kai Eyyvtépw 0edv oikodvteg men of old who were might-
ier than us and who dwelt nearer to the gods (16c7-8). But he no longer speaks
of a desire to learn from present-day masters of dialectic for the purpose of
being able to speak and know: the law governing his own behavior (Phaedrus
266bs-6, quoted above) no longer seems to hold. He no longer speaks of
himself as paltry in arguments and in future to be refuted by a master. This
difference in Socrates’ attitude between the start of the Sophist and the
dramatic date of the Philebus calls for explanation, and the only explanation
can be the Stranger. There is no other master of dialectic Socrates meets
or alludes to meeting after his day with the Stranger in the few months
remaining of his life who could have caused that change. For purposes of
dramatic date, I can leave aside the question how the Stranger produced
this change. (Did Socrates absorb the Stranger’s wisdom as an apprentice
watching a master, or did Socrates recoil from errors he observed in the
Stranger’s technique?) In whatever way the Stranger explains Socrates’
change, we must set the Philebus after Socrates’ meeting with him. There
is additional evidence for such a late date in literary allusions in the Philebus
to the Stranger. For example, there is the odd image in Socrates’ locution
at 16b6-7 (quoted above) of the 060¢ . . . ToAAdkLg € pe 10N Stagpuyodoa
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6  Plato’s Philebus

the way [of collection and division] escaping [Socrates]. This odd use of the
verb diapevyw escape in connection with collection and division seems to
be a backward reference to the eight instances of peUyw, with and without
prefixes, in the Stranger’s two dialogues. For example, in the Statesman,
the Stranger describes his conversation in the Sophist this way: diépuyev
Nuag 6 Adyoc the argument escaped us (284b8-9, with the other instances
at Sophist 231¢5-6, 235b3, 235¢5, 236d3, 260d1, and Statesman 268e5 and
275d6). Since Socrates spent his last month in prison, a dramatic date for
the Philebus after the day with the Stranger leaves a window of only two
or three months when the conversation could have occurred.*

2. PERSONS OF THE DIALOGUE

The dialogue begins as a conversation between Socrates and Philebus in the
presence of several young admirers of Philebus, one of whom, Protarchus,
takes the position as Socrates’ interlocutor. Only these three characters
have speaking parts in the dialogue. Although Socrates sometimes refers
to his own views using plural pronouns (see note on 11a2), he appears to be
alone (as Protarchus implies with his threat at 16a4). The name “Philebus”
“is not known in Greece in ancient times except for a fictional instance”
(Nails 2002, 238). Protarchus is identified as a son of Callias (at 19bs), but
although “Protarchus” and “Callias” are both common names, “there is
no known instance of a Protarchus-Callias [father-son] pair” (Nails 2002,
257). This Callias is often interpreted as being the one mentioned in the
Apology, but Nails argues against that alternative. It is possible that both
Protarchus and Philebus are fictional, but our evidence takes us no further
than that possibility.

There is much more to say about Socrates. Nails (2002, 263-69) gives an
authoritative overview of the historical Socrates’ life, military and political
career, depiction in comedy, and his trial. The character Socrates in Plato’s
dialogues is more or less true to that history, with there being vigorous

debate about how much more and less (see Graham and Barney 2016 for

4. Debra Nails has pointed out to me in a correspondence that the openings of both the
Theaetetus and Symposium imply a flurry of activity in those few months near the end
of Socrates’ life.
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an introduction to one thread of the debate, the question of the historicity
of Chaerephon’s visit to the Oracle).

The character Socrates in dialogues such as the Apology, Charmides,
Euthydemus, Euthyphro, Gorgias, Ion, Laches, Lesser Hippias, Lysis, Meno,
Protagoras, and Republic 1 is best understood to have as his motive the
conversion of others to philosophy by showing in conversation that they
are like him in lacking expertise in how to live an excellent human life
(Rudebusch and Turner 2014)—let us call these the missionary dialogues.
Despite professing his own ignorance, the missionary Socrates is typically
self-confident in cross-examining others—from deferential youths to men of
the highest reputation for wisdom. The method of the missionary Socrates
is dialectical and elenctic. Socrates is dialectical here not in using the method
of collection and division but rather in using the highest method described
in Plato’s Divided Line in the Republic (509d-511e). That is, Socrates begins
from the premises, whatever they are, supplied by his interlocutors and then
leads them by trains of questions to the desired conclusion (on this method
see Rudebusch , . Socrates here is elenctic in eliciting from his
interlocutor an admission either of ignorance (from those who have claimed
expertise) or of their overriding need for knowledge.

The Socrates of dialogues such as the Cratylus, Crito, Phaedo, Phaedrus,
Republic 2-10, Symposium, and Theaetetus uses the same dialectical method,
but his motives for those conversations appear different and various. There
is the practical motive to consider the right course of action (Crito). There
are more academic motives in discussion of topics that, although treated
academically, seem nevertheless to bear on practical life choices (like the
nature of love in the Symposium and Phaedrus or the relative advantages
of righteous and unrighteous lives in Republic 2-10). And there are the
purely academic motives in discussions of the relation of language to real-
ity (Cratylus and Phaedrus). All such practical and more or less academic
motives differ from the motive to convert to philosophy that we find in the
missionary dialogues. The Socrates of the Theaetetus is remarkable in being
both academic and elenctic. That dialogue takes up an academic topic—the
nature of knowledge—but it does so with the missionary motive of estab-
lishing recognition of human ignorance in Socrates’ interlocutor, albeit a
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8  Plato’s Philebus

more profound ignorance than in the other missionary dialogues (on
the more profound ignorance, see Rudebusch 1990).

Ledger’s 1989 computer analysis of stylistic features in Plato’s texts turned
up a “cluster of Platonic dialogues” remarkable for their stylistic similarities:
Critias, Epinomis, Seventh Letter, Laws, Philebus, Statesman, Sophist, and
Timaeus (Nails 1995, 110). Of this cluster of near neighbors, the character
Socrates is not present in Epinomis, Seventh Letter, or Laws. He is present
but inactive in the Timaeus-Critias duology and in the Sophist-Statesman
duology. Of this cluster, only the Philebus features Socrates leading the
conversation with his dialectical method, where his motive again seems
more academic, although it bears on human life: “a whole theory about the
ingredients of the best life and their proper ordering” (Cooper 1997, 398).

Although not linked closely by Ledger’s 1989 stylometric study to this
cluster, the Theaetetus is dramatically linked with the duology Sophist-
Statesman, the former ending (Theaetetus 210d) with an agreement to meet
the next morning, and the latter beginning (Sophist 216a) with Theodorus
referring to the previous day’s agreement. It is tempting for readers to
assimilate the philosophy of the Socrates who leads the discussion in the
Theaetetus and Philebus with the philosophy of the Eleatic Stranger, who
leads the discussion in the Sophist and Statesman. Cooper (1997, 398), for
example, in his introduction to the Philebus, says that Socrates there “pur-
sues the discussion much more in the manner of the Stranger of Sophist
or Statesman than in his own manner in either the [missionary] dialogues
or the Republic.” This assimilation is overstated. The Stranger chooses to
speak from a position of authority, the position of one who professes to have
an answer, as Theodorus reports: dtaknkoévat yé onotw ikav@dg kat ovk
apvnpovelv [the Stranger] says that he has heard [the answer] well enough
and has not forgotten (217b7-8). Such professions assimilate the Stranger
not to Socrates but to his interlocutors, who often profess wisdom (for
example, the eponymous characters at Laches 190c and 190e, Euthyphro 4e-5a
and 5¢, and Protagoras 318e-319a). Socrates makes no such profession in the
Philebus. On the contrary, he expresses doubt about the provisional answer

> n 57

he defends at the start of the dialogue (T{ 8’ av dMn tig kpeltT®V TOVTOV
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Introduction 9

pavij; What if some other [answer] superior to these comes to light? [11d11]),
and indeed that first answer proves to be wrong by 22a-c. Rather than
speaking from a position of authority, the Socrates of the Philebus speaks
as one among equals, cross-examining as a way to develop an account in
common with his interlocutor. This is the Socrates who seeks to elicit his
answer from the position of his interlocutor, who has just failed to do so
with Philebus but who succeeds admirably with Protarchus.

There are additional differences between the form of conversation of the
Stranger and Socrates.® Socrates gives encouragement to the interlocutor
to speak his mind boldly: tva pn pdtnv Oappnong, apinu I dismiss [my
objection to your statement] in order that you do not speak boldly in vain,
(Theaetetus 189d4). This encouragement has its proper effect on Theaetetus:
0t10¢ keAevelg mpolvpwe dmokpivaocatl, Tapaxvovvevwv Aéyw because
you bid me to answer with a spirit, I'm taking a chance and speaking out
(204b2-3). In fact, Socrates praises Theaetetus when he throws up opposi-
tion: AvOpk®¢ ye . . . payn you're fighting like a man (205a1). In contrast,
the Stranger prefers avtog émt cavtod pakp® Adyw die€iévar to go through
a long speech all by himself (217¢3), unless his interlocutor responds dAUnwg
Te Kal evnving in a way that is easy to handle and does not cause trouble
(217d1). The Stranger’s first interlocutor, Theaetetus, comes close to caus-
ing trouble early in the conversation, when the Stranger proposes to divide
hunting on land into two parts—namely, hunting of the tame and hunting of
the wild. Instead of assenting, Theaetetus questions the Stranger’s division:
elt’ EotL g Ofpa 1@V uépwv; is there any hunting of the tame? (222b6).
The Stranger gives no praise to him for throwing up opposition. He crushes
Theaetetus: einep yé Eotv dvBpwmog fuepov (Qov [there is] if at any rate
a human being is a tame animal (b7) and commands, 0gg &8¢ 6mn yaipeig
posit whatever you like! (b7-8), spelling out three alternatives that seem
designed to make Theaetetus feel like a fool for questioning the Stranger:
elte unoev t0eig fjpepov either you posit that nothing is tame (b8—Dbut that

5. I thank Fernando Muniz for discussion, observations, and references about this dif-
ference in method.

215-110667_ch01_1P.indd 9

13/09/22 12:41 AM



10  Plato’s Philebus

would be stupid), elte &M\ o pev fuepdv T, Tov 8¢ dvBpwmov dyptov or
that something else is tame, but the human being is wild (b8§-9—even more
stupid), eite fjpepov pev Aéyeig ad tov AvBpwmov, avBpdnwv §¢ pndepiav
Nyh Opav or that, while you do say that the human being is tame, you sup-
pose that there is not any hunting of human beings (bg-10—also stupid).
The Stranger then makes a second command that puts Theaetetus in an
awkward position: ToUTwv 0moTEP’ AV YT iAoV eipfioBai oot, TolTo UiV
dwoproov whichever of these you suppose is dear to you to answer, make this
division for us! (b1o-11). It seems that Theaetetus has been properly tamed
by the Stranger’s fierce response to his question. For he meekly says: d W
UGG Te fipepov, @ Eéve, yotpat {pov, Bjpav te avBpdnmv eivat Aéyw o
Stranger, but I suppose we are a tame animal, and I say that there is hunting
of human beings (c1-2). Theaetetus throws up no more opposition in the
conversation.

In the missionary dialogues, Socrates speaks of the good only insofar as
it bears on practical deliberation about how to live the best life, all things
considered. He speaks of it there as being knowledge, specifically, expertise
at human well-being. In other dialogues, Socrates speaks of a good itself,
but only indirectly, either as the uppermost limit of a therapy that leads
to numerous revisions in the object of one’s love (Symposium 210a-211d),
or with images like the sun, telling us what that good is like but claiming
to be unable to give an account of what it is, despite the requests of his
interlocutors (Republic 506b-509c¢). The Socrates of the Philebus is more
knowledgeable, giving an account of what the good is. In comparison to the
many other characters of Socrates in the many other Platonic dialogues,
then, this Socrates of the Philebus shows himself unrivalled in knowledge
on this theoretical point, although such theoretical knowledge falls short
of the practical wisdom about which every character of Socrates knows
we are ignorant. (On the difference between theoretical knowledge and
practical wisdom, see Rudebusch 2018, 231-32.)

6. As an alternative, Cooper attributes the differences in the pursuit of the respective
topics to the interlocutors. Compared to the Stranger’s interlocutors, Theaetetus and
Young Socrates, Protarchus in the Philebus is “much more ready to throw up opposi-
tion” (1997, 398).
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3. DATE OF COMPOSITION

As noticed above, Ledger’s 1989 computer analysis of the stylistic features
of Plato’s texts turned up a “cluster of Platonic dialogues” remarkable for
their stylistic similarities: Critias, Epinomis, Seventh Letter, Laws, Philebus,
Statesman, Sophist, and Timaeus (Nails 1995, 110). If this group of stylistically
similar dialogues is taken as evidence that these dialogues were written at
the same period of Plato’s life, then one ought to predict that other dialogues
would likewise group themselves about other periods of Plato’s life (even if
we do not know which periods correspond to which times of Plato’s life).
That prediction is false: there are no other groupings of comparable simi-
larity. Thus, Ledger’s stylistic similarities might better correlate with other
features than Plato’s time of life. For example, perhaps the close similarity
of these dialogues is explained by Plato’s use of a scribe who paraphrased
in a strongly idiosyncratic way Plato’s dictation. And perhaps Plato’s use
of such a scribe might in turn be explained by health problems on Plato’s
part, which might in turn be explained by old age—but for each story of
this explanatory house of cards one might produce an indefinite number of
alternative explanations. From Ledger’s computer analysis, then, it seems
that “the only fully warranted conclusion . . . is that there is a group of
stylistically similar dialogues. Whether that similarity derives from order
of composition, subject matter, genre, intended audience, or some other
variable, remains unknown” (Nails 1995, 114).

Nevertheless, there is a scholarly consensus dating the Philebus as written
late in Plato’s life. (See Nails 1995, 64, for a table showing the consensus.
For recent examples, see Irwin 2019, 73-77 and Meinwald 2019, 338n3.)
Such a date would make this Socrates of the Philebus Plato’s last depiction
of him, which is one way to explain why this Socrates displays the greatest
knowledge of the good.

4. DRAMATIC MIRRORING OF PHILOSOPHIC THEMES

The Philebus begins mid-sentence, with a reference back to an earlier discus-
sion, one that probably took place immediately prior to this dialogue. The
prior discussion is summarized as a controversy between Philebus’ hedo-
nism and Socrates’ own intellectualism. Like the beginning, the end of the
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12 Plato’s Philebus

dialogue breaks off as if mid-sentence (67b11). Among Platonic dialogues,
“the Philebus is unique in this feature of beginninglessness and endlessness”
(Burnyeat 1997, 19). This feature gives the appearance that the author created
the dialogue by setting bounds to an indefinitely longer conversation. This
stylistic feature, like the interpretations of Philebus’ hedonism discussed
above, mirrors the philosophical thesis within the dialogue about bounded
and unbounded—namely, that the addition of boundaries is an expert’s way
of producing a good product out of material that, prior to boundaries, is
indeterminate. Proclus’ word for this mirroring is “¢vewcoviletay, the verb
from eik®v, image” (Burnyeat 1997, 19).

5. TOPIC AND STRUCTURE

The topic of the dialogue is set by the question, “Is the good pleasure or
knowing?”” The answer will be “Neither: the good is measure, beauty, and
truth”—but knowing will turn out to be immeasurably more similar to the
good than pleasure, and the good for human beings includes both know-
ing and certain measured pleasures. Curiously, Protarchus and Socrates
give two different interpretations of Philebus’ position. In terms of the
divisions developed later in the dialogue, there are three competing theses
about pleasure under discussion. The character Philebus has an open-ended
(“unbounded”) position about pleasure and the good, and Socrates and
Protarchus set bounds to his thesis in different ways. Following Delcommi-
nette (2006, 22) I take Philebus’ indeterminacy to be a dramatic reflection
of philosophical themes of dneipov unbounded and népag bound featured
in the dialogue: the philosophical position of Philebus is dneipov, and the
dialogue will apply tépacg to it.

1. Socrates’ interpretation of Philebus: When we divide the kind Good
we find pleasure as one subkind (among possible others, see 11b4-6).
2. Protarchus’ interpretation of Philebus: The kind Good, without any

division, is one and the same as the kind Pleasure (see 11d8).

7. As Delcomminette (2006, 23) observes. He is closer to the text than the alternative
interpretation of Gosling (1975, 76) and Irwin (1995, 328), who take it to be, “What is
pleasure?” Indeed, the topic is not set by any question of the form “What is X?”
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In addition, Socrates has his own thesis about the kind Good and the kind
Pleasure:

3. Socrates’ thesis about pleasure: the kind Pleasure can take on good-
ness and badness as extrinsic characteristics. Accordingly, we can
divide that kind into the subkinds Good Pleasure and Bad Pleasure
(see 12¢7-8).

If we distinguish these three positions on pleasure, we can understand
why the dialogue continues after Protarchus’ interpretation of Philebus—
namely, the identity thesis—is refuted at 20e-22c. The remainder of the
dialogue is aimed at refuting Philebus, as interpreted by Socrates, and
establishing Socrates’ thesis about pleasure in the context of determining
what the good life is for human beings.

The Philebus is structured so that the experience of reading it is like spend-
ing time in a laboratory as follows: (1) entering the lab to find something and
then, after (2) moving an obstacle out of the way, (3) reaching a microscope
and then (3, 4, and 5) looking through it at three different objects. Having
properly examined the objects, (6) one finds what one is looking for. These
six stages appear as follows in the Philebus: (1) The dialogue begins with a
question: what makes a human life happy? Preliminary competing answers
are that pleasure is good and that knowing is better than pleasure. (2) The
first moves in the competition run into an obstacle: the paradox that one is
many and many is one. The discussion gets past the obstacle by supposing
the paradox is a phenomenon introduced by the “microscope” itself—namely,
human reason in accordance with the “Divine Method.” (3) Accepting the
Divine Method allows the argument first to make a Fourfold Division of the
world into four kinds, Bound, Unbounded, Mix, and Cause, and to place
pleasure into the kind Unbounded and knowing into the kind Cause. Using
the Divine Method, (4) the argument classifies relevant kinds of pleasure—
the place where it comes to be, restoring pleasures and pleasures of anticipa-
tion, a variety of false pleasures, and a significant kind of true pleasure—and
identifies pleasure as a process of coming to be as opposed to states and acts
of being like, for example, knowing. Then, with the same method, (5) the
argument classifies relevant kinds of knowing from more to less accurate.
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14  Plato’s Philebus

Thanks to the classifications, (6) we can answer the original question with
aranking as follows. In the mixture that is a human life, the first rank goes
to the effect of Measure (namely, being measured and timely, etc.); the sec-
ond rank goes to the effect of Measure and Beauty (namely being complete,
sufficient, etc.); the third goes to the effect of (Measure, Beauty, and) Truth
(namely, the power of knowing and being aware); the fourth to the effects of
knowing in the soul (namely, the sciences and kinds of expertise); and the
fifth to the effects of activities of science and expertise (namely, pleasures
that are free of pain).

If this structural outline promises “a well-directed and fruitful discussion,
ithas to be admitted that this is a very high-flying view. A low-flying bird will
have quite a different perspective. What looks from very high up like a well-
ordered landscape turns out, from close up, to be full of crags and ravines, bogs,
and apparently unfordable rivers” (Frede 1993, xv). The crags, ravines, bogs, and

river obstacles are in many cases caused by stylistic ambiguity.

6. STYLISTIC AMBIGUITY

Readers of the Philebus often notice ambiguity as a striking literary feature.
Socrates’ interlocutors, Philebus and Protarchus, certainly do. They ask for
clarification much more often than their counterparts in other dialogues.
For example, in the first five pages of the dialogue, more than a third of
Protarchus’ questions (twelve of thirty-two) ask for clarification: To molov;
To what? (11d3); Tanola OM Aéyeig; What in the world are you saying? (13d2);
Aéye nidc; Tell me how (13e1); To olov 81); Just what sort? (13e3); [1d¢; How?
(13e8); Tov molov On; Just what sort? (14c3); Aéye capéotepov Speak more
clearly! (14¢6); 20 8¢ 01 mola, @ Tdkpatec, Etepa Aéyeig; But what other
version are you talking about, Socrates? (14e5); I1dg; How? (15a8); I160¢ev;
From where? (15d3); Tig avtn; AeyéoBw poévov. What method? Just let it be
said! (16b8); Aéye pévov Just say it (16c4). As a rough comparison, in his
first thirty-two speeches, Euthyphro asks Socrates for clarification just four
times, all at the start in order to clarify Socrates’ appearance for a legal matter
(Euthyphro 2a-7b). Thrasymachus (at Rep. 336b—341d) asks for clarification in
just two of his first thirty-two speeches: Tig . . . OpdgmdAar Avapia Exet, @
Soxkpateg; What nonsense possesses you just now, Socrates? (336b8—c1) and Tt
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Aéyeig o0; What are you saying? (339d4). Likewise, Theaetetus (144e-147€)
asks just two questions: To wolov; What sort [of difference]? (145e2) and I1édg
titoUto Aéyeig; What sort of thing are you saying? (146ds).

The Philebus makes extensive use of two types of ambiguity: pronomi-
nal and elliptical. Pronouns can be ambiguous about their antecedent. For

example:
(S) Diotima taught Socrates about love. Plato wants her to instruct him.

In speech S, the pronoun “her” is feminine in gender, singular in number,
and unambiguously stands for the only feminine singular antecedent noun,
“Diotima.” But the masculine singular pronoun “him” might stand for
either of two masculine singular antecedents, “Socrates” or “Plato.” The
pronoun more naturally stands for “Plato,” since that noun is nearer the
pronoun than “Socrates.” But “Socrates” is still a possible antecedent, mak-
ing the pronoun ambiguous. Ellipses (or “brachylogies”) are abbreviated,
incomplete sentence constructions with suppressed elements that “must
be supplied from some corresponding word in the context” (S §3017). For
example, in S the sentence Plato wants her to instruct him is likely to be short
for Plato wants her to instruct him about love. We complete the phrase in S
by looking for antecedent sentences with a structure in some way parallel.

Socrates’ ambiguity provokes Protarchus’ questions and presents puzzles
for the interpreter. Plato’s use of such ambiguity in writing the dialogue is
aliterary style that calls for explanation. Each such ambiguity sets a puzzle
and invites the reader to use intelligence in considering context in order
to interpret the meaning. In terms of the measure theory developed in the
Philebus (24a-27b), the intelligence of the reader, in finding the pronominal
antecedents or completing an ellipsis, for example, sets a bound to a text
that was in a way unbounded. In this way, the ambiguity in the Philebus
makes the literary form of the dialogue a mirror of one ofits philosophical
themes—namely, that the good is caused by an intelligent setting of bounds
to something unbounded. The commentary points out many cases of such
ambiguity in small cases (see notes to 11a1, 12c1-2, 12€7, 16¢9 [see note to
16d1], 37a7 and a9 [see note to 37a2-b3], 37e1-3, 49d3, and 58b3) and large
(see notes to 15b—c, 16b-e, 35269, 46d7—47a1, 63e9-64a3, and 64c—672).

215-110667_ch01_1P.indd 15

13/09/22 12:41 AM


grudebusch
Highlight


16  Plato’s Philebus

7. NOEIN, PHRONEIN, PHRONESIS, AND NOUS

The main thesis of the Philebus is that the life of phronein and noein is prefer-
able to the life of enjoying and feeling pleasure. Accurate translations and
interpretations of these terms are needed to understand the main thesis. I
begin with noein. The most elegant translation of noien is the verb “to mind,”
(asin “Mind your manners!”). Unfortunately, that elegant verb usually has
the meaning to be bothered by (as in “Do you mind my asking?”) or the
meaning to beware (as in “Mind the gap!”). Less elegant than “to mind” is
“to be mindful of,” a copula with an adjective and a preposition calling for
an object. Mindfulness has become a term of art in popular psychology as
a technique of focusing one’s mind with full attention on something. Con-
notations of the effort and concentration associated with this technique
might, like bother and wariness, distort the meaning of noein.

Minding or being mindful is a kind of awareness. Specifically, it is aware-
ness of imperceptible or universal features of objects. This mental aware-
ness is different from sensory awareness, which is awareness of perceptible
or particular features of objects. The choice-of-lives thought experiment
(20c—22¢) depends on the difference between feeling pleasure (using sen-
sory awareness without mental awareness) and having mental awareness
of the pleasure (an awareness that does not include feeling the pleasure).
Six times in the Philebus the verb noein is followed by an object or clause.
These objects and clauses indicate the sorts of imperceptible features that
one might be mentally aware of:

1. How akind can be one and many (23€6).

2. Any bound in the kind Hotter and Colder (24a8).

3. That the amount of each element (earth, air, water, and fire) in us is
relatively small, insignificant, impure, and impotent (29b9g).

4. The nature of the largest pleasures (45c7).

5. How a small, pure-of-pain pleasure can be more pleasant than a big,
mixed-with-pain pleasure (53b10).

6. About righteousness, what it is (62a4).

For the purposes of this commentary, I use “to be mentally aware” to
translate noein, leaving the adverb “mentally” to be understood when it
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produces unidiomatic English or is implicit in context. This choice gives
a univocal translation to the nine occurrences of noein in the Philebus, a
translation that will, perhaps, make the verb noein more readily intelligible
than “to mind” or “to be mindful of,” as shown in the following list:

(11b7) TO Ppovely kal TO voelv xai pepvijoBat to know, to be mentally
aware and remember.

(21a14) 10U PpoOVELY Kai TOD VOEW kal AoyileaBat of knowing, of being
mentally aware and reckoning.

(23e6) vofjoal i} ToTE NV AOTAOV £V kal TOMA Exdtepov be aware how
each is one and many!

(24a8) mépag el moté 1L vofoalg v if you might be aware of any bound.

(29bg) &v évide AaPav meplmaviwv voeLTaUTOV after grasping [my point]
in one [case], be aware of the same [point] about all [the cases]!

(33b4) TOV TOD VOETY KOl Ppovely Plov the life of being mentally aware
and knowing.

(45¢7) vofjoat. .. fjvuva @oow Exet be aware of . . . what nature it has!

(53b10) apxel voetv Nuiv avtdBev wg it is enough for us, on the spot, to be
aware how [a small pleasure can be more pleasant than a big].

(6224) @povdVv dvBpwmog adtig mept Stkatoovvng OTL €oTLy, kai Adyov
ExwV EMOPEVOV TQ) VOELY a person who knows, about righteousness itself,
what it is, and who has an account that follows his awareness.

These translations are better than the usual translations of noein for purposes
of an accurate understanding of the Greek text. For comparison, table 1
shows representative translations of noein in these passages.

All these alternatives are idiomatic in context. But no column of trans-
lations makes noien univocal. For example, in the case of Frede 1993, to
understand, to study, to conceive, and to prove give noein four different
meanings. The verb “to be mentally aware” makes noein univocal in this dia-
logue. The virtue of charity should lead us always to use the same meaning
for the same word when permitted by context. Such a univocal translation
makes the interlocutors precise in their speech; while the five columns of
polysemous translations in table 1 make the interlocutors speak in a less

mindful, more scattershot way.

215-110667_ch01_1P.indd 17

13/09/22 12:41 AM



18  Plato’s Philebus

Table 1
Representative translations of noein
Gosling Delcomminette
Frede 1993 1975 Frede 1997 2020 Muniz 2012
11b7  understanding thought Vernunft étre intelligent inteligéncia
21214 intelligence thought Erkennen intelligence inteligéncia
23e6  to study to see verstehen penser conceber
24a8 conceive to see erkennen penser conceber
29bg  to take totake  nimm applique la pensée  concebe
33b4  reason thought  Vernunft intelligence pensamento
45¢c7  tocomprehend to see herauszufinden penser discernir
53b1o  to prove tonote  klarzumachen penser conceber
62a4 comprehension under- — Wissen pensée reflexdo
standing

215-110667_cho01

There are six other comparative advantages to a univocal translation
of noein with a verb of being aware over the representative translations in
table 1. First, the verb “to be mentally aware,” like other verbs of knowing
and perceiving, including noein in the Philebus, is factive. For example, if
I am aware how each is one and many, and how a small pleasure can be
more pleasant than a big, then each is one and many, and a small pleasure
can be more pleasant. If I am aware or have awareness of a bound, point,
or nature, then that bound, point, or nature exists. Unlike being aware and
awareness, verbs of thinking (such as the French verb penser in table 1) and
nouns of thought (such as “thought,” the French pensée, and the Portuguese
pensamento) are not factive.

Second, “to be aware” coordinates with “to feel pleasure” in the dispute
between Socrates and Philebus. In that dispute, one side proposes as good
a life that feels pleasure, not a life that merely has the capacity to feel. As
an alternative, the other side proposes a life of acts of knowing, not a life
that merely has the potential to know. Nouns like “intelligence” and “rea-
son” seem to refer to a mental power to act rather than the act. Nouns like
“understanding” and “comprehension” are ambiguous. They might refer to
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the power or to the act. The articular infinitive noein unambiguously refers
toan act. Itis a virtue of the English infinitive “to be (mentally) aware” and
the gerund “being (mentally) aware” that they are likewise unambiguous.

Third, using a verb of awareness to translate noein allows an English
translation to display rather than to hide the relation of noein to its prefixed
forms. The first column of table 2 lists noein and its prefixed forms found
in the Philebus. The second and third columns list the number of occur-
rences and the locations in the text. The fourth column lists my proposed
translations in terms of awareness. With the exception of dianoeisthai,
these translations are univocal and give a sense corresponding to the Greek
prefixes. The fifth column lists the translations of Frede 1993 as a represen-
tative example of polysemous translations that hide the sense of the Greek
prefixes, with the exception of agnoein.

Fourth, awareness can be had “on the spot”; knowledge cannot. Knowl-
edge requires a training process that enables remembering to come to mind
with awareness. At 53b1o Socrates states: dpkel voetv fuiv avtdBev it is
enough for us, on the spot, noein. No verb of understanding or knowing fits
this passage, in which noein can arise on the spot. Therefore, to translate any
other instance of noein in the Philebus with a word of knowing—such as
the English word “understanding” or the German words Vernunft, Erken-
nen, verstehen, and Wissen in table 1—makes a univocal translation of noein
impossible. In contrast, a translation of noein everywhere with a verb of
awareness is possible and fits the “on the spot” remark well.

Fifth, if we accept that in the Philebus noein is everywhere a verb of being
aware, Socrates’ lists of three cognitive activities at 11b7 (t0 ppoveiv xai to
voelv kal pepvijoBar) and 21a14 (tol @povely kai tol voelv kai AoyileaBar)
might take on new significance (see notes to 11b7 and 21a14 for discus-
sion of the variant to both readings in manuscript B). At 11b7 the infinitive
pepvijoBatis combined with voeiv in that both verbs share the same article
10. We can make the linguistic combination visible with this translation
of 11b7: to know and to be mentally aware and remember. Given that the
linguistic combination of voeiv and pepvijoBat corresponds to an analysis
of knowing in terms of being aware and remembering, it is charitable to
take Socrates to give the three listed items as an implicit analysis of phronein
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20  Plato’s Philebus

Table 2

Noein and its prefixed forms in the Philebus

noein

agnoein

dianoeisthai

ennoein

epinoein

katanoein

sunnoein

9

11

11b7, 21214, 23€6,
24a8, 29bg,
33b4, 45¢7,53b10,
62a4

21b8, 23b2, 48d8,
6229, 64d7

21d1, 22¢2, 38€6,
43a8, 45¢3, 51b2,
52e7, 55ds, 58d2,
6225, 62d8

17d6, 20b7, 3263,

5746, 58¢e4
65€6

18b2, 18b6, 18bo,
26¢5, 35d8, 40€9,
48a10, 51e4, 51€6
26C4, 31e4,
44€2, 48b2

be (mentally) aware

be (mentally)
unaware

be (mentally) aware
through (a period of
time or an event of

reasoning); hence to
keep or have in mind
or to think through

be (mentally) aware

in (some matter)

to set (mental) aware-

ness on (something)
become (mentally)

aware

share (mental) aware-

ness (with another)

understanding,
intelligence, study,
conceive, take,
reason, com-
prehend, prove,
comprehension

be in ignorance, not
realize, not know,
cannot recognize
think, regard,
entertain a thought,
plan, question, see,
find out, reflection,
possess compre-
hension, intention
realize, remember,
ascribe

to conceive of

grasp, discover,
get, consider,
distinguish, see,
strike, understand,
see

in terms of noein and memnesthai. Here is an illustration of that analysis. I

can feel pleasure from hearing the song of a robin and have that perceptual

awareness without knowing what the sound is. Likewise, I can be mentally

aware that it is some kind of birdsong without knowing what kind. My being

mentally aware turns into knowing when I remember the song a robin

makes. The illustration identifies a kind of recognitional knowing that is a
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combination of being aware and remembering. In addition to recognitional
knowing, there is predictive knowing. In this kind of knowing, I am aware of
the song, and I can reckon what notes the bird will sing next. This combina-
tion of awareness and reckoning is reflected in the linguistic combination
at 21a14: TOU PPOVEL kai ToD voetv kai AoyileaBat of knowing and of being
mentally aware and reckoning. It is easy to see how recognitional knowing
and predictive knowing are equivalent: if I remember the robin’s song, I can
reckon what notes come next; and, if I can reckon what notes come next, I
must be remembering the robin’s song. Socrates confirms the implicit analy-
sis of phronein as recognitional knowing when he spells out in greater detail
the conditions for gaining recognitional knowledge at 17b3—e4. At 17e5 the
infinitive phronein is used to name this kind of knowing. (Socrates also says
the person with this sort of knowing is co@6g wise at 17e1.)

Sixth, identifying a single meaning for noein as being aware permits us to
contrast it with phronein, which must be a verb of knowing at least at 17e5. In
addition to 17e5, two other occurrences of phronein also require translation
with a verb of knowing. One occurrence is 55c—59¢, where Socrates pre-
sents a hierarchy of kinds of expert knowing (epistémai), including music,
medicine, carpentry, arithmetic, and dialectic. He refers to these at 63b4,
asking the pleasures if they are willing “to live with all phronesis or apart
from phronein” (oikely peTd Ppoviioew TAONG T Y@PIG TOD PPOVELV).
Phronein must be translated with a verb of knowing in this passage, too.
The other occurrence is 62a2, where Socrates speaks of ppovav dvOpwiog
avtijgept Sikatoovvng 6tLEoTv a person who knows, about righteousness,
what it is. In this passage, the knowing must be recognitional knowing,
not mere awareness. The verb phronein occurs six other times (11d9, 12d4
[twice], 33a8, 33b4, and 5527) in contexts that are neutral between compet-
ing translations. Socrates uses the verb phronein at 11dg, 33a8, and 55a7 to
refer to everything that is akin to phronein. He uses phronein conjoined
with noein at 33b4 to refer to everything that is akin to phronein and noein.
These occurrences are neutral between different translations of phronein.
In the remaining two occurrences, both at 12d4, Socrates uses phronein
in opposition to TOv avontaivovta, which might mean either the man
who is mentally unaware or who is unknowing. These occurrences, too,
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22 Plato’s Philebus

are neutral. Since all eleven occurrences either require a verb of knowing
or are neutral, it is possible to provide a univocal translation of all eleven
instances in the Philebus.

I endorse Frede’s 1993 translation of the articular infinitive to phronein
at 11b7 with the gerund “knowing.” For accuracy, I recommend translat-
ing the same articular infinitive with the same gerund everywhere. The
noun phroneésis is equivalent to the articular infinitive knowing at its first
occurrence (12a1), where Socrates asks, xpatel 8¢ 0 ti)g 1100vijg TOV Ti|g
ppoviioewg; does the life of pleasure conquer the life of phronesis? The Greek
word and its English translation, “pleasure,” unambiguously mean the act of

feeling pleasure. The English translation of phronésis should likewise mean

the act of knowing. The gerund “knowing” has this as a primary meaning.
The noun “knowledge” does not do as well as “knowing” at suggesting to the
reader the act of knowing. “Knowledge” in this context more likely suggests
the possession, in memory, of facts or know-how. This meaning is unsuitable
as a translation of phronésis, because Socrates’ candidate life, coordinate with
the Phileban life, is not a life of possession but a life of activity. The translator
might consider that the gerund “knowing” is already in use for the articular
infinitive. This consideration might be grounds for using a different transla-
tion. I propose as a glossary entry “(act of) knowing.” This gives a univocal
translation for phronesis everywhere in the Philebus.

If we recognize that phronesis refers to an activity, not a possession, we
will for the same reasons translate zous with an activity word, not a pos-
session word. For example, at 13e4 Socrates reminds Protarchus of what he
“said at the start were good things”—namely, ppdovnoig te kai émoTiun
Kai volg knowing, expert knowing, and awareness. Since these items are
competing with the family of pleasure, enjoyment, and so on, we ought to
translate all of Socrates’ goods with activity words like “knowing,” not pos-
session words like “knowledge.” In particular, it is misleading to translate
nous here as “mind” or “reason.” The nouns “mind” and “reason” refer to
things one can possess without activating, which does not fit the context.
It is true that the discussion frames the dispute in terms of knudtwv posses-
sions at19¢6. But even in this passage, the possessions Philebus puts forward
are NSovnVv kai Tépyuy xai yapav pleasure, delight, and joy (19c7), which
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are states of perceptual awareness, not capacities to be in those states. Cor-
respondingly, Socrates’ candidates here need to be translated as states, not
capacities: voUv, émotrpny, oOveow, Téxvnv awareness, expert knowing,
comprehension, craft understanding (19d4-5). There is no passage requiring
that nous be given a different meaning from awareness. This permits us to
give nous that univocal meaning in every occurrence.

The noun phronesis at 13e4, 21d9, 28a4, 28d8, and 60d4 (when, typically,
it is part of a list mentioning other subkinds of the same general kind) has
only its literal meaning, referring to the kind Knowing, although that kind
is never collected. There is a larger kind of factive cognition, never collected
and never named. Socrates indicates the extent of this larger kind with such
words as ppovnoLg, EMoTHUN, voUg, pvijun ntdoa, 66Ea dAnOngor 0pON, and
aAnOeig Aoylopovg. Phronesis is used as a figure of speech (part-for-whole
synecdoche) to refer to this larger kind twenty-one times—typically, when
it is opposed to pleasure: at 12a1, 12a3, 14b4, 18e3, 19b4, 20b7, 20e2, 20e4,
21b9, 27¢5, 27d2, 59d10, 60b4, 60c8, 60€3, 61¢6, 61d1, 63a9, 63b4, 65a8, and
65ds. Phronesis occurs in conjunction with zous when it figuratively refers
to the larger kind seven times: 22a3, 58d7, 59d1, 63cs, 63¢7, 65e4, and 66b6.
And at 64¢8 nous figuratively refers to that larger kind. It should be clear
in context when I use “knowing” figuratively to refer to the larger kind.?

8. GENOS, PHUSIS, AND EIDOS’®

The noun yévog has the root meaning offspring, and hence also the meanings
family and race of living things, and by extension the word in its many occur-
rences in Plato can refer not only to biological kinds such as the human race,"
but also political and economic kinds of human beings, as well as biological,
chemical, physical, mathematical, metaphysical, and epistemological kinds.
Reference to yévn kinds is indispensable in the Divine Method (16c-19b):
any “one” there divided is a kind, and the “many” that are the result of that

8. I thank Fernando Muniz for much helpful discussion about yévog and €idoc.
9. 1thank Fernando Muniz for much helpful discussion about yévog and €{8oc.
10. t0 avBpdmvov yévog the human race (e.g., Statesman 262c10-d1, 262e5, and
266¢4) is just 0 TO®V avOpdTWV Yévog the kind of human beings (e.g., Statesman
266b1), which is fjp@v to yévog our kind (e.g., Timaeus 72€5).

215-110667_ch01_1P.indd 23

13/09/22 12:41 AM


grudebusch
Highlight

grudebusch
Sticky Note
Note 8 from the MS got left out and note 9 was inserted for a second time. Replace the highlighted sentence with:
I thank the anonymous referee whose penetrating criticisms led me to revise my translations of these words. 


24  Plato’s Philebus

division are also kinds—that is, subkinds. Any such kind, although in itself
one thing, may be divisible into many parts that are subkinds. For example,
in figure 1 (in note to 16e-17a) the kind Vocal Sound (or Letter) is divided
into thirty-five subkinds. Any one kind is in addition unbounded—that is,
it contains indefinitely many objects that come and cease to be members
of the kind; these are the temporary, observable particulars, in contrast
with the eternal, intelligible kinds.

The twenty-eight instances of yévog in the Philebus are all best translated
with the same word—“kind.” In one instance, the word is used adverbially
(in the dative case to limit an adjective): yével €v one in kind (12e7). In
another it is used as part of a predicate: eivat yévoug to be of a kind (52d1).
In sixteen instances the noun is modified with a definite article that is
singular or plural (to yévog/ta yévn the kind[s]) (11bs, 24a9, 25a1, 27a12,
28c9, 30a10, 31a5, a8, a9-10 b4, c2, 32d2, 44e7, 51e1, 53a2-3, 65€2). Once it
is modified with an interrogative pronominal adjective, o0 yévovg of which
kind? (31a1), expecting a demonstrative as answer: of this kind. In the final
nine cases, the noun yévoc is modified by a quantifier word—moA\& many
(26¢9), 60a as many as (52€6), TLsome (26€2), TL any (63c1), Tpitov third
(27d7-8), and tetaprov fourth (23ds)—and three interrogative quantifiers,
évtiviyéverin which kind? (27e2), expecting a quantifier in answer: in some
kind, and omoiov yévoug of what sort of kind? (27ds and 28c4), also expect-
ing a quantifier in answer: of some sort of kind. It is the occurrence of such
quantifiers that is significant for Socrates’ ontology. For such quantification
sentences in effect state or entail the statement that kinds exist. A theory
stating that kinds exist ought to have them in its ontology."

11. I follow a standard account of ontological commitment:
In using the predicate “is red” or the adjective “seven,” one is not thereby com-
mitted to the existence of colors or numbers, though one is committed when one
says that there are primary colors from which the others may be generated, or
that there are prime numbers between 6 and 12. In general one is committed to
the existence of Fs when, and only when, one says that there are Fs. This is the
simple idea behind Quine’s slogan, “To be is to be the value of a bound variable.”
The point is not that to exist amounts to nothing more than being the value of a
bound variable, but that to commit oneself to the existence of something is noth-
ing more than fo say that there is such a thing. To commit oneself to “things that
are F” is to say something the proper regimentation of which [that is, the proper
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An occasional alternative translation of yévogis “sort” (thus, for example,
Fowler [1925] translates the very first instance at 11bs). The nouns “sort” and
“kind” are nearly synonymous in English, but translators, by an oddity of the
English language, often need the noun “sort” to translate certain Greek adjec-
tives. About three dozen times Protarchus uses the interrogative pronominal
adjective molov (-a); “What sort(s)?” The expected answer to such a question
uses demonstrative and relative pronominals—to14v8e (or Tol0UtoV) olov
[itis] this sort, that or [it is] such as . . . —to correlate with the interrogative
(e.g., 29b4-9, although in dialogue they are often implicit). Likewise, the
English noun “sort” can translate the Greek indefinite pronominal enclitic

adjective Tig, as happens about nine times in Socrates’ speeches:

(18c1) @B6yyov ... TIvog a sort of uttered sound

(44c6) Twvidvoyepeiq a sort of disgust

(48c6) movnpla. .. g asort of baseness

(49d1) AOmn T A8 KOG . . . kaindovn a sort of unrighteous pain and pleasure
(50e6) Tvog &vayxng a sort of necessity

(56c1) Twimpooaywyiw a sort of “hold against” tool

(61b4) TG AOYOG a sort of argument

(62¢5) Bupwpog. .. g a sort of doorkeeper

(64€1-3) TIC. .. ovppopd a sort of jumble

In colloquial English, there is a pronunciation of “sort of” that may be
treated as an adjective—“sorta”—as in “what sorta thing?—this sorta thing”
or “asortajumble.” The colloquial adjective better corresponds to the gram-
matical structure of the Greek. English readers interested in understanding
Socrates” metaphysics need to know that although the noun “sort” might be
used to translate Greek adjectives into standard English, that noun does not
carry ontological weight. To avoid compounding this problem, translators
should never use the weightless noun “sort” both to translate adjectives
and to translate the noun yévog. Then Socrates, at least in translation, will
speak of both sorts and kinds, but he will only require kinds in his ontology.

translation into predicate logic] is, or entails, a quantificational sentence 3x Fx
the truth of which requires the existence of at least one object o that makes Fx

)

true when o is assigned as value of “x” (Soames 2009, 426).
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26  Plato’s Philebus

Another alternative translation of yévog is “class,” a word favored by,
among others, Gosling (1975) in his translation of yévog in the Fourfold
Division at 22d-30e (at 23d5, 2429, 25a1, 27a12, 27d5, 27d7-8, 27€2, 28c4,
28c9, and 30a10). Classes, like kinds, have the advantage of being able to
divide into many subclasses and also to contain unboundedly many par-
ticulars. For English readers interested in understanding Plato’s metaphys-
ics, the problem with using “class” as a translation of yévog is that “class”
is ambiguous in a way that yévog is not. On the one hand, it might mean a
class as used in the mathematical theory of classes. It is true that both such
classes and yévn contain members. But mathematical classes are defined
“extensionally”—that is, by their membership. According to the Axiom of
Extensionality, Class 1= Class 2 just in case Class 1 and Class 2 possess the
same members. Unlike such classes, a single yévog, such as Unbounded or
Mix, can possess members that come and go even while it remains the same
yévoc. The power of a yévog to persist even as its members change makes
it like another meaning of “class,” as when we speak of social classes. For
example, the rich and poor remain with us as classes even as their member-
ship changes. In contrast with mathematical classes, what gives a yévog
kind its identity is not its membership but rather its distinctive €idog form
(see Muniz and Rudebusch, n.d.)—that is, its @UoLg nature.

The @votg of a yévog K is what one looks to in trying to understand
what K is. About a third of the instances of the word @Uo1g in the Philebus

make this point:

(12¢5-6) To understand the kind Pleasure (which is one and many), del
Kal OKOTELY vtiva @UoLy Exel it is necessary indeed to examine what
nature it has.

(1828-9) To understand a given kind taken as a “one,” ovx &én’ dmneipov
@O del PAmery e0OVG AM Emti tiva dplOpdv with respect to [its] nature
it is necessary not to look on unbounded [particular instances of K], but
rather upon some number [of subkinds of K].

(2523-4) To collect many things and identify the kind Unbounded,
xpiivat. .. plav émonpatvesOal tiva oo one ought to put the sign of
some one nature on [them]. Socrates here uses the noun @vow exactly
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as the Stranger uses the noun €idog (Statesman 258c3-8)—that is, as the
internal accusative of this verb of setting X (accusative) as a ofjpa sign
on'Y (dative).

(28a1-3) Toidentify what provides some part of the good to the kind Plea-
sure, GAAO TL V@V OKETTEOV 1) TNV TOD Amelpov QUOLV we must examine
something other than the nature of the [kind] Unbounded.

(44e7-8) &l xai 1o Th¢ NdoViig Yévog OV fjvtivd mot’ Exel pvoLy
BovAnOeipev if we were to wish to see what nature the kind Pleasure has.

(45¢7) vofjoatyap Sel papev fjvtiva @uow Exelfor we say it is necessary to
understand what nature [the kind Pleasure] has.

The @Voig of a yévog K is what one looks at to understand K because of
the distinctive effects that gvoig has on K’s members. Another third of
the instances of the word in the Philebus make this point: 2

(22b4-6) The @voig of the kind Choiceworthy (aipetdv) makes the life
that is its member ikavog xal téAeog sufficient and complete.

(25e7-8) v Vyielag @Uow the nature of [the kind] Health comes to be from
the right mix of Bound and Unbounded.

12. In the remaining third of passages, it is less clear whether it is a form, a kind, or
many things (perhaps in virtue of being associated with a kind), that have a pvouc:
(44d9-e1) &i povAnBeiuev 6tovodv eldovg v @ty iSetv, olov TV Tol okAnpol
if we were to wish to see the nature of any form whatsoever, for example the nature
of the [form] hard. This might be a passage where €ido¢ form is used figuratively
to refer to yévog kind. On the other hand, if literal, it is evidence that forms, like
kinds, possess distinctive forms, i.e., natures. For example, the nature of the form
choiceworthy might include sufficient and complete (see 22b4-6, quoted above).

(48c4) i8¢ 10 yeholov fjviva @uowy Exel see what nature the [ form or kind] laugh-
able has.

(26€6-7) 1 tol moloUvtog pUoLg 0vdEV . . . TG aitiag Swapépel the nature of the
[form or kind] making thing differs in no respect from the cause.

(44a10) xwpigtod pn AvreloBat kai tod yaipew 1) @UoIg Ekatépou the nature of each
[form or kind], of not feeling pain and of enjoying, is separate.

(50e4-5) Kata @iow .. .mopevoiped’ &v we might proceed according to the nature
[of our (form or kind of) inquiry].

(60b2-3) T6 Te Ayabov kaifov Sidpopov AMNAwV pUow Exewy that the [form or
kind] good and the [form or kind] pleasant have a nature different from each other.

(60b10) Tnv tayabot Swapépewy pUow that the nature of the [form or kind] good differs.

(64e5-6) katamépevyev Nuivn tol dyabod duvapuig eig v tol karol @vow the power
of the good has for us fled for refuge into the nature of the [ form or kind] beautiful.
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28  Plato’s Philebus

(27a5) 'The @voignature of the kind Making (t0 molov) makes each mem-

ber of that kind nyeitat lead.

(2929-10) Ta mept TNV TOV CWUATO®V PUOY ATTAVTIOY TOV {(HOV . . .
kaBop®duév we observe the things that have to do with the nature of the
[kinds of | bodies of all living things.

(30b6-7) The kind Cause peunyavijofat v 1@®v xaAAioctewv kai
THLWTATWVY QUOW has devised the nature of the finest and most precious
things [namely, wisdom, awareness, and soul] for the celestial bodies.

(31c2-3) "Ev t® kowv@® pot yével dpa gaiveaBov AUmn te kai 16ovi)
yiyveoBal xatd @uow together in the kind Mix pain and pleasure seem
to come to be by [their] nature.

(31d8-9) When the harmony that was destroyed &ig tv avtiig pvowv
amovong nNdovnv ytyveoOal returns into the nature of its own [kind],
pleasure comes to be.

(32a2) The undergoing of stifling heat is Stdkptotg 8¢ y” av kai StdAvoig 1
apa @Uow the separation and dissolution beyond [a living thing’s| nature
(likewise mapa @Uowy at 32a6 and 32b1).

(32a3) kata @vow d¢ mdAwv dnddooic te kal WOEG a return again and a
cooling according to [a living thing’s| nature (likewise, xatd gvowy at
32a8 and 42d53).

(32d5-6) ayadba pev ovx 6vta, éviote 8¢ kal £via dexdueva v TOV
ayabav . .. @oow not being good things, but sometimes some [of them]
accepting the nature of good things.

(49¢4-5) 18 doBevnghpiv v T@V yeholwv elAnye TAv Te kai puow the
[foolishness] of the weak has been allotted the rank and nature of things
laughable for us.

In the above sentences, the noun yévog is usually implicit. This is typical

wc

of what linguists call generic predications. For example, “‘Birds fly’ is true
even though penguins can’t, ‘Bees sting’ is true even though mason bees
don’t, and ‘Dogs bark’ is true even if poodles are polite” (Liebesmann 2011,
409)—the subjects, respectively, are not any particular birds, bees, and
dogs, but the kinds Bird, Bee, and Dog.

The noun €idoc¢ has the root meaning that which is seen, hence visible

shape and intelligible form. As noticed above, the notion of intelligible form
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Introduction 29

is essential to the identity of a yévog kind K. While kinds are like cattle
herds in having members by virtue of which they can divide, a form is like
the brand, one and the same feature shared by the many livestock that
come and ago while the herd remains constant (Muniz and Rudebusch,
n.d.). For example, the Hashknife brand has defined a herd of cattle in
northern Arizona for a century and a half, the herd remaining the same
even as it loses members to death or gains new members when calves
are branded each spring. Just as cowboys easily distinguish herds from
brands, one might predict that Socrates and Protarchus likewise manage
to distinguish yévn kinds from €8 forms. Of the fourteen instances of
€ido¢ in the Philebus, ten confirm the prediction: they are easily translated
form as opposed to kind or particular members of a kind. In four of those
cases the noun €idog is limited by a genitive noun. In one of these cases
the limiting genitive is plural:

(18c2) tpitov 8¢ €ldog ypapuudtwy a third form of letters.

In this case the third form is the single feature—being dpwvov mute—
shared by certain kinds of Greek letters or vocal sounds, namely m, T, ,
®, 0, %, and o (see figure 1in note to 16e—17a). In the remaining three such
cases the limiting genitive is plural:

(19b2) €167 ... NSoviic forms of pleasure: the €(6n forms are what identify
the subkinds of pleasure.

(32¢4) Mdoviigkai Aonng Etepov eidog another form of pleasure and pain:
namely, the form shared by pleasures ywpic o0 co@patog avtiig Tig
yuxiic of the soul itself, [pleasures] apart from the body.

(35d9) Biov yap €idd¢ tisome form of life that identifies the kind of living that
goes on €V 1@ mAnpolobat kai kevobioBal kal tdotv 6oa mept cwTnploy
€ ¢oTL TV (P kai v @Bopav in all that has to do with the destruction
and preservation of the organism, such as depleting and repleting.

There remain six other cases that conform to the prediction of a distinc-
tion between €idog and yévoc.

(23c12) Tovtw 61 1@V eiddV t@ 600 110D UEOa among forms, let’s posit these
two, namely, the forms unbounded and bound, which identify the kinds
Unbounded and Bound and are shared by the members of those kinds.
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(23d2) xat’ €idn duotag separating form by form or according to forms. Just
as a cowboy might separate a herd into subherds by finding identifying
brands and separating according to those, so Socrates here separates
the kind Things That Are Ever Said to Be into the subkinds Unbounded,
Bound, and so on by means of the forms unbounded, bound, and so on
that identify the subkinds.

(44€1) €ldovg TV @UOLY . . . olov TNV T0D okAnpol the nature of a form,
such as the nature of the [form] hard, the form shared by all kinds of
hard things.

(48e8) o tpitov €idog the third form (namely, the form soul or, if we accept
the Badham/Burnet emendation, the form of the things in the soul: see
note to 48e8-9).

(49e1) évTpiolv. .. €ideow yiyveoOaul [that the self-ignorance of friends]
comes to be in three forms—namely, the forms self-ignorance about one’s
wealth, beauty, and wisdom.

(51e5) tabta €ldn 6vo these (the more divine form of sights and sounds and

the less divine form of smells are) two forms (of pure pleasures).

In these cases the noun €idog is not limited by a genitive, but it is natural
to understand such a limit: these passages refer to the forms, respectively,
of the kinds Unbounded and Bound, of the kind Hard, of the kind Soul, of
the subkinds Self-Ignorance about Wealth, Beauty, and Wisdom, and of the
more and less divine kinds of Pure Pleasure.

So far, so good. But there is a fly in the ointment. There are four remain-
ing instances of €ido¢ in the Philebus that cannot literally mean form in the
sense of a single “brand” shared by many members of one “herd.” Two cases

speak of forms as the objects resulting from division:

(20a6) ndovijg €idn oot kai émoTiung dtaipetéov one must divide into
forms of pleasure and knowing.
(20c4) TNV Oaipeorv eid@V Ndoviig division into the forms of pleasure.

The Hashknife brand looks like a T'with a long bar serif as foot (represent-
ing the handle of a hash knife), while the arm on top of the stem is arched like
the blade of a hash knife. Literally dividing the Hashknife brand would mean
something like detaching the blade and handle from the stem of the brand.
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But Socrates in these two passages means a division of the kind Pleasure
into its subkinds, not a division of the form pleasure into its subforms—even
if such a division were intelligible (on difficulties with dividing forms into
subforms, see Muniz and Rudebusch 2018, 397-98). It is understandable,
therefore, why Frede (1993) translates (81 in these two passages as “kinds”—
and such a translation destroys the €ido¢/yévog distinction drawn above.'?

The next passage raises a similar problem:

(33¢5-6) 16 ye Etepov €ldog TOV OOVAV . . . Tav the other form of plea-

sures . . . all [of it].

There is no problem in speaking of €idog t@v \8ov&v a form of pleasures:
one form shared by many kinds of pleasures. The problem is to speak of
“all” that form. To speak literally of “all” the Hashknife brand would be to
speak of the brand as the whole Hashknife icon containing its parts such
as the blade, handle, and stem. This is not Socrates’ meaning here. He is
speaking of all the other kind of pleasures—that is, of the kind as a whole
containing its subkinds as parts. Once again, it is understandable why Frede
(1993) translates €idog in this passage as “kind”; again, such a translation
destroys the €idog/yévog distinction drawn above.

The fourth passage speaks of an €id0g as a thing that has come to be:

(32b1) Epyuyov yeyovog eidog a form having become ensouled.

The Hashknife brand came to be when a cowboy constructed the first
such branding implement inspired by the distinctive shape of a camp cook’s
hash knife, and the herd came to be shortly after. As Socrates posits them
(15a1-2), neither forms nor kinds come to be or cease to be like this brand
and herd. They simply and eternally are. Only the unboundedly many par-
ticular members of kinds come and cease to be. English translations of this
passage tend to be very free, hiding the puzzle from the reader. Hackforth (1945)

13. The translation issue in turn misleads interpreters, most recently, Meinwald (2019):
“The same word, eidos, lies behind both many key assertions we put in terms of forms
(e.g. Republic 476a5-6) and many central passages (e.g. Phaedrus 265e1-2) translated
as concerning species” (2019, 345n23); “it is important to realize that ‘genus’ and
‘species’ in connection with Plato . . . can be used whenever one wishes to indi-
cate that one kind (the species) is a subkind of another (the genus)” (2019, 345n25);
“genera and species—our old friends, the forms!” (2019, 349).
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translates £id0¢ as a “state” that is “constituted.” Frede (1993) translates €idog
“combination” and yeyovog with the verb “forms” (“the natural combination
oflimit and unlimitedness that forms a live organism”). Gosling (1975) adds
to the text a reference to the particular “things” and then has “them,” not
the form, come alive (“the form of things whose natural combination . . .
makes them alive”).

The fly is removed from the ointment by seeing Socrates’ speech in those
four passages as figurative, not literal (following Muniz and Rudebusch,
n.d.). Socrates, like every user of natural language, occasionally uses figures
of speech, including, in particular, metonyms. Metonymy is a classical
trope “traditionally defined as the substitution of a figurative expression
for a literal or proper one. In metaphor, the substitution is based on resem-
blance or analogy; in metonymy, it is based on a relation or association other
than that of similarity,” some relation of contiguity rather than of similarity
(Johnson 2000, 41). As examples of metonymy based on a participation
relation, Socrates uses 0¢atpov a place for seeing or theater to refer to the
people who share that space, the spectators (Symposium 194b3 and 194a6).
Likewise, he uses ouppayia alliance for the people who share in the alliance,
the allies (Republic 560c9). As an example of the part/whole relation (a kind
of metonymy called synecdoche), Socrates uses keaAr| head to refer to the
person as a whole (Phaedrus 234d6 and 264a8). The solution to the puzzle of
eidog is that, although the word literally refers to a form, in a natural, figura-
tive usage it can refer either to a kind (by synecdoche, insofar as a kind as
awhole is composed of its members with its defining form) or to members
of a kind (by metonymy, in that the members participate in that form).

English speakers sometimes use the word “brand” literally, as in:

(S1) “Idon’t know whether defendant has ever branded any cattle with this
brand or not” (Wheeler v. Kassabaum, 76. Cal. 90, 120).

Such usages are similar to the literal uses of €idog that were easily translated
as form in the first ten €idog passages above (18c2 through 51e5), passages
in which an €{8o¢ is as different from a yévog as a brand is from a herd.
But English speakers sometimes use the word “brand” as a metonym to

refer to a herd, as in:
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(S2) “The first contract between me and Mr. Zirker was that Mr. Zirker was
to take the cattle as they run—was to take the whole brand” (Wheeler
v. Kassabaum, 76. Cal. 90, 120).

In S2 the adjective “whole,” like the adjective mav in 33¢5-6 (quoted above),
indicates that the noun “brand” must be figuratively referring to a herd.
Sentence S2’s metonymy is similar to 20a6, 20c4, and 33¢5-6, in which the
noun &idog is a metonym for a yévog. Likewise, English speakers sometimes
use the word “brand” as a metonym to refer to members of a herd. The
OED attests this usage of “brand” (I.4.e—remarkably, the OED does not

list this usage as a “transferred”—that is, figurative—sense):
(S3) “Itis seldom they kill their own brands” (Romspert 1881, 186).

Sentence S3’s metonymy is similar to the figurative use of €id0g in 32b1
above to refer to particular members of a kind.

As “brand” is used figuratively to refer to a herd, so in English “form”
is used figuratively to refer to a kind. The OED entry for “form” (I.4.a)
lists the usage I have assigned the word for the translation of €idog: “that
which makes anything . . . a determinate . . . kind.” It also lists what I have
called the metonymic or figurative usage of form (I.5.b): “a species, kind,
or variety.” Like its listing of “brand” as members of a herd, it does not call
this usage “transferred.” (But the OED does list as “transferred” the mean-
ing for “brand” [1.6]: “A particular sort or class of goods [such as a herd of
livestock], as indicated by the trademarks [or ‘brand marks’] on them.”)
For €ido¢ LS] lists as the same meaning (I11.1) “ form, kind, or nature,” and
it lists as a third meaning (IIL.1) “class, kind” (citing only Plato, Aristotle,
and an Aristotelian genus/species usage in Dioscorides Pedanius). The LSJ
entry for €idog does not observe the two stages of transferred meaning, first
from visible shape to intelligible form or nature, and then from intelligible
form or nature, by metonymy, to items determined by that form or nature:
kinds, species, varieties, and classes.

According to the hypothesis in the section of the introduction titled
Dramatic setting and date, Socrates leads the conversation in the Philebus
after listening to the Eleatic Stranger demonstrate his method of collect-
ing and dividing kinds in the Sophist and the Statesman. Socrates’ use of
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collection and division fit this hypothesis. He appears knowledgeable of the
Stranger’s four-step method, while putting it to his own use. In contrast,
the four steps do not appear in the Phaedrus. For example, the first kind
of mania collected there, the kind Prophecy, relies upon linguistic data for
evidence (244b6-ds). The lack of expertise in the Phaedo is appropriate:
Socrates at the dramatic date of the Phaedrus has not yet met the Stranger.

The Stranger gives a paradigm of collecting and dividing to define what
the kind Angler is by beginning with the hypothesis that the kind Angler
is within the kind Expertise. Dividing that kind in two, he repeats the
dichotomous division only of the subkind inhabited by the Angler, until at
the end his division produces the kind Angler by itself. The Stranger divides
a kind reached at any given level by collecting exhaustive and exclusive
subkinds of it. The Stranger does not enumerate the steps needed to col-
lect each subkind, but Rudebusch and Muniz (2018, 401-5) identify in the
paradigmatic division four steps: (1) list many items, (2) identify a form,
(3) recognize that the listed items share that form, which is to gather them
under the heading of that form, and (4) give a name to the kind just col-
lected at step 3.

For example, to collect the kind Productive Expertise, the Stranger first
lists yewpyia pev kai §on wept to Ovntov nav odpa Bepaneia, 16 e ab
Tepl 10 oUVOeTOV Kl TAQOTOV, O 81 0KEVOG DVOUAKANEV, 1] TE PPN TIKY
farming, and whatever is an attendance for any living body, and whatever
is an attendance for any composite or molded body—anything we call an
artifact—and the imitative expertise (Sophist 219a10-b1). Then, second,
he identifies the shared form: mav 6mep av pn npdtepoV TIg OV Votepov
elg ovoiav dyn, ToOv puév dyovta molely, 10 8¢ dyouevov moteioBal o
pauev with respect to anything whatsoever, if it does not exist beforehand,
but someone afterward brings it into being, we say, I suppose, that the one
who brings it into being makes, and the thing being brought into being is
made (219b4-6). Third, he collects the listed things under the heading of
the shared form: ta 8¢ ye vuvdn <&> SujAbopev dravta eiyev eig Tovto
Vv att®v SUvauw the things we just now went through held their power,
all together, in this [i.e., in making] (219b8-10). Finally, fourth, he names
the newly collected kind: momtwknv toivuv avta cvykepaiaiwodpevol

215-110667_ch01_1P.indd 34

13/09/22 12:41 AM



Introduction 35

npooeinwyey, after bringing them under a head with [their form], let us call
them Productive Expertise (219b11-12).

When Socrates collects the kind Unbounded in the Philebus, 1 he
begins, like the Stranger, first by listing items in the kind. Whereas the
Stranger listed about five items, Socrates lists only a pair: Oeppotépov kai
Yuypotépou hotter and colder (24a7-8). There are plenty more items he
could have listed. Indeed, later he lists Enpdtepov kai vypdtepov . . . kal
mAéov kai EAattov kai Battov kai Ppaditepov kai peilov kai opkpoTEPOV,
drier and wetter . . . more and less, faster and slower, and larger and smaller
(25c8-10). But Socrates lists only the duo hotter and colder before going on
to name the form he has in mind: p@M\6v te kai fTrov yryvopeva kai 10
o@6dpa kainpépa dexdueva kai to Alav kai oa totadta tavta becoming
more and less and accepting the intense, the mild, the excessive and all such
things (24e7-25a1). After listing members and naming the form, Socrates
names the kind—t0 toU aneipov yévog the kind Unbounded (25a1)—in
the context of collecting the listed things under the heading of the shared
form into a single kind: €ig t0 ToU dmeipov yévog g eig €v delmdvta taita
t0évarit is necessary to put all these things into the kind Unbounded as into
a one (25a1-2). He explains this putting many into one xatd tov Epnpoodev
AOyov by reference to the earlier account (25a2)—namely, as he recalls it here:
O6oa diéomaotatkal Sléoylotal cuvayayoviag xpijvat kata dvvapv piav
émonpaiveaBai twva @oow, as far as we are able, we ought to put the sign
of some one nature on whatever has been split apart and scattered (25a1-4).
Socrates in the Philebus follows this method, in more or less abbreviated
ways, to collect the four kinds in the fourfold division and the subkinds of

pleasure and knowing.
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COMMENTARY

PART I. HAPPINESS

1. The Happiness Question: What makes a human life happy, pleasure

or knowing?

11a-12a: Socrates and Protarchus agree to a contest between pleasure and
knowing. Socrates hints there might be something better than either pleasure
alone or knowing alone. The winner of the contest will be whichever of the
two candidates, pleasure or knowing, proves either to be or to be more closely
related to that which makes life good.

11a1 “Opa 81 So, take a good look at . . . The &1, as often below, seems to
mark both a transition (“so”) and emphasis (“good”). The first words Plato
chooses for each dialogue are full of meaning (Burnyeat 1997, following
Proclus’ commentary on Plato’s Parmenides 658.33-659.23). Perhaps
more than any other dialogue, the reader of the Philebus must “take a
good look” in reading, in order to determine the meaning of fragmentary,
ambiguous, or otherwise indeterminate sentences. This stylistic feature
mirrors the main theme of the dialogue—that when facing something
unbounded we should use understanding to insert appropriate bounds

to create something good.

37
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38  Plato’s Philebus

Ip&dtapye without @ in conversation marks either that the object of
address has shifted (as if, perhaps, Socrates has turned from Philebus to
Protarchus) or that the address is emphatic. In either case, the dialogue
begins abruptly, with a reference to an earlier discussion that took place
apparently just before the opening words.

1122 WPOG. .. appePnrely lo dispute against. The verb suggests a meta-
phor of advocates seeking courtroom victory, a metaphor continued
throughout the dialogue.

tiva t®@v (AOywv) which of the statements. Editors, including Burnet
(1901), tend to emend this t@v in the manuscripts to tOv so that the text
becomes tpog tiva [Adyov] tov map’ v [uéMeig] dppropntety, which
statement on our side are you going to dispute? But Socrates will give not
one but several statements in summarizing his response to Philebus: an
anti-pleasure statement (pun tadta not these, 11b7), and both a compara-
tive (Qpeivew kai A@w better and more desirable, 11b7-9) and superlative
(opehipdtartov most beneficial, 11c1-2) pro-knowing statement. Some-
one who affirms pleasure is good might dispute that knowing is good, or
dispute only that knowing is better than pleasure for certain creatures,
or dispute only that knowing is best of all. So, it makes good sense for
Socrates to direct Protarchus to consider well “which of the (several)
statements on our side you are going to dispute.”

map’ uiv on our side. The plural pronoun here and below is unusual for
Plato’s character Socrates. To judge from Protarchus’ threat at 16a4-6,
Socrates seems to be the sole advocate of knowing who is present at this
discussion. Perhaps Plato intends the reader to infer that there are other
advocates of knowing, even if not then present, whose side Socrates has
been defending.

11b1 covtkata vovv according to your awareness. The idiom prefigures one
of Socrates’ pro-knowing strategies in the course of the dialogue, which
is to draw attention to the hedonist’s intellectual commitments.

11b4 &yaBov eivai. . . 10 yaipew The subject of this indirect discourse is
the articular infinitive to yaipetv, and the complement is the word ayafov
(S §1150, 1153, 1168). When the complement is an adjective agreeing
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Commentary 39

in gender and number with the subject—as here, where both are neuter
singular—the complement regularly functions as a predicate adjective,
exactly asin the English translation, to enjoy is good. Such a statement leaves
open that many other things might be good, such as, for example, knowing.

There is a sophisticated alternative translation. Grammar, idiosyn-
cratic Platonic style, later restatements in the Philebus of 11b4-5, and
immediate context have convinced many that the sentence instead must
(or might) mean to enjoy is the good—an identity statement rather than
amere predication. The identity of enjoyment and the good entails that
knowing cannot be the good and can only be good insofar as it is pleas-
ant. The motive to construe dyadov eivat 10 yaipew to enjoy is good as
10 dyaBov etvar to yaipew to enjoy is the good is the worry that the plain
meaning of the sentence entails that Socrates is fallaciously equivocating
between the predicate adjective “good” here and the substantive comple-
ment “the good” later. Rudebusch (2019) argues against the sophisticated
reasons given for this alternative and argues that the worry is unfounded.

11b4-6 &yaBov eivai. .. §oatol yévoug oTi ToUTOV CUp@®va Socrates
attributes four theses to Philebus’ hedonist side of the dispute. For all
creatures (Taot {HOLG):

H1i ayaBov eivai 1o xaipew, To enjoy is good (or a good thing).

H2 (Gyabiv [or dyab6v] etvar) tyvnSoviyy, Pleasure is good (or a good thing).

H3 (&yabniv [or &yabdv] eivar tiv) tépyy, Delight is good (or a good thing).

H4 (t00dde dyaba eivar) §oa tod yévoug oti tovTov obppwva, All things
that are consonant with this kind are goods (or good things).

11b7 pn tadta not these. This sentence fragment requires interpretation
to complete its meaning. The negation ) rather than o0 indicates that
the words stand for a dependent clause stating what 10 dpeiopritnpa
the point of contention is. This dependent sentence is constructed with
the accusative ta¥ta plus an unstated infinitive and complement that we
must supply by finding the correct parallel construction. The audience,
hearing this sentence said in conversation, at the first moment of hear-
ing these words, will naturally supply the parallel from 11b4: pr Tadta
ayabov eivar taot {@otig, But these things are not good for all creatures.
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Such a thesis would simply contradict the four Phileban theses Hi-4.
But as soon as Socrates completes the sentence begun here, his intended
construction will become clear.

TO @povely to know. The verb is a near synonym of éniotapat to expertly
know. See introduction: Noein, Phronein, Phronesis, and Nous.

TO VOETV to be mentally aware. On this meaning, see introduction: Noein,

Phronein, Phronesis, and Nous.

pepvijo@at [to] remember. Manuscript B is an exception to the other
manuscripts, adding the definite article 16 pepvijoOat to remember. For
the possible significance of the nonexceptional text, see introduction:
Noein, Phronein, Phronesis, and Nous.

Remembering is an unforgettable Platonic theme at Meno 81b-86¢
and Phaedo 72e-76¢, where the activity of memory explains knowledge
that we are able to have (such as geometry) that cannot be gained from
sense perception.

11b8 td... ovyyevi)things of the same kind as. The word indicates that there

is alarger kind of factive cognition, never collected and never named. Nor
are its subkinds ever collected. Socrates indicates the extent of this larger
kind with terms that include the following: ppévnaotg, émotipn, volc,
pviiun mdoa, 66Ea aAn01g or 6pHN, and aAnbeic Aoyiopotc. This larger
kind is opposed to the larger kind of pleasure, indicated by the terms
10 yaipew, 16ovn, and tépyic. Bury (1897) supposes that cuyyevij con-
notes a more intrinsic relation than cUupwva, a word that is connected
with guesswork at 56a. But Socrates must regard to yaipew, 160v1),
and tépyig also as ouyyevi), since he refers to the single genos that they
belong to at 11bs. The word connected to guesswork, cUp@wva, is more
likely used to indicate that neither the larger kinds nor their respective
subkinds have been properly collected at this point. See Introduction:

Noein, Phronein, Phronesis, and Nous.

00&av opining. In this dialogue, §6&a is opposed to émotiun expert
knowing and 1o voUv Exew, having mental awareness, as in the Republic
(477b-478d, 505d8, 506¢6, 508d8).
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Aoyiwopovg reckoning (my translation follows Vogt 2019, 26). The phrase
06€av . . . Aoylopovg is in apposition to Td . . . CUYYEVT]. TO AOYLOTIKOV
is “the rational” part of the soul at Republic 440e-441a.

11bg apeive ... A\@w are complements of the verb yiyveoOat: prove to
be better and more desirable. The comparatives dpeive and A@w better
and more desirable refer to degrees of intrinsic goodness. The kind that
contains knowing is not the greatest intrinsic good (which Socrates
argues at 64c—67a is the trinity of measure, beauty, and truth), but “at
least” (ye, bg) it is better than the kind Pleasure. It will turn out to be
“by an immeasurable degree” (pvpiw, 67a11) closer than the kind Plea-
sure to the greatest good.

ooanép [¢oTv] avt®v Suvata petalaPeiv as many as are able to
partake of them, opposite to Philebus’ naot {®org for all creatures and
much more restricted, since very few kinds of creatures partake of such
knowing. Thus, Socrates’ point of contention opposes four intellectualist
theses to Philebus” hedonism. For as many creatures as are able to partake
of knowing:

I1 10 ppovelv Tiig yeidovijc dueive xal A@w yiyveoOat To know turns out
to be better and more desirable than—at least—pleasure.

I2 10 voelv TG ye 1100Vig apeivo kxal A yiyveoOat To be mentally aware
turns out to be better and more desirable than—at least—pleasure.

I3 [t0] pepvijoBaitijg ye ndovig dpeive kai A@w yiyveaOat To remember
turns out to be better and more desirable than—at least—pleasure.

I4 ta to0T@V ab ovyyevi), §6€av te 6pBnv kail dAnBeic Aoyiopovg, Tijg ye
ndovijc apeivo kai A@w yiyveoOau The things of the same kind as the
knowing, the being aware and remembering—[such as] correct opining
and true reckoning—turn out to be better and more desirable than, at
least, pleasure.

Given these parallel constructions, Socrates’ audience can correctly
complete the sentence fragment pr| tadta as follows. For as many crea-
tures as are able to get a share of knowing, being mentally aware and
remembering, and the like:
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Is pn tatta ol ye (ppovelv kai Tol voelv kal pepvijofat kal Tev Tov TV
ad oVYYeEVAV Apeive kai A@ yiyveoBat These things [to enjoy, pleasure,
and delight] are emphatically not better and more desirable than knowing,
being mentally aware and remembering, and things of the same kind as
these.

11c2 eivadis. Scholars have had trouble finding a subject for eivat. The
recent tendency is to translate as Gosling (1975, 1): “they are of the
greatest possible benefit.” Such translations supply a plural pronoun
referring to the plural subject in the previous clause, T0 @povelv kai 10
VOE kal pepvijobat kai td tovtwv ad ovyyevi]. The problem is that
the subject ought to be singular to agree with the singular complement
o@ehpdtatov. Stallbaum’s 1842 reading, discussed by Bury (1897),
makes petaoyelv the subject as follows: to have a share is most beneficial
of all. (S §1984 gives examples of anarthrous infinitives used as subject
with eipi.) On this reading, while to know is better than to enjoy, best of
all is to possess a share of knowing. It is a problem for this alternative
that, as Socrates argues elsewhere (Euthydemus 280oc—d), to possess a
good capacity is inferior not superior to activating that good.) I propose
(in the spirit of Badham’s 1855 solution, discussed in Bury 1897) to read
the fragment ®@eAiudtatov andvtwv eivat as short for four single
sentences, each with a singular neuter subject rather than as short for
one sentence with a plural subject as follows. For all creatures that are
and will be capable of having a share:

0110 Ppovelv dpelpdTatov andviwv etvar To know is, of all things, a
most beneficial thing.

02 10 voely @@ehpdtatov andvtwy etval To be mentally aware is, of all
things, a most beneficial thing.

03 10 pepvijobat ®@peApdtatov andvtwv eivatr To remember is, of all
things, a most beneficial thing.

04 £KaOTOV TOV TOVTOV A CLYYEVAY QPEAMPDTATOV ATEAVTOV elvat
Each of the things of the same kind is, of all things, a most beneficial thing.

101G 0¥l 1€ Kai ¢oopévorg [duvatoic petaoyeiv] limits ndot to the
ones that are and will be able to have a share (of knowing). The superlative
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o@eAlpwTatov most beneficial refers to the utility—the extrinsic
goodness—of knowing, while the remainder of the dialogue discusses
only intrinsic goodness. Such utility would be a small point to show in
the overall scheme of the dialogue. Accordingly, the claim of maximum
utility for knowing might be opupov €110 Aowndv the small point still
remaining, to be shown at the conclusion of the dialogue, 67b11.

11ic4 avtwv pév odv pdhota [not “sort of ] but “most of all” [is how we
each spoke]! I see this as a case where the spirit of the pév ovv is affir-
mative, while the letter is adversative (Denniston 1966, 475). Philebus
is replying to Socrates’ question, which expects the answer oVt® Twg
Aéyopev exkatepot we each spoke in this sort of way. Philebus’ answer
agrees with the expected answer, as far as it goes, but he shows he regards
the approximative nwg in this sort of way as inadequate by substituting
the superlative tdvtwv pdAota most of all.

11c8 O kaAdg aneipnkev the handsome [Philebus] has refused or has sunk
from exhaustion. The sexualizing epithet 6 xaAd¢ the handsome appar-
ently introduces a double entendre alluding to Philebus’ pederasty.
The verb in sexual contexts means has denied us sexual favors (perhaps
because of detumescence—that is, sinking from exhaustion).

11c9-10 TPOME Tavti may be another double entendre: the colorless by
every means or the sexual by turning every way.

nepavOijvat to be brought to an end, fulfilled, emphasized as the last word
in the Greek sentence. This passive form can have the obscene sense Zo
be penetrated (Henderson on nepaiveoBal [1991, 158] and on dneinov
[1991, 161]). I thank Chris Turner for pointing out the double entendres
in c8-10. And there is another level of word play here. The two verbs
amnelpnkev and mepavOijval presage the main metaphysical contrast of
the dialogue, between népag and dmneipov. The etymological meaning
of the verb mtepavOfvatis to be brought to a népag bound. And the verb
aneipnxev, although not cognate with aneiwpov unbounded, nevertheless
suggests that word by its sound.
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11d-12b: Asthe starting point of the contest between pleasure and knowing,
Socrates gets Protarchus to agree that each side will advocate that their can-
didate is the one and only good that provides the life of happiness.

This starting point is the first “turn” of the contest between pleasure
and knowing (see note on 11c9). Socrates gets Protarchus to agree that
each side in the contest will defend the thesis that their candidate is the
good—thatis, “the one able to provide the life of happiness” (11d5-6). As
it happens, at 20b—22c¢ Socrates will refute both these claims—that the
good is pleasure and that the good is knowing—claims that we might call
unmixed hedonism and unmixed intellectualism. Why did Plato contrive
the dialogue to prove Socrates wrong? One explanation is that the disproof
of Socrates is implicit criticism by Plato either of the historical Socrates or
of discussions of pleasure in earlier dialogues. For further discussion, see
Gosling and Taylor (1982), Rudebusch (1999), and Bravo (2003). Another
explanation is characteristic pedagogy. Self-deprecation is part of Socrates’
character throughout Plato’s dialogues. There is a pedagogical advantage
in discussion if the teachers point out their own errors. Teachers who do
so are more likely to avoid oppositional behavior from students.

The refutations of unmixed hedonism (that the good in human life is
pleasure) and unmixed intellectualism (that it is knowing) do not bear on
the opposed positive and comparative claims of Socrates and Philebus
(see notes to 11b4-6 and 11b9). In order to refute Philebus’ hedonism—
that pleasure is (all of it) good, and that it is better than knowing—Socrates
after 22c will turn to a different method. I follow Delcomminette (2006)
in distinguishing Socrates’ initial summary, with its positive, compara-
tive, and superlative claims, from the first turn of the investigation, which
takes up hedonism and intellectualism as unmixed claims about the
nature of the good. This distinction avoids an interpretive dilemma.
Either the dialogue is inconsistent in its statements about hedonism
or we need to read ayaB6v at 11b4 as meaning tdyaf6v, in which case
both Philebus and Protarchus are refuted in the first eleven pages of the
dialogue (by 22c¢), which, as a consequence, requires us to struggle to
find literary unity with the remaining forty-five pages of the dialogue.
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11d2 "10161), tpo¢g TovTOLC SroporoynowpeOa kai 160€ come then, let us

in addition to these things also agree to the following. With this exhorta-
tion, Socrates marks the first turn of the investigation.

11d4-6 €& possession . . . SuaBeow ordered condition. Following Harte

(1999, 386), I interpret taBeowv as specifying more precisely the €€iv:
it is a possession that is the result of an act of placing in order, from the
verb StatiOnpi. Bury’s alternative interpretation relies on Aristotle, who
discusses the difference between the two words at Categories 8b27-9a13,
distinguishing a £€€1g as more stable and longer-lasting than a 6140¢eoc.
Referring to Aristotle’s discussion, Bury (1897) says the two are “com-
bined so that one or the other may cover every possible case of psychic
dvvapig,” an appropriate way to begin an investigation. Both a feeling of
pleasure and an act of awareness seem in this conversation to count as a

€€ig or 81dBeotc. See introduction: Noein, Phronein, Phronesis, and Nous.

v ouvapévny. .. tov Biov evdaipova mapéyew the power to provide
the truly happy life. In Socrates’ summary of the earlier discussion with
Philebus at 11b4-6 he did not attribute the identity thesis Pleasure is the
good to Philebus nor did he attribute to his side the identity thesis Know-
ing is the good. But here, at this first turn of the investigation, he invites
Protarchus to agree to frame the point of contention in terms of competing
identity theses. Each side will try to show that their favored candidate is
“the” cause of human well-being. (See Rudebusch 2019 for discussion.)
The goal of this first turn of the dialogue is to identify “the condition
able to provide well-being.” Thus, the goal is not to identify well-being
itself but rather its cause. In terms of the kinds distinguished later, the
goal is to identify a member of the kind Cause (aitia 27b1) rather than a
member of the kind Mix (pewctov 25bs). I interpret this cause to be the
most immediate proximal cause, not the entire chain of cause and effect
leading to a happy life, and not any of the distal causes. Thus, although
both agree that this proximal cause is a condition of the soul, this is con-
sistent with there being distal external causes of that psychic condition,
such as a well-organized society. Thus, 11d4-6 need not “disqualify” such
external causes as playing a causal role in human well-being, nor need it
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“presuppose” that the good is “located” in the soul, as Delcomminette
states (2006, 37). Finally, the goal is to understand the cause of human
happiness, as opposed to, say, divine or porcine happiness. Thus, this
passage refutes the too-broad interpretation of Damascius’ professor
(Damascius 1959, §6): “The subject under discussion is [the good] that is
present in all animals, from the divine down to the lowest.” Damascius’
professor follows Plotinus’ interpretation of the Philebus (Enneads 6.7 [38],
25, 11-16). Nor, therefore, is the subject of the Philebus the even broader
good of Republic sogb—not, that is, “the good that pervades all things
generally” (as Damascius [1959, §6] correctly sees).

11d8-9 OvkoUv isn’t it the case that? expecting assent to an inference.

The question this adverb introduces is a sentence fragment. What has
just received assent at d4-7 is that each side €€wv yuyfic kai dtdBearv
Aamo@aively Tva émtyelprjoel TV duvapévnv avlpwmolg iot tov fiov
evdaipova mapéyew will attempt to show some state or ordered condi-
tion of soul to be the one able to provide a truly happy life for all human
beings. This allows us to complete the fragment: Opeic pev [drmogpaiverv
émuyelprjoete avtv eival] v 1ol yaipew, nueig & [dmogaivewv
émyeprioopev adTnVv eivat] av Ty 100 povelv you will try to show it
to be the state or condition of enjoying, while we will try to show it to be
the state or condition of knowing.

nudur Ti& av but what if? This question sets the stage for the superior cause

of true happiness revealed in the course of the dialogue. The passage
11d11-12a1 correctly predicts the course of the dialogue: its hypothesis
that the cause of true happiness is more like knowing than pleasure is
confirmed by the dialogue’s end.

11e2 toi tavta £xovrog PePaing Piov by the life securely possessing these

things. Scholars have had trouble identifying an antecedent of the neu-
ter plural tadta that agrees with it in gender and number. The sense
seems to require that Taita refer to the subject of the verbs of appear-
ing in the previous two sentences—namely, G2\ Tig [€€1¢ Wuyfic kal
OudBeoig] xpeittwv some other superior [possession or ordered condition
of the soul]. Since this subject is feminine singular, some even propose
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emending the text from tatta to tavtnv. I suspect that, with this slight
anacoluthon, Plato is accurately representing Socrates’ oral habits of
speech. As Smyth (1956, §3004) says, anacoluthon “is natural to Greek
by reason of the mobility and elasticity of that language.” I recommend
preserving the neuter plural in translation as does Gosling (1975: “the
life which secures these characteristics”) and perhaps Frede (1993: “a
life that firmly possesses that”).

11e2-12a1 O TijgNSovilgTOV Tijg Pppovioewc the life of pleasure . . . the life
of knowing. In its first appearance here in the dialogue, the noun 16ov1
is used as an abbreviation for v [sc., €€wv kai diaBeowv] Tod yaipewv the
state or ordered condition of enjoying (11d8). And in its first appearance the
noun @po6vnoLg is an abbreviation for v €€1v xai dtaBeowv 100 ppoveiv
the state or ordered condition of knowing.

12a8 yvaon will come to know. When the verb is used absolutely with an
intensive pronoun, as here, the idiom may mean “you shall judge for
yourself” (Laches 187¢c2) or even “you shall do as you please,” as at Gor-
gias 505c9. Philebus is not so much predicting as commanding. Hence,
Smyth (1956, §1917) uses this passage to illustrate how the future tense
can be used to command, the “jussive future.” Protarchus’ defensive
reply suggests that he hears a tone of disapproval in this jussive future.

1229-10 OVK @v ... €inc. Here I think that the potential optative with a
negative states a future propriety as an opinion of the speaker you should
no longer be in charge (S §1824).

tovvavtiov. Since tovvavtiov is accusative rather than genitive, it can-
not function as a substantive (the opposite) coordinate with 6poioyiag
and must therefore be adverbial: contrariwise.

12b1 @M\ ayap But [what you just suggested—that I might be going to try to
be in charge—is out of the question] for (see Denniston 1966, 100-101).
agootovpat. The primary meaning is religious—purify oneself of guilt or
pollution—hence the secondary ethical meaning discharge oneself from an
obligation or absolve oneself. Since abtnv tnv 06V the goddess [Aphrodite]

herselfis part of the context, the religious connotation is primary.
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12b3-4 Mpeig. .. ouvppdpTupeg &v eipev Here the potential optative is
imperative in force, stating a command, exhortation, or request to every
observer of Philebus’ absolution (S §1830): let’s be witnesses together! The
effect, says Bury (1897), is “of a veiled threat” (we’ll be watching you!).

aMa &1 progressive rather than adversative, indicating a change of

topic: well now (Denniston 1966, 241).

12bs Opwgnevertheless introduces nelpdueOa mepaivewv let us try to reach
a conclusion and discounts peta ®Afov €ékdvtog 7| 6mtwg av BN in
company with Philebus, whether he is willing or whatever he wants. The
Opwg is regularly before the clause it introduces. Its being thrown out
of place—hyperbaton—here is for emphasis (S §3028).

12b6 i) Omwg av £0€An is a euphemism (S §3024) or, as Bury (1897) putsit,
“Attic urbanity” for fj xai &kovtog or indeed unwillingly.
nepaivewy (echoing mepavOijvat of 11c9-10) to penetrate [X], to go through
[X] to the end, whether pleasure, knowing, or some third thing is the
state or condition of soul with the power to provide a truly happy life

for all human beings.

2. To resolve the Happiness Question, we need to get agreement to
the One-Many Thesis.

12b-d: Theinitial zeal to determine the truth turns into a dispute that threat-

ens to scuttle the inquiry. The dispute begins when Socrates makes a verbal

division of pleasure—which is one thing, even revered as a single goddess—into

many, even opposite pleasures, such as wise and foolish pleasures.

12b7-9 &1 emphasizes avti|c: her very self.
an[6] from plus genitive seems to require some verb of beginning, such
as apxtéov one must begin. Bury (1897) solves the problem by pointing
out that “TTelpatéov implies commencement” (likewise an[6] at 12¢5-6).
The literal English translation is intelligible: we must try from the goddess.
tijg Oeot, ijy 66 A@podityy pév Aéyeabai pnot, 10 & aAnbéotarov
avtic dvopa ‘Hovnv eivar the goddess, whom (Philebus) here says is
called Aphrodite, while her truest name is Pleasure. The two accusative-

plus-infinitive constructions—ijv Appoditnv pev Aéyeobai[sc., bo TtV
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TOMN&OV] who is called Aphrodite [by the many] and 16 & dAnBéotatov
avTiic 6vopa ‘Hdoviy eivat while the truest name of her is Pleasure—
both report what 60 gnot [Philebus] here says. Frede’s 1993 translation
correctly puts both claims in Philebus’ mouth: “This fellow claims that
though she is called Aphrodite her truest name is pleasure.” Gosling’s
1975 translation, in contrast, puts only the first claim in Philebus’ mouth
and makes the second Socrates’ direct discourse: “Philebus calls her
Aphrodite, but the most accurate name for her is pleasure.” If Socrates
were himself asserting Aphrodite’s truest name to be Pleasure, we would
find direct discourse—HG&ovn éatwv is pleasure—not the accusative plus

infinitive of indirect discourse, ‘H8ovi|v elvat fo be pleasure.

12b10 *OpOétata (you have spoken) most correctly. I assume that Protarchus
does not have a strong opinion from whom exactly Socrates ought to
make the attempt, and so what 6p06Tata must affirm is that Socrates is
“most correctly” reporting the Phileban doctrine about the true name
of Aphrodite.

12c1-2 To... 8€og¢ fear. On Socrates’ “scrupulosity in manner of address
to gods” (Bury 1897) see Cratylus 400d-401a and Phaedrus 246d.

kat’ avlpwmov what you’d expect for a human being. xatd plus accu-
sative of fitness or conformity (LS]J). There is an ambiguity in the con-
forming, either to an object of fear who is a human being, or conforming
to a fearing subject who is Socrates, a human being. In other words,
Socrates might be saying that his fear of naming gods goes beyond any
fear he has of mere human beings, or he might be saying that his fear of
gods goes beyond the sort of fear that human beings in general would
seem capable of—beyond even panic. In either case, Socrates begins
the philosophical discussion with reference to excess without bound,
prefiguring a metaphysical theme of the dialogue.

12¢4 mowkiAov complement to the implied feminine subject cannot function
as a predicate adjective and must be a substantive. Since it lacks a definite

article, it is best to translate it as an indefinite substantive: a complex or

manifold thing. This clause introduces the argument that follows (12c6-

d6), with a preliminary statement of the conclusion that pleasure, while
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one thing, is also manifold or many. This will be generalized from pleasure
to include all things. That generalized thesis is a metaphysical theme of
the dialogue. Socrates will elicit the one-many conclusion about pleasure

from two main premises,—that pleasure is one and that it is many.
12¢5 an[o] from plus genitive with the verb of beginning dpyouévouc.
12¢6 yap forintroduces the reasoning why it is necessary that we examine

what pleasure’s nature is—namely, because pleasure is, paradoxically,
both one and many.

pév introduces the thesis that pleasure is one while coordinate 8¢ at ¢7
introduces the antithesis that pleasure is many.

12¢6-7 (®C) akovewv ... oVTmC ANA®C to hear [the singular noun plea-
sure] merely so, without qualification. In this parenthetical clause the
demonstrative adverb oltwg so means merely so or without a word
more (LS] A.IV) and correlates with an implied relative adverb wg
(LSJ Ab.I1.1). The implied contrast to unqualified is qualified by other
words,—for instance, in the noun phrases “wise pleasure” or “foolish
pleasure,” as in the examples Socrates will give just below at di-4.
Scholars (at least since Bast [1809, 37]) tend to read the parenthetical
clause as limiting the truth of the main clause. Thus Frede (1993): “if one
just goes by the name it is one single thing.” On this reading, Socrates
completes his thought by discounting the unity of pleasure: “but in
fact it comes in many forms.” The problem with such a reading is that
it avoids rather than promotes the one-many puzzle Socrates aims to
establish here and later in the dialogue. As a way to better fit the context,
then, I propose we read the parenthetical clause not as limiting but as
areason for the main clause:

P1 dxovopev Ndoviv oUtwg anAdg We hear (the word) pleasure merely
so: unqualified.

C1 [ ndovn] éotw €v T (Thus) pleasure is one thing.
There is another version of such an argument, from the language used

to describe an object to the oneness of the object, at Sophist 237d6-10
-1— (defended by Rudebusch [1991, 521-23]).
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12¢c7 €v T (pleasure is) one thing. €v tihas no article, which indicates it is
not the subject but must be a predicate noun (S §1150). This is the first

main premise of the reasoning leading to the paradox.

12c7-8 dnmov I presume combines the certainty of 81} with the doubtful-
ness of mov (Denniston 1966, 267), and expresses the confidence of the
speaker in his statement while recognizing at the same time that the
listener might not share that confidence.

i0¢& yap- for consider: introduces the examples at 12c¢8-13a6, illustrating

that there are all sorts of pleasure, even sorts that are unlike each other.

12c8-d4 1)8ecOau o take pleasure. Its four occurrences at c8—d3 take accu-
satives as subjects (10v dkoAaotaivovta dvBpwiov, TOv cw@povoivta,
TOV dvontaivovta kail avorjtmv do&dV kat EATiIdwv peaTtdv, TOV
ppovolvta). Absolute 1j8ec0aL means to take pleasure, while with a
dative object (a0T® T@® cwPPOVELY, AVTH TP PpOVELV) it means to take
pleasure in. The intensive pronoun avt® here means by itself or alone
(S §1209a), while 1@ cw@povelv and 1@ @povely are articular infinitives:
thinking soundly and knowing. It is not clear how these first examples of
pleasure, the pleasure of avT® T@® ocw@povelv or of AVTY TG Ppovelv
fit Socrates’ definition of pleasure later in the dialogue as perceived
replenishment. The pleasure of being sound-minded reappears in the
final mix at 63e4-5.

TOVv...avlpwmov the human being. The article indicates that the accusa-
tive &vOpwmov is subject of the infinitive ideo0at, here and thrice more
at di—4 (S §1150).

12d4-6 ToUTOV TAVNdOoVvAV Exatépag each of these two pleasures—that
is, in the contrasting cases of wanton/sound-minded pleasure and mind-

less/wise pleasure.

TOCAV TIC. . . 0VK AVONTOG Paivorto éviikmc; how could it be possible
that anyone [who says each is similar] not quite justly look like a fool? Both
the interrogative adverb né¢ how and the negative ovk not (S §1826a)

in a question give the potential optative the force of a strong assertion.

The final position of the adverb évdikwc justly makes it emphatic.
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12d-13a: Protarchus posits that unlike pleasures (such as unsound and sound
pleasures, likewise foolish and intelligent pleasures) are unlike in their causes,

but not unlike as pleasures.

Protarchus explicitly accepts the self-identity of pleasure (tofto adto
Eaut this the same as itself, 12e1) and evidently accepts its oneness and
being while denying the complexity dividing that one into many dif-
ferent and even opposite units. He provides an alternate explanation of
the truth of Socrates’ unlikeness thesis, drawing a distinction between a
pleasure and its source. Given the distinction, he argues that the premises
show only that sources of pleasure are different and opposed, not that
pleasures themselves are. In disputing Socrates’ division, Protarchus in
effect denies the One-Many Thesis as it applies to pleasure.

Socrates appears to accept the possibility of Protarchus’ “inspired”
(@ dawpdvie, 12e3) distinction between an instance of pleasure and its
source or cause. But Socrates mentions additional phenomena of color
and shape that do not seem susceptible to that causal distinction: the
colors black and white are unlike and opposite each other, and likewise
shapes (for example, concave and convex) may be unlike and opposite
each other. Such opposite colors and shapes do not come from opposites;
they are opposites. Thus, Protarchus’ causal distinction fails in the case
of opposite colors and opposite shapes, and so he cannot, Socrates says,
trust the causal distinction to explain away all instances of seemingly
opposite pleasures. Protarchus takes Socrates’ point and allows the
possibility of unlike pleasures ("lowg perhaps, 1326).

12d7 eioi...yap yes, they are, because assents to Socrates’ thesis and
examples. The elof is short for something like ndovai eioi Tiva tpémov
avopotol AMNAaLg pleasures are in a way unlike each other, while the
ydp indicates the reason why Protarchus assents (on assentient ydp, see
LSJ yép I.d and Denniston 1966, 86).

12d7-8 p&vyap ... o0 unv yes, well [the unlike pleasures are from opposite
actions], but [they’re] not [themselves opposites]. The two clauses together
admit but discount Socrates’ observation about the way we speak of
unlike pleasures (LSJ pév A.IL.6, Denniston 1966, 335).
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12e1 pnj ovy [How could[n’t [a pleasure] not [be most similar to a plea-
sure?] The pnj is problematic. Some, like Burnet (1901), bracket it
as ungrammatical. Others, like Bury (1897), find a rule of grammar
(“redundant p1}”) to explain it. Even if not regular grammar, perhaps
the redundancy portrays passion in an outburst by Protarchus. All
sides agree that Protarchus’ double negative (or, if u1 is removed, his
single negative) in a question gives the potential optative av €in the
force of a strong assertion, echoing Socrates’ potential optative at ds
(S §18264).

12e2 Ndovij yendovijis Burnet’s 1901 invention. Manuscript T has 1dovr] ye
NOSovij pleasure [most similar, at any rate, to] pleasure, where the dative is
the complement to 6potdtatov. Manuscript B hasjdovniv ye1j0ovi), the
more difficult reading of the two, both in itself and if Socrates’ reply at
12€3 (kalyap ypodpa . . . xpoparty) is parallel. By the rule lectio difficilior
potior (the more difficult reading is preferable), then, we should prefer B,
but the accusative 18ovijv calls for explanation.
I propose the following interpretation of the Protarchan argument,

given manuscript B.

P1 Each pleasure, whether sound-minded or unrestrained, intelligent
or mindless, obviously shares the feature of being a pleasure, and this
feature is the same as itself in every instance.

C1 Thus, a pleasure is, of all things, a thing most similar with respect to
being a pleasure, at least.

C2 Thus, pleasures themselves are not opposite to each other, but rather

each is similar to the others.

In the text we find the argument in reverse order. I have provided the
version of C1 corresponding to the text of manuscript B.

C200 pnv avtai ye aMRAaig évavtial [aMN éxatépat opolat AMAaig]
These at any rate [the pleasures in the cases unsound/sound pleasure and
Joolish/intelligent pleasure] are not opposite to each other, but each of the
two is like each other.

C1

5 [10 elvau] NSovijv ye dovi) opotdtatéy ot mdvimy xpnudtwv Plea-

sure is of all things most similar with respect to [being a] pleasure.
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P1toUT0 [10 elvatndovijv] avto éaut® This [the feature of being a pleasure]
is the same as itself.
The two inferences in this argument are indicated by the yap at 12d8 and
the circumstantial participle toUto avto éaut® [0V] this [being] the same
as itself (S §2054a). Apart from the parentheses, the English version is a
straightforward translation of the Greek. The only substantial addition
that the bracketed material makes to the argument is in the English
P1—that two pleasures share the feature of being pleasure—a premise
that readily might go without saying. My move from the accusative
noun 1dovnyv to the articular infinitive to eivat ndovijv gains support
from Socrates’ parallel move from yp&®pa to 1O ypOpa eivat at 12e4.
As interpreted, the argument relies on an implicit distinction between
an instance of pleasure among all other items that come and go (11601
TAvT®V xpnpdtwy), on the one hand, and the feature of being pleasure
(10 elvat ndovnv) that is shared by all the many instances, on the other.

Socrates will soon make this distinction explicit.
12e3 Katyap yes, and. Here xai is connective and the ydp assentient.

xpdpa . . . ypopat (opordtarov av €m) color (can be most similar) to
color, parallel to 12e1, if we accept manuscript T.

Sawpévie heaven-sent. An idiomatic translation of this vocative might
be by your inspired thought.

12€3-4 KATdye avtd ToUT0 . . . TO Yp@pa eivaw: with respect to this alone:
being a color. Katd of conformity (LSJ B.IV) with accusative avto to0to
this very thing and articular infinitive 10 xp&pa elvat the feature of being
a colorin apposition. Limitative ye, confining the applicability of o0d¢v
Sioioetto the stated respect alone (none will differ in this respect at least),
and implying that the applicability is unlikely to extend to other respects
(Denniston 1966, 114-15).
ovdev [xpdpal dwoioet. .. wdv no [color] will in any way differ (LS]
nav D.IIT as adverb with negative).

12e4 ye pnvis adversative nonetheless (Denniston 1966, 348), discounting
the previous sentence.
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12e4-5 10 ... péAav @ Aevk® moved for emphasis (hyperbaton, S. 3028)
from its grammatical place after @g= 6t that.

12e6 OV Tvy)avelis actually. The verb can be a slightly emphatic éotiv.

kai dn kai and likewise is connective, indicating that the statement will
add another example of the same sort (Denniston 1966, 248).

oxfjpa oynpatt [opowdtarov av €in] shape [can be most similar] to
shape, parallel to 12€3.

127 KATA TAVTOV in the same way, katd of conformity (LSJ B.IV).

véveléonunay €v [shape or shapes] is/are all one in kind, with an ambigu-
ous subject. Gosling (1975) makes the subject plural: “In kind they are all
one,” which makes sense: different shapes are one in kind. But Frede’s
(1993) singular subject also makes sense—“shape is all one in kind”—if
we think of shape as consisting of many parts, which is how Socrates is
thinking of it in this context. The lack of a definite article indicates mdv
€vis a predicate noun (S §1150).

13a1-2 Ta 8¢ Sra@opdNT Exovra pupiav mwov Tvyavel [some are most
opposite,] while others have, I suppose, an immeasurably great differ-
ence. Gosling (1975: “countless differences”) and Frede (1993: “others
differ in innumerable ways”) translate the singular noun phrase
Stapopdtnt(a) . . . puplav immeasurable difference as plural. The final
position of the adjective pupiav immeasurablein the pév . . . 8¢ construc-
tion gives greater emphasis to the immeasurable difference than to the
difference of being évavtiwtata as opposite as can be.

13a4—-5 @ofodpat...p1...cvpRoopev I am afraid—and it looks very
likely—that we will find. The future indicative after prj is rare with verbs
of fearing and makes a stronger prediction about the future. Smyth
(1956, §2229) translates: “T apprehend that we shall find some pleasures
opposite to other pleasures.”

1326 toU0’ this refers to the object of Socrates’ fear on behalf of Protarchus’
thesis—namely, that certain pleasures, such as sound or intelligent plea-
sures, will turn out to be opposite to certain other pleasures, such as

unsound or foolish pleasures.
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56  Plato’s Philebus

NUOV . .. TOVAGyov our thesis might refer to the Protarchan thesis in its
stronger first turn at 11d8-9, that pleasure is the good (which rules out
knowing as a good), or to the weaker thesis that Protarchus inherited
from Philebus, that all pleasures are good (which leaves open that some
or all knowing is good). Socrates’ restatement at 13a8, Aéyelg . . . dyafa
TAvT eivar ta (8€a you say that all pleasures are good, shows that he
thinks that the existence of opposite pleasures will harm even the weaker
thesis.

13a-b: According to Socrates, to admit that some pleasures are unlike each
other raises a problem for the “pleasure is good” thesis.

According to Socrates, an unlikeness among pleasures would raise an
explanatory problem for hedonism. To illustrate the basic idea, consider
a colorist and a shapist thesis:

Colorism: Color makes living space good.
Shapism: Shape makes furniture good.

An opposition of colors—such as an intelligent versus a foolish color for
aliving room—raises problems for the colorist thesis, because if there can
be such an opposition of color to color, why would a colorist think that it
is color that makes a space good, rather than intelligent color? Likewise,
if there is an opposition of shapes—such as sound and unsound shapes
for a piece of furniture—why would a shapist think that it is shape that
makes a good piece of furniture, rather than sound shape? As soon as
such oppositions within color and shape are recognized, colorism and
shapism are threatened. The same is the case, Socrates reasons, for the
hedonist thesis that pleasure makes human life good.

Iinterpret Socrates’ argument at 13a6-bs as follows.

P1 Protarchus says that all pleasures are good (a8, restated at b2).

P2 If someone were to press the point, Protarchus might admit that these
pleasures (namely, the ones that Socrates distinguishes as bad and as
good) are unlike each other (b2-3).

P3 If Protarchus were to admit that these pleasures are unlike, he would
need to say what the good is in those pleasures (the ones that Socrates
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distinguishes as bad and as good), and it will have to be the same with
respect to all pleasures (b3-5).

C1 Therefore, if Protarchus admitted such pleasures are unlike, then at P1
his word “good” would be inapt (stated at a7-8, indicated as a conclu-
sion by yap at a8).

C2 Therefore, to admit that these pleasures are unlike will harm Protarchus’
thesis that pleasure is the good (stated at a6, indicated as a conclusion
by “Ott because at a7).

Premise P3 appears in the text as a question, a question that is not rhe-
torical but that indicates the need for an explanation. I supply the if
clause (“If Protarchus were to admit that these pleasures are unlike”)
as a continuation from P2, as indicated by the ovv then at b3, which
indicates the continuation of a narrative (LS]J IT).

Socrates makes two other statements in the text, but he discounts
them, marking them as outside the inferential structure of the argument
with a preceding pév o0v now then at 13a9 and a following Spwg neverthe-
less at ba. Typically discounted statements are background information,

as they seem to be here:

D1 No argument disputes that pleasures are pleasant (a8-9).
D2 Socrates affirms that there are many bad pleasures as well as good (bz).

Some have accused Socrates in this passage of circular reasoning. This
is uncharitable. Socrates in this passage is not assuming that there are
good and bad pleasures in order to prove that not all pleasures are good.
He is explaining why the admission that pleasures are unlike would harm
Protarchus’ hedonist thesis.

1327 "0t because is inferential answering the preceding ti why [will the
existence of opposite pleasures like sound/unsound or wise/foolish pleasures
harm the thesis that pleasure is the good]?
avta things—namely, Socrates’ examples of sound and unsound, or wise

and foolish, pleasures (12¢8-d6), to which Protarchus agreed (12d7).

1327-8 MpocayopeVEIg alTd Avopola dvta ETép®, PI|oOUEY, dvopatt

you call these things that are unlike [such as a sound pleasure and an
unsound pleasure] by another, we shall say, name. Stallbaum (1820) wrote
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that these words—multis obnoxia fuere dubitationibus— “have been the
subject of many doubts.” The challenge is not the grammar, nor even
the meaning (since it is restated at 13d2), but to understand how this text
answers the question t{ why? There is no apparent harm to Protarchus’
position that it calls sound and unsound pleasures, which are unlike,
by another name, “good.” Gosling (1975), following Jowett (1892) and
Bury (1897), takes the participle 6vta to express opposition (S §2066):
“I'should object that despite their dissimilarity you are applying another
term to them.” But this oppositional participle reading does not point
to any harm. And so I prefer to translate étépw ovopati as by an inapt
name—that is, a name other [than should be], as at Phaedo 114e3 and
Euthydemus 280e5. (LS] €tepog A.IIL.2). A clue that Socrates has this
meaning in mind is the placement of the verb gprjcopev after €tepoc.
Protarchus has readily agreed that he labels unlike pleasures by the
“other” or “new” name “good.” But Protarchus has not agreed that this
name is “inapt.” Only Socrates’ side of the dispute makes that claim. The
placement of the verb groopevindicates that it has within its scope only
the contentious adverb phrase in which it is embedded: by an inapt—[as]
we shall say—word. (On Socrates’ use of the first-person plural, see note
to 11a2.) Socrates, in the rest of his speech (13a8-bs), will explain why

calling them all “good” is inapt.

ayaBandvt eivartandéa that all pleasant things are good. The accusa-
tive plus infinitive after a verb of speaking reports what is said. dyafa has
no article, indicating it is the complement, while ta indicates mévt’ . . .
tandéa is the subject.

1328-9 TO...pN ... N8éa eivartandéaarticular infinitive with emphatic

un after apploPnrel [disputes] the fact that pleasures are pleasant. “After
verbs signifying (or suggesting) to hinder and the like, the infinitive
admits the article 16” (S §2744a, mentioning this passage as an example).
Smyth’s examples show that the verb of hindering may appear with
zZero, one, or as here (p ovyl) two negatives with no change in meaning
beyond different degrees of emphasis.

ouyl. .. A0yog ovdeic ap@ioPntei no theory, none at all, disputes.
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1329 p&v ovv now then with “brusque” tone (Denniston 1966, 167) assents to
Protarchus’ statement T00T0 a0T0 €aUT® this is the same as itself (112e1),
restating it in other words (Denniston 1966, 477).

13b1 kaxa & ovra atTdv ta oM a kat ayada 6¢ [Eatv] while most of
them are bad, there [are] also good ones. 1 read the participial phrase kaxa
0’ Ovta avt@v ta moAa as concessive (“while”) to the main clause. But
the conjunction 6pwg also permits this entire clause to be participial,
with a second implicit dvta instead of éotiv.

Kati. .. 8¢ but alsois “a natural enough combination, the former particle
denoting that something is added, the latter that what is added is distinct
from what precedes” (Denniston 1966, 200).

®OC NUETC Papév as we say. Socrates’ side of the argument must affirm
that there are at least some good and bad pleasures to establish that some
pleasures are unlike and even opposite to others.

13b3 €lif plus optative, with present indicative in the apodosis, refers here
to present general time (S §§2359-60). The apodosis is expressed in the
participle 6poAoy®v (= 6poAoyeig, S §2350) The mood of the expressed
participle is indicative, since there is no particle &v (S §1846b): agree-
ing that they are unlike [= you agree that they are unlike], were anyone to

compel you by the force of reason.

npocavaykdlot The prefix tpoo- denotes in addition: if anyone were
to compel-you-in-addition [to the statement that all pleasant things are
good].

13b4 €vtaickakaic opoimgkaiév ayadaic évov being present in the same
way in both the bad and good [pleasures] participial phrase modifying the
accusative TaUTOV the same thing. As an alternative, Bury (1897) suggests
this phrase is accusative absolute.

13b3-5 Ti...TAOTOV...TdoAC Sovac ayadov eivar tpocayopeieig;
what thing, the same with respect to all pleasures, do you call being good? 1
think it is unnecessary to propose, as some have, that the text is corrupt.

The two accusatives that agree in gender and number are ti . . . Tadtov

what same thing? and dya0ov good. Thus, they are most naturally taken
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as the double complement to tpocayopeveig: what same thing do you
call good? (As an alternative, LS] [tpooayopeVw A.4] makes ndoag
ndovag one object of the verb when they quote this passage, which
raises unsolved problems in translating.) In Greek, as in English, a word
denoting sameness often calls for specification: in what respect the same
thing? It is natural, then, to take the third accusative, ndoagndovag all
pleasures, as an accusative of respect restricting Tavtov the same thing
(S §1600): what thing, the same with respect to all pleasures, do you call
being good? Socrates, with this question, asks what feature makes both
good and bad pleasures good. This is a familiar Socratic request, such as
at 34e4: IIpog ti mote dpa TavTov PAéyavieg oUTm TOAD Slapépovta
tad®’ évi mpooayopevopev dvopati; We call these very much differ-
ent things by a single name, having looked toward what selfsame thing?
Another similar example is Laches 192a8-9: i Aéyeig toTo 6 €v ndowy
ovopaleig tayvtita eivay; “What do you say this is that you refer to as
swiftness in all [these cases]?”

13b-c: Protarchus denies that pleasures can be unlike on the basis of a k0.0’
doov insofar as distinction. The near breakdown of the conversation is a
dramatic example of the problems that the One-Many Thesis raises for truth-
seeking investigations.

Protarchus denies that any pleasure is opposite or unlike any other
“insofar as they are pleasures” (13¢5). Protarchus’ position is that two
things, like a foolish pleasure and a wise pleasure, can be opposites,
and hence most unlike, but not insofar as they are pleasures. Insofar
as they are each pleasures, they must be alike, just as, insofar as black
and white are each colors, they are alike, and insofar as concave and
convex are each shapes, they are alike, and, in general, for any form F,
insofar as two things take that form F, they are alike. Socrates, in reply,
proposes the following parallel argument to show that Protarchus’
reasoning leads to absurdity. Let F' be the form unlike. Then take any
two things that are most unlike. According to Protarchus’ reasoning,
insofar as the two are most unlike, they must be “the most like of all”
(13d4-5)—which is absurd. I suppose that Protarchus might try to escape
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from Socrates’ reductio ad absurdum by distinguishing qualitative forms
such as pleasure, color, and shape from relational forms such as unlike.
Of course, such a distinction would seem to grant that forms—even
insofar as they are forms—can be unlike, which in turn might be in
tension with Protarchus’ general denial of such opposition. My point
is that, although Protarchus does not object, Socrates’ reply is open to
objection. But I do not see grounds to call Socrates’ parallel argument a
“trap” or “fallacy” (Frede 1993, xviii, 4). My interpretation of Socrates’
argument follows Gosling (1975, 78). In addition, Gosling proposes a
second possible interpretation: Black and white are both colors; thus,
they “must both closely resemble each other” (Gosling 1975, 78). But it
is not clear why Protarchus, with his insofar as distinction, would find
this conclusion absurd.

13b6 ydap is explanatory, introducing Protarchus’ motive for asking ITd¢
Aéyeig what do you mean (Denniston 1966, 60) [ ask,] because do you
suppose that anyone will agree . . . ?

13b7 Ndoviv eivar taya®6v the good is pleasure is a restatement of the
identity thesis that Protarchus agreed to defend as the first turn of
the topic. See note introducing 11d-12b.

13C1-2 TAGMEV ... TIVAG. .. |dovdg, Tag & Tivag ETépag. . . while some
pleasures . . ., others . .. “Added to a noun with the article, [twvac]
denotes the indefiniteness of the pleasures referred to” (S §1267). The
two articles tag indicate thatndovdg and étépacg are the subjects of their
coordinate accusative-plus-infinitive constructions.

13¢3 AN\ 0UV...yebutsurely . . . atleast. In answers “introduces a pro-
test” (Denniston 1966, 442).

13¢8 tamapadeiyparta that is, the examples color and shape (12e3-7).

13d-14b: Socrates and Protarchus agree that there can be many and unlike
kinds of both pleasure and knowing.

That such ones as pleasure and knowing can also be many are instances
of the One-Many Thesis. Socrates, having asserted that pleasure is both

one and many, begins to generalize the One-Many Thesis: knowing, too,
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shares the perplexing feature of being both one and many. The recogni-
tion that even the paradigms of unity, the ungenerated and imperish-
able ones such as the good, are also many, marks a turning in Plato’s
metaphysics. In dialogues such as the Phaedo, Republic, and Symposium,
these the more and less are only one, not one and many, whereas in the
Philebus, Theaetetus, Sophist, Statesman, and Parmenides, the more and
less are both one and many (as Rickless [2007] argues). This fundamental
change in Plato’s metaphysics would be a reason for Plato to emphasize
the principle in this dialogue.

13d6 vemteportol déovrog younger than what is needed, hence too inex-
perienced to do what is needed (LSJ ve®tepog A). See note introducing

16c-19b for a discussion of Socrates’ pejorative adjective véog young.

éxneomv after falling out. According to Bury (1897), this is a “metaphor
from a ship stranded in a storm: the rhythm suggests a tragic citation.”
Taking the ultima of uiv as an anceps, Socrates might have chanted the
rhythm of the words piv éxneoamv oiyfjoetat (x ™7~ /x~ 77 ) asiambic
trimeter. Bury continues: “The marine metaphor is carried on from &ig
TOV aVToV epoueda Adyov [carried back to the same argument] above
[13c6], and continued in dvaxpovaueba back her out [as at] Herodotus
Histories 8.84.2.” Gosling (1975, 78) says,

Certainly ekpiptein can be used of shipwreck, but is also a common
verb for orators or stage-performances being hissed off. With logos
as a subject, one might most naturally take the latter sense. There is
no doubt, however, that anakrouesthaiis a familiar nautical term for
backing water. Once could, therefore, with Hackforth 1945 [following
Bury 1897], preserve the metaphor throughout, or take the hissing as
the most natural sense, and take the ‘back up metaphor to be so weak
as not to be discordant. In this case the immediate move to a wrestling
metaphor would be fairly easy, as both arguments and law-cases were

often spoken of in terms of combat.

13d7-8 tay’ avidvteg. .. lowgav perhaps coming back . . . perhaps. Both
manuscripts B and T have avidvteg, which Stallbaum (1820 and 1842)
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accepts without comment. Burnet (1901), following Bury (1897), prefers
av i6vteg, found in manuscript Ven. 189, also without comment. Both
variants—tay’ aviovteg perhaps, coming back and téy’ av i6vteg, perhaps,
coming—are intelligible. The av iévteg reading repeats @v in a permit-
ted though unnecessary way. Such an ¢&v is placed early in the sentence
before the participle “in order to direct attention to the character of the
construction” (S §1765). Yet, while {owg is frequently joined with v or

> o1 PR

tay’ av (using TLG, in Plato I found iowg tay’ av twice, iowg . . . téy’
av twice, Ty’ aviowgseven times, Tdy’ dv . . . lowg five times, and lowg
dv eight times), I could find no instances of lowg &v joined with tay’ &v
anywhere else in Plato or indeed in any Greek text. Style also gives a
reason to prefer avidvteg to i0vteg. The prefix av- echoes the prefix in
avaxpovwpeda, and gives an apt metaphor of this stage of the dialogue,
an image of wrestlers who have broken apart, just as Protarchus and
Socrates have broken apart in the conversation, and then come back
using similar holds on each other. See note to 13e2 on how the holds

might be similar.

eigtagopoiag[AaPac] into similar holds is a metaphor from wrestling.
The same metaphor is at Phaedrus 236bg—-c1 (gig tag 0poiag Aapag) and
Republic 544bs (mdAwv . . . domep maAalo g, TNV adTy AaPny tapeye
just like a wrestler, let me again have the same hold). Bury (1897) compares
the quick change from marine to fighting metaphors with Shakespeare’s
“take arms against a sea of troubles.”

13d8 ovyywpnoawpev we might reach agreement with (each other). It is
possible to classify this potential optative as the apodosis of a future less
vivid conditional, by letting the participle dviévteg stand for the protasis

el aviowev ifwe were to come back (S §2344).

13e1 Aéyendg; This is the punctuation of Stallbaum (1842), Badham (1855
and 1878), Bury (1897), Burnet (1901), and Diés (1949). With the question
mark at the end of the sentence, we must understand the interroga-
tive T@d¢ to introduce a direct question: tell [me]: how? Such a reading
requires these two words to represent two independent clauses. Thus,
Stallbaum (1820) adds the comma to his text: Aéye, nd¢; [ recommend
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instead the punctuation of Stephanus (1578), which has a period at the
end of the sentence, not a question mark: Aéye né¢. This punctuation
permits the &g to introduce an indirect question after the imperative
Aéye. The English translation can mark the imperative mood with an
exclamation mark: tell how!

13e2 "Epg 0¢g Umo 0oV . . . épwtdpevov Pul me underyou as I am being

questioned! Socrates’ first four words recall the wrestling metaphor.
Protarchus has been under Socrates, who has been trying to pin him to
an admission that some pleasures are unlike and opposite each other.
This command makes clear how the two wrestlers will resume their
session by coming back together into similar holds: Protarchus, to be
in control, would hold Socrates in the same way that Socrates just held
him—that is, as asking—while Socrates will now be in the same posi-
tion Protarchus was—that is, as answering. My translation attaches the
prepositional phrase 010 0o to the verb of placing 0¢¢ and also under-
stands it with the passive participle épwtdpevov. As an alternative,
LSJ (tiBnui B.I) attaches the prepositional phrase only to the passive
participle épwtwpevov, which they make an attributive substantive:
make me the one who is answering questions.

13e5-6 OTLmotT £0tiv aya®oévwhatis good? or what is a good thing? is the

reading in manuscript B, while T has éti ot éotiv tdyaddv, “what is
the good?” Socrates’ answer is a list of cognitive states. The question that
best correlates with a list is What is good? not What is the good? Socrates
himself often asks questions of the form What is the F?—or, equivalently,
What is F-ness? If his interlocutors answer that form of question with a
list of F things or a list of things that are F, he typically chides them for
giving a list rather than a definition (for example at Euthyphro 6¢c-d, Meno
72a-b, and Theaetetus 146d). We may assume that Socrates is careful to
correlate questions and answers of this form. Thus, his answer suggests
that the text of B is correct.

Socrates here reminds his audience that he had made a positive claim
that the listed cognitive powers are aya0d good things. This passage

is sometimes interpreted as a (somewhat inaccurate) restatement of
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11b7-9, where he made a comparative claim that cognitive acts are better
and more desirable than pleasures. The words at e5, kat’ apyag at first,
might refer to the first words of this dialogue, but there is an alternative.
According to LSJ, the circumstantial participle diepwtdpevog means
being cross-questioned or being continually questioned. (I am not able
to defend Frede’s [1993] translation, “when I tried to answer the ques-
tion.”) Socrates was not being asked a train of questions at 11b7-9. Thus,
Socrates might here be referring, and referring accurately rather than

inaccurately, to a prior, off-stage part of his conversation with Philebus.

1424 otyowro would vanish, would be ruined. The subject is 6 Adyog the
discussion. According to the Lexicon of Photius (M 279.1), uifog €00
the story was saved is a formula said after a story with a happy ending,
comparable to our formula and they lived happily ever after. Evidently
ub0og anwAeto the story was destroyed was the opposite formula for
stories with sad endings: and they came to a bad end. Likewise Republic
621b8-c1 (uiBog o0 xal ovk anAeto the story was saved and not
destroyed), Theaetetus 164d9 (pdBog anwAeto), and Laws 645b1-2
(6 pvbog . . . cecwpévog av e the story would have been saved).

o@loipe0a éniwe would be rescuing ourselves on. The verb suggests that
the story ends with a reef that wrecks the ship/dialogue, while saving

the sailors/speakers who rescue themselves on it.

14a5 @hovyiaglack of reason, irrationality. In Socrates’ imagined case, the
aAoyia that would save him from losing the competition, while at the
same time destroying the dialogue, would be the insistence that no kind
of knowing can be opposite or unlike any other. In Protarchus’ case, it

would be the same insistence about pleasure.

1426 'AANN o0 pijv is a strong adversative indicating a protest with a complete
rejection of what precedes (Denniston 1966, 147 and 335-36).

1427 T6...1o0ov=100TnG (as at 25a7) the equality of [the discussion]. What
the hedonist Protarchus approves here is the very proportion and mea-
sure that Socrates will make part of the nature of the good by the end

of the dialogue.
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ye ufjv moreover is progressive (Denniston 1966, 349), linking two reasons
for Protarchus’ approval, saving the dialogue and equal treatment.

14b1-2 TNv...dapopémta. .. toU dyabdod 1ol T’ ¢pod kai tod gov
my good’s fact of difference and your good’s fact of difference. There is no
need to bracket the to¥ dyaOod as Burnet (1901) does (following Bury
1897). The genitive case denotes the possession of difference by Socrates’
good and by Protarchus’ good. In other words, both knowing (Socrates’
good) and pleasure (Protarchus’ good) possess types that are unlike. In
contrast, a similar genitive usage denotes comparison not possession at
Republic 587e5-588a1 (tj¢ dapopdtnTog Tolv dvopoiv, Tod te dikaiov
kai 1ol adixov the difference between the two men, the righteous and the
unrighteous). The difference between these two usages is that to dya0od
is singular while Totv avdpoiv is dual.

14b3 toAp®pev let us dare! responds to @ofnbeig at 14a2. With accom-
panying participles 1 amoxpuntopevol, katatifévreg 8¢ it means let
us dare not to hide away but to place (LSJ A.11.2).

unviowaot they reveal, disclose. The subject of the two courtroom verbs
gleyyopevol being cross-examined and pnviowot is not clear. Stall-
baum (1842) proposes at dtapopdtnteg, but this requires emending
the masculine éAeyyopevol to the feminine éAeyyopevar. Bury (1897)
proposes ot Adyot, but this requires deleting the words tod dyafod and
understanding Adyouv with €uo¥ and ood. I propose without emendation
to make the subject 6 dyaB6g 0 T’ épod xai 6 0od my good and yours.
The courtroom metaphor is to examine these two claimants in order to
make them reveal the truth, in order that the examiners may find out if
either has a valid claim.

14bs yap oV dnmov ... ye for, I presume, (we are) not at any rate (loving
victory). This common Platonic combination of particles (Denniston
1966, 268) here supports the exhortation to admit the fact of difference
within the kinds Pleasure and Knowing in the previous sentence by an

appeal to the unacceptability of the alternative, to care merely for victory

in debate. On 6njov see note to 12¢7-8.
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14c-15a: With respect to the One-Many Thesis (that one is many and many
is one), Socrates distinguishes a vulgar version about objects that come and
cease to be in space and time from an aristocratic version about nonspatial,
nontemporal ones (“the more and less”). It is easy to raise problems for either
the aristocratic or the vulgar thesis. There are three problems for the aristo-
cratic thesis that raise significant controversy among those who believe in

the more and less.

Protarchus will relate the following argument from opposites for a One-
Many Thesis, asking if this is the sort of One-Many Thesis that Socrates
has in mind.

A Argument that one Protarchus is many:
P1 [Protarchus is one.]
1.1 Because Protarchus is one by nature. 14d1
P2 [Protarchus is many.]
Because:
P2.1 [There is a tall Protarchus, short Protarchus, heavy Protarchus,
light Protarchus, and endless other Protarchuses.]
P2.1.1 Because Protarchusis tall and short, heavy and light, and end-
less other things. 14d2-3
P2.2 There are even opposite Protarchuses. 14d1-2
P2.2.1 [Because there are a tall Protarchus and a short Protarchus, a
heavy Protarchus and a light Protarchus, and endless other pairs
of opposite Protarchuses.]
P2.2.1.1 Because Protarchusis tall and short, heavy and light, and
endless other [pairs of opposite] things. 14d2-3
B Run backward (mdAwv, 14d1), the same argument shows that the many
Protarchuses are the same one.
P1 [Protarchus is many.]
Because:
P1.1 [There are a tall Protarchus, short Protarchus, heavy Protarchus,
light Protarchus, and endless other Protarchuses.]
Pi1.1.1 Because Protarchusis tall and short, heavy and light, and end-
less other things. 14d2-3
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68  Plato’s Philebus

P1.2 There are even opposite Protarchuses. 14d1-2: xal évavtiovg
P1.2.1 [Because there are a tall Protarchus and a short Protarchus, a
heavy Protarchus and a light Protarchus, and endless other pairs
of opposite Protarchuses.]
P1.2.1.1 Because Protarchusis tall and short, heavy and light, and
endless other [pairs of opposite] things. 14d2-3
P2 [Protarchus is one.]
P2.1 Because Protarchus is one by nature. 14d1

There have been two main alternative interpretations of the argument
for 14c11-d1.

Alternative 1. The Cynic-logic interpretation. Some interpreters think
that the argument requires, in Friedlinder’s words (1969, 317-18), “the
[false] principle in Cynic logic . . . according to which each thing should
be designated only ‘by its own name’ and not by any other predicate.” This

false principle evidently underlies Striker’s representation of the argument
(1970, 13):

(1) You are one.
(2) You are both big and small (sowohl grof$ als auch klein).
(3) Whatever is big cannot be small.

Therefore, you are equally one (from premise 1) and many (from premises
2 and 3).

According to this interpretation, the false Cynic principle would be
needed to establish premise 3.

Alternative 2. The confused-copula interpretation. Some interpreters
think that the argument requires, in Lohr’s words (1990, 30), “that the
‘is” of predication [die Pridikationskopula] be confused with the ‘is” of

» «

identity.” “In such a case one could accept that something is identical with
some other object, perhaps in the sense in which we say that the Prime
Minister of Great Britain is (identical with) Mrs. Thatcher” (Lohr 1990,
28). According to this sort of interpretation, the argument would run as
follows: “If Protarchus is big (i.e., is the Big), then it follows that he cannot
at the same time be small (=be the Small), for in that case the Big would

have to be identical with the Small” (L6hr 1990, 30). Hence, big Protarchus
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is different from small Protarchus; hence they are two, hence Protarchus
is one and many.

As it seems to me, there is no need to attribute a false premise or logical
flaw to the argument. The inference from there being a tall Protarchus, a
short Protarchus, and so on (14d2-3), to there being many Protarchuses
is sound as it stands.

One way to see that P2.1 establishes that there are many Protarchuses is
in terms of persistence conditions—that is, different periods of existence for
different Protarchuses. Consider, for example, the Protarchus who is tall
in relation to his older sister but also short in relation to his younger brother.
Certainly Protarchus was not always taller than his older sister; he became
so at some time—say, at the age of ten. And he was not always shorter than
his younger brother; he became so at some time—say, at the age of fifteen.
Suppose that Protarchus’ present age is eighteen years. Then we have dif-
ferent persistence conditions for Protarchus (who has persisted for eighteen
years), taller-than-older-sister Protarchus (a Protarchus who has persisted
for eight years), and shorter-than-younger-brother Protarchus (a Protarchus
who has persisted for three years). Since they have persisted for different
times, these are distinct Protarchuses. I use persistence conditions to show
the validity of the inference from tall and short Protarchus to multiple Pro-
tarchuses. But my claim, that Protarchus’ argument is sound, is not a claim
that Protarchus argued by reference to persistence conditions. Indeed, it
seems to me that persistence conditions imperfectly represent the argument.
For example, the distinction between taller-than-older-sister Protarchus
and shorter-than-younger-brother Protarchus would exist even if, by some
odd chance, these two Protarchuses happened to persist for exactly the
same period of time. The difference between tall and short Protarchus is
the cause, not the effect, of the difference between (or, in the odd case, the
identity of) the persistence conditions of these two Protarchuses.

14c1 Tovtov ... TOV AOyov this statement must refer to the statement of
unlikeness (see note to 14b1-2) that they have just agreed to put on center
stage, since Socrates is exhorting them to proceed, by additional agree-
ment, to establish it even more securely. Protarchus in his reply will ask
Socrates for further specification of toUtov.

215-110667_ch01_1P.indd 69

13/09/22 12:41 AM



70  Plato’s Philebus

14¢c8 £v...TA TOMA gival kai tO £V oM that many are one and one
many. This is one way of putting into words the fact of unlikeness to
which Socrates and Polemarchus agreed, when each conceded that their
good (knowing or pleasure) could possess unlikeness, requiring it to
be many. Protarchus in effect made these theses into a point of dispute,
when he denied that one pleasure could be opposed to another insofar
as they were both pleasures.

14c11 Ap ... o0v then. The ovv indicates the kind of inference where the
question is prompted by the preceding statement (Denniston 1966, 426).

14d1 Tovg épg mes. Protarchus cannot make his point with Nudg us, the
regular plural of éué me. While English most obviously forms a paral-
lel plural from “me” by adding an apostrophe and the letter s (to native
speakers, “mes” and “me-s” seem not to be so obvious in meaning as

> »

“me’s”). Protarchus pluralizes éué by adding the plural definite article.

14d8-e4 Socrates gives an argument from parts as another proof that a
becomer can be one and many.

P All the parts and pieces of a given object are that object, just as that
object is all its parts and pieces.
C Thus, the one object is many, and its many parts are simply one.

The casual and abbreviated presentation of the argument indicates
that Socrates assumes that Protarchus has heard it before. Socrates tells
Protarchus that it is agreed ¢ €mnog eineiv Vo TAVTWV by everyone, so
to speak, that to argue in such ways about becomers is Tatdapidn xat
padia kai o6 pa toig Adyorg Eunddia juvenile, frivolous, and very much
impeding their reasoning (14ds5—7). Since Socrates in this section seeks
Protarchus’ agreement to the One-Many Thesis, it is not that thesis—that
is, conclusions like C above—that he condemns. Rather, I take it, Socrates
is condemning those who take the One-Many Thesis to be a reductio ad
absurdum, condemning those who elicit the One-Many Thesis from you
so that they éAéyyn xataye\dv they refute you by mocking you (14€2-3).

At Parmenides 129c5—d2 Socrates gives an example of a division by pépn
parts: Etepapevta[pépn] €mi 6e€id pov Eotry, Etepa 6€ TA T AploTEPQ, Kal
gtepa pev tanpoodev, Etepa de 1a 6mobev, kal Avem kal KAT® @oavTWg my
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left and right [parts] are different, and my front and back parts, and likewise
my top and bottom parts. These parts, left and right, front and back, up and
down, are both €tepa different and évavtia opposite. It is easy to extrapo-
late an example of a division of péAn: my right and left pnpoi upper legs are
different (indeed opposite), as are my right and left xvijpat lower legs,
Bpayioveg upper arms, and miyeig lower arms. The hypothetical refuter
need not claim every péAog member or every pépog part has an opposite,
but the difference and hence duality of opposites is perhaps easier to estab-
lish with a stubborn interlocutor. As with the argument that Protarchus is
one and many, the conclusion here (16 te €v ¢ TOMA o TL Rl dmtepa, kai
TA TOANG WG Ev uOVOV that the one is many things, even unbounded things,
and the many are one only) follows from the premises that Socrates is a
composite and that a composite is all its parts together. Socrates objects
not to this one-many conclusion, but to the juvenile assumption that the
conclusions are Tépata monstrosities.

Socrates does not indicate how the refuter might secure agreement
that tdvta tadta 1o £v ékeivo etvat all these are that one. There is no
denying the refuter’s first premise, the division in speech of, say, Socrates
into different parts and limbs—it is certainly true that Socrates is a whole
composed of parts, an organism composed of members. But it seems
possible to deny the refuter’s inference that “all these parts are that one
[whole]” (e1-2). At this step the refuter identifies the composite with
its elements. The denier might propose that the elements make up the
composite without being the composite. The denier, then, posits that the
composite is not the elements but rather is something else or something
more, arising from the elements, having itself its own shape and being
something different from the elements. As part of a discussion of wholes
and parts in the Theaetetus, Socrates considers this sort of alternative:
PV yap lowg v cuA apnv tiBeoBat pr ta ototyela aAN €€ éxelvarv
€v TLyeyovog €ldog for perhaps it is necessary to posit that the composite/
syllable is not the elements/letters, but that out of these a sort of one has
come to be, a form (203e2-5). Harte (2002, 28n54) reports that philos-
ophers today are likely to propose that Frege has solved the problem
of wholes and parts, by denying that numbers are properties of things:
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“While looking at one and the same external phenomenon, I can say
with equal truth both ‘Ttis a copse’ and ‘It is five trees,” or both ‘Here are
four companies’ and ‘Here are 500 men’” (Foundations of Arithmetic,
§46). In order to avoid admitting that one and the same thing can be
both one and five, Frege asserts that each such statement of number is,
contrary to its overt grammatical form, in fact about a concept not an
empirical object. As Frege thereby avoids admitting that the same thing
is singular and plural in number, we might likewise avoid admitting that
the same thing is both a whole and all its parts. For, while looking at one
and the same phenomenon, I can say with equal truth both “It is one
whole” and “It is many parts together,” or both “Here are four compa-
nies” and “Here is the army.” And we might avoid admitting that one
and the same external phenomenon is both one whole and many parts
by asserting that what is whole, contrary to the overt grammatical form,
is not the external phenomenon but a posited abstract object (setting
aside for this solution the differences between a Fregean concept and
Platonic form). See Harte (2002, 28—-29) for an alternative discussion
of Frege’s applicability to the Platonic problem. It seems to me that at
Theaetetus 203e2-5, Socrates, as a means of avoiding the same problem
of identifying an external phenomenon as both one whole and as many
parts, anticipates this Fregean alternative. Like Frege, Socrates posits
an abstract object to bear the property of being the composite or whole.

On this Fregean alternative, the composite or whole will be different
from “the all”’—that is, the parts all together (OvxoUv Stapépot av to
O6Aov Tob Tavtog, wg 6 viv Adyog; —Nali, then wouldn’t the whole differ
fromthe all, according to the present argument?—Yes, 204b5-7). Socrates
rejects this distinction with the following reasoning.

P1 The allis this all: whenever nothing is missing (10 wav 8¢ o0y 6tav pnodev
amq), avto tolto mav éotiv; —Avayxrn, 205a1-3).

P2 Whenever something is absent from a thing, it is neither whole nor all
(o0 & av dmootatij, olite Ghov olite av, 205a5).

P3 A thing comes to be at once the same (thing, namely, whole and all
together) from the same (condition, namely, not missing anything) dpa
yevouevov €k tob avTol To avTo, 20526).
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C1 A whole will be the same thing as all—namely, that from which noth-

ing is absent in any way . . . A whole and all differ in no way ("OAov 8¢
oV TavTtov toUto £otat, ob av undapf) undév dmootati); . . . —ovdEV
Stapépewv mav te kai GAov 205a4-5, 7).!

As alemma, Socrates has already established that:

L1 (For anything of which there are parts) all (of that thing) is the parts

all together (Ta 8¢ ye mdvta uépn 1o a@v eivat, 204e53).
From C1 and Lz it follows that:

C2 For anything of which there are parts, the whole (of that thing)—that

[

is, all (of that thing) will be the parts all together (00 &v pépn 1), 10 6Aov
Te Kai dv ta Tavta pépn €otal, 205a8-9).

’ «

Harte (2002, 29) finds Socrates’ “identification of a whole with its
parts” to be “problematic.” But she seems to interpret Socrates to be
identifying the whole with all its parts taken any which way—that is,
with what she calls a “collection,” which term, though grammatically
singular, she uses to refer to “many things, plurally quantified” (2002,
27). Moreover, she takes Socrates to defend “the thesis that composi-
tion is identity, the thesis underlying both Lewis’s [1991] and Baxter’s
[1988] (more or less successful) claims to the innocence of composition”
(2002, 43). And Harte understands that underlying thesis as follows:
“Suppose one asks: when is it the case that many things compose one
thing, a whole? . . . Lewis answers: whenever there are many things”
(Harte 2002, 17). It would be a logical error to take Socrates ever to
give this answer. In the Theaetetus he makes only the converse claim

that 00 av 1 puépn, T Shov dvdyxn ta ndvta pépn etvar for anything

. Aristotle’s discussion of composites and elements at Metaphysics 1041b11-33 does

not dispute conclusion C1. While Aristotle argues that the composite is more than
the elements, he defines “element” there as what is évundpyov wg UAny present in
as matter (1041b32). He maintains that “the syllable is some particular thing; not
merely the letters, vowel and consonant, but something else besides” (€otwv dpa
T oV AP, o0 pévov T oToLXEla TO PViieV Kal Apwvov dAAa kal ETepov Tt,
1041b16-17). “This ‘something else’ is something that is not an element, but is a cause”
(86€ete & v elval ti toUTto Kal ov oToLyEloV, kal aitiév ye, 1041b25-26)—namely, the
formal cause. The pndapif] in Socrates’ formulation o0 &v pndauf) pndév drootati
shows that the items under discussion are not restricted to things that are present in
the whole only as matter.
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of which there are parts, the whole [of that thing] is necessarily the parts
all together (20528-9).

Moreover, Greek makes a distinction between ta navta pépn the parts
all together, and avta ta pépn all the parts [any which way] (S §1174).
It seems to be a grammatical mistake to take Socrates to identify the
whole with the parts present or absent, composed or decomposed, for

he never tries to identify the whole with tdvta ta pépn.

14d4 ta dednpevpéva the vulgar or commonplace things/versions (LS]J

A.II). A second possible meaning noticed by Harte (2002, 180) is the
published [things] (LS] A.III). It is true that similar arguments about one
and many have been published by Plato at Republic 523c-525a and perhaps
Phaedo 101, but Parmenides 129c and Sophist 251a—c have already pub-
lished versions that Socrates here does not consider to be dednpevpéva,
so the meaning published/nonpublished distinction does not seem to fit
the distinction Socrates draws here in the text.

14d7-8 madapi®dn kai pddia kai cPHSpa toig Adyolg éumodia

vmoAappavoviwv yiyveoOw understanding (the vulgar arguments)
to be juvenile, frivolous, and very much impeding their reasoning, a cir-
cumstantial participle added to the substantive mavtwv everyone and
denoting a reason (S §2054a) for everyone’s agreement not to touch the
vulgar versions of the One-Many Thesis. In the list taudapi@dn juvenile
xai padwa easy/trivial/frivolous xal opo6Spa Toig Adyolg éunddia very
much impeding their reasoning, the first and last items help to disam-
biguate pddia. If Protarchus’ version of the One-Many Thesis is easy to
understand or trivial, it cannot be much of a hindrance to reasoning, and
so pddia more probably means easy to make. Such a meaning fits well
with the fact that rookies can manufacture such versions of the thesis,
versions that nevertheless are not easy to understand but on the contrary
lead to dmopia impasse (15d8-16a3). In the Theaetetus Socrates describes
philosophical conversation as free to choose and change its topic and as
having leisure to talk at any length, in contrast to legal advocates in court
who must slavishly stick to one topic and watch the clock (172d-e). And

Socrates demonstrates extraordinary patience in the Euthydemus with
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juvenile and frivolous arguments, to the point of scandalizing his friend
Crito (305a-b). It is a puzzle why those two Socrateses seem to stand in
sharp contrast to the Socrates here, who is impatient with newcomers
and time wasters. The first two Socrates apparently find plenty of value
that reasoning (see Rudebusch and Turner 2014 for an explanation).
Socrates here, in contrast, seems to value the conversation only for the
goal of settling the pleasure/knowing controversy. Such a goal would
fit the metaphor used to frame the topic of discussion for the Philebus,
the metaphor of advocates seeking courtroom victory (11a1-12b2). See
Annas and Rowe (2003) for possible explanations as to why Plato’s char-

acter Socrates would change between dialogues in this and other ways.

14e1 €xdotov of a given person. This person is, implicitly, the one from
whom agreement is extracted (StopoAoynoduevog, e2) and the one who
is refuted and jeered at (¢Aéyyn xatayeA®dv, e2—-3) and the one who is

compelled to say monstrous things (tépata dmvdayxaotat pdvat, e3).

wéAn members is a butcher’s word referring to parts of a body produced by
“cutting at the joints” (Siatépvewv kat’ dpOpa, Phaedrus 265e1, likewise
Statesman 287¢3-5); hence it suggests more possible parts than limbs but
fewer possible parts than pieces.

S1ehv 1@ AOY@ after dividing by means of speech. An interpretation of
what it is in this proposition to divide by means of speech the body ought
to guide the interpretation of 15d4.

156 €vadwv feminine genitive plural noun évag, henads—that is, ones.
This rare word or perhaps neologism first appears in extant Greek here,
although it is later found in festimonia of Pythagoras, Zeno, and Xeno-
crates. It is the only occurrence in Plato. Another neologism perhaps

occurs at 30e1: YevoUoTnG.

15a6-7 1) TOMAT) owovdn] the great zeal for the positing of eternal ones such
as human being, ox, the beautiful, the good, is contrasted with an ensu-
ing ap@ioPritnoig controversy. These two sentiments can contrast when

speaking, for example, of a referendum in a democracy. For example, the

great zeal by the Athenians to put to death “the whole adult male popula-
tion of Mitylene” (reported at Thucydides, History 3.35.1) later turned into
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a controversy when the issue was reconsidered and the population was
almost evenly divided over the death sentence (3.47.3). In the same way,
as I interpret the text, before division of aristocratic ones into manies,
there was much enthusiastic support for positing the ones, while after
division—presumably because many of the enthusiasts now found the
marvelous One-Many Thesis to be incredible—the general zeal among

the circle of philosophers turned into controversy.

15a7 peta plus genitive in conjunction with (LS] A.II). The aristocratic
division of the eternal henad human being is parallel to the vulgar divi-
sion of the ephemeral man Protarchus. As we might divide Protarchus
into tall Protarchus, short Protarchus, and so on, we might likewise
divide the henad human being into many human beings such as Wise
human being and Foolish human being, Sound-minded human being
and Unsound-minded human being, and so on. There are examples of
just such divisions earlier in the dialogue. Socrates, although he had not
yet introduced the words évd¢ henad and dwaipeoig division, proposed
that one might divide the henad human being into wise human being and
foolish human being, sound-minded human being and unsound-minded
human being at 12d1-4. In the very same passage, he also divided plea-
sure into wise pleasure and foolish pleasure, sound-minded pleasure and
unsound-minded pleasure. And, with the division, the earlier shared
zeal for inquiry did turn into a dispute, when Protarchus denied that
unsound-minded pleasure and sound-minded pleasure, foolish pleasure

and wise pleasure are pleasures unlike or opposite each other.

15b—c: Socrates states paradoxes that come with accepting an aristocratic
One-Many Thesis. Nevertheless, he stresses the importance of agreeing to the
One-Many Thesis for their inquiry and any inquiry.

Commentators have struggled to interpret the text of 15b. The root of the
problem is 15b2-4, the Second Controversy. Grammatically, the Second
Controversy is easy to translate: “how these—each one always being the same
and subject neither to coming-to-be nor ceasing-to-be—nevertheless most
stably are this one” (15b2-4). The difficulty has been to make the “neverthe-
less” intelligible: why does Socrates discount the clause that each “one” is
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always the “same [one]” by saying that nevertheless they “most stably are
one”? Badham first stated the problem of intelligibility for modern com-
mentators: the question posed at 15b2-4 asks how it is “conceivable that
that which is one and imperishable should be nevertheless unchangeably
one:—than which nothing could be more absurd” (1878, 10). More than a
century later, the problem remained: “What problem is Plato supposed to
see in the fact that each of these monads, which are always the same and
never admit coming-to-be nor ceasing-to-be, nevertheless are each most
certainly one? Why should the eternally unchanging unities not ‘most
steadfastly’ [auf sicherste Weise] forever be ones? This question appears
empty” (Frede 1997, 121).

The numerous alternative interpretations may be divided into three:

Emendation, Clairvoyance, and Grammatical Revision.

1. Emendation. Frede (1997, 122) and Dancy (1984, 162-63) review dif-
ferent changes to the text that have been suggested. Emendation is a
last resort, since there are no reported difficulties in the manuscripts
for this passage.

2. Clairvoyance. Following Dancy (1984), I identify three subalternatives
of nonemending readings, adding Dancy’s as a fourth type. All four
share the same defect in requiring that Protarchus have the power of
a clairvoyant to be able to answer as he does.)

Subalternative 2.1. “How can each of these [monads such as human
being, Ox, etc.] be one, and also be or exist?”

Subalternative 2.2. “How can it be that these monads [such as human
being, Ox, etc.], each being individually self-identical and eternal,
are yet one single [more generic] unity?”

Subalternative 2.3. “How can each of these units be one when it is to
be distinguished from the One?”

Subalternative 2.4. “When Socrates says that one of the problems is
how each unit can be one, although it is not something that comes-
to-be or passes-away, he is merely reminding Protarchus that there
is nothing controversial about how something that comes-to-be
and passes-away can be one.”
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Frede states the problem shared by these subkinds. “It is legiti-
mate to bring references to discussions in other dialogues into play
as complements, but only in the presence of a clearly drawn allusion,
not by freely reading things into the text [ein fireies Hineinlesen], which
in all honesty requires the skills of a clairvoyant. We are unwilling to
accept that Plato in this passage is putting forward a list of questions
on the existence and status of the more and less that is so poorly for-
mulated that the questions are . . . taken by themselves, completely
unintelligible” (1997, 123).

3. Grammatical Revision. The text of 15b naturally seems to consist of
three correlative clauses, marked by the sequence ITp&dtov pév . ..
elta . . . ueta 8¢ ol first . . . again . . . after this. Butit is grammati-
cally possible instead to take 15b as consisting of only two correlative
clauses, putting the words “after this” within the scope of the second
clause. The unintelligibility of 15b2-4 is then avoided by hyperbaton—
that is, by attaching the word Spwg nevertheless (15b4) to the following
clause, instead of taking it with the one it is in. The result of this merger
and hyperbaton is then an intelligible point of controversy: how can
the unchanging one be that one and nevertheless after this be among
the unbounded things that come to be? The problem with grammati-
cal revision is that the required case of hyperbaton is unparalleled:
“hyperbaton with a preceding 6pwg requires at least a connecting
particle, as Spwg uiv or Spwg kai” (Frede 1997, 122n17). Hence, this
proposal forces us to revise our understanding of Greek grammar.

Muniz and Rudebusch 2004 propose a more satisfactory interpreta-
tion. The key to their reading of the Second Controversy begins with a
new reading of the First Controversy as follows. After Socrates’ claim at
15a4—7 that the intense interest in henads turns, with their division, into
controversy, Protarchus asks, IIdg; how? (1528), meaning, no doubt, “How,
with division, does the zeal become controversy?’ In reply to Protarchus’
“How?” Socrates says: [Ipdtov pév &l tivag det toladtag eivat povddag
umoAapPavew dAnB&d¢ oloag first, if one ought to suppose that there are
any such monads truly existing (15b1-2). Prior to Muniz and Rudebusch
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2004, interpreters took the word povadag monads to refer to the évadeg
henads €va dvBpwmov . . . kai fodv Eva kai T0 KaAOV Ev kal to dyabov €v
one man and one ox and the one beautiful and the one good (15a4-6). But it
is better to take the antecedent of toiattag povadag such monads (15b1) to
be the nominalized prepositional phrase [ta]ueta diapéoewc [the things]
after division, in other words, T Siaipetd the results of the division, not ta
Owaipetéa the things to be divided. (Another case in which the antecedent
of a demonstrative is a nominalized phrase occurs at 15d4-6, where the
antecedent of ToUto is the nominalized infinitive phrase [t0] TavTOV €V
Kal TOAA UTt0 AGywV yryvopeva mepitpéyewy mavty the fact that the same
one runs around everywhere, becoming as a result of speech many things.)
It is better for the following reasons. First, in parallel passages, Socrates
has already expressed this sort of distinction between one henad divided
into monads, using the terms €v L a one and pop@ag mavroiag shapes of all
sorts at12c7, and using the terms yévetin kind and pépn parts at 12e7. Second,
there would have been no reason for Plato to have coined a new word (or
used a rare word), €vdag henad, if he intended to use it interchangeably with
the established word povag monad. Third, as Frede notes (1997, 119n12), the
word €vag connotes the unity of a one, while the word povég connotes a one’s
separation (Alleinigkeit) from other ones—hence, as I take the meaning, the
result of a division. By the way, such a translation accords with the explanation
of these two terms in Damascius (1959, 44.1-3): “He calls the apexes monads
and henads. In relation to the multitudes which depend upon them and origi-
nate from them, they are called henads, while in relation to the ontologically
higher realities [tp0o¢ 6¢ Td Umepovoia] they are called monads.” Fourth, this
interpretation connects the First Controversy with antecedent passages in
the Philebus. Controversy arose between Socrates and Protarchus over the
existence not of the henad pleasure but of the monads such as foolish plea-
sure and wise pleasure, with Protarchus denying the very existence of such
monads at 12d7-8 and 13b6-c2. According to those two speeches—to put it
in terms of henads and monads—there do not exist, in addition to the henad
pleasure, also individual and distinct monads such as wise pleasure and fool-
ish pleasure. In contrast, if the words évdag and povdcg are interchangeable,

there is no connection between this First Controversy and the actual issues
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under discussion in the rest of the Philebus, for the existence of the henads
pleasure, knowing, and so on is never disputed by Protarchus or Philebus.
The fifth and biggest advantage of this interpretation is that it makes
possible, for the first time, a problem-free interpretation of 15b2-4. We
all agree that the grammatical antecedent of the pronoun tavtag these is
totavtag povadag such monads. As now interpreted, the phrase tolattag
povddag refers to monads like foolish and wise human being, foolish and
wise pleasure, and so on. The contrasting singular expression piav tadtnv
this one naturally refers, therefore, to this one henad—for example, human
being or pleasure. With these antecedents understood, nothing else is

needed to give an intelligible translation of 15b2-3 as follows:

Controversy arises how these (monads; for example, Foolish and Wise
human being)—each one always being the same and subject neither to
coming-to-be nor ceasing-to-be (for example, the monad Foolish human
being is always Foolish human being and never becomes Wise human
being nor ceases to be Foolish human being) —nevertheless most stably
are this one (henad; for example, human being).

Whereas the First Controversy precisely expresses Protarchus’ skepticism
about the very existence of such unlike and separated monads as foolish
pleasure and wise pleasure, by contrast the Second Controversy expresses
precisely what is amazing concerning one and many, should we grant the
existence of such monads in addition to the henad. The apposite remark set
between hyphens in the translation above, that the monads are always the
same and subject neither to coming-to-be nor ceasing-to-be, makes clear
that the Second Controversy has to do with the aristocratic version of the
One-Many Thesis rather than the vulgar version. This apposite remark makes
clear, moreover, why Socrates thinks that the amazement provided by divi-
sion of such eternal henads as man, ox, the beautiful, or the good is worthy
of the aristocrat, unlike the division of a temporary henad such as the human
beings Protarchus and Socrates. For it is no wonder if an unstable becomer like
Protarchus is and is not (as recognized, for example, at Republic 478d)—there
is, after all, no possible knowledge, properly speaking, of any such objects of
perception (Republic 478a-b, 510a-b). But how, indeed, can a monad, eternally
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selfsame and unchanging—hence a proper object of knowledge—nonetheless
be a henad and be it in that very same unchanging, “most stable” way? As is
often noticed, this question is related to the problem, expressed in similar
terms, of Parmenides 129c—d. But there is no need to look to other dialogues
to find this problem: it is present in the prior context of the Philebus.

Socrates never explicitly says what these aristocratic ones and manies
are, but yévn kinds have this metaphysical power. See introduction: Genos,
Phusis, and Eidos.

15b4-7 TavToOV Kai Ev dpa év £vite kai ToAoig yiyveoOal that one and
the same [monad], at the same time, comes to be in a single thing and in
many things, an accusative plus infinitive plus complement construction
indirectly reporting the statement that would appear most impossible
of all. T follow those interpreters (e.g., Migliori 1993, 83) who see the
parallel with the problems raised at Parmenides 131a—c. Either foolish
human being itself, for example, is “dispersed”—cut up and divided—
among the many particular foolish human beings and hence itself many
(absurd!) or foolish human being itself remains whole and undivided so
that all of it is present in each of the distinct and separate many foolish
human beings, with the absurd consequence that He will become as a
whole separated from Himself.

15¢7-9 ®{AnBov ... pn Kwelv €0 keipevov not to stir up Philebus, who is
resting nicely. Corresponding to the English proverb Let sleeping dogs lie,
the Greek proverb is ur) kivelv kakov 0 kelpevov not to stir up trouble
that is resting nicely.

PART II: METAPHYSICS
1. A hypothesis to use to get agreement to the One-Many Thesis:
Speech causes the one-many puzzles.
15d-16a: Socrates hypothesizes that the One-Many Thesis is a product of speech

and disparages inept reasoners.

Socrates describes how inept reasoners controvert any statement by manipu-
lating it to lead to the marvel that one is many and many one, which inept

reasoners take to be incredible. Protarchus and the rest of Philebus’ circle
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understand the problem of such inept reasoners, as 16a6 shows. Indeed,
Protarchus had experience with the vulgar version of this problem, as he
reported at 14c11-d3. Thus, I interpret the statement, “Protarchus is tall,”
as a vulgar example to illustrate 15e2-3: Protarchus and tall Protarchus are
different things, but the youthful controverter can knead the dough of this
sentence into a one (see note to 14c11—d1: Protarchus is tall Protarchus)
and then unroll it into a many (Protarchus and tall Protarchus are two).
Socrates gives examples of aristocratic henads, such as human being, at
15a4—7. And in arguing for the thesis that pleasure, while one thing, is also
complex (12c7-8), Socrates has already suggested aristocratic statements
analogous to the vulgar statement about Protarchus, such as that pleasure
is wise pleasure and foolish pleasure. The youthful controverter can obvi-
ously and easily also knead such statements about the eternal two, wise
pleasure and foolish pleasure, into a one, pleasure, and then unroll it into
many. My interpretation follows Hackforth (1945). Gosling (1975, 148) states
the advantages of this kind of interpretation:

This interpretation has the advantage that it would justify the asser-
tion of [15]d4-5 that everything that is said . . . gives an example of
many and one becoming the same. For on this view any sentence is
of some general form [subject and predicate, or topic and comment],
and therefore can be accused either of saying of one thing (e.g., man)
that it is two or more (e.g., man and good), or of saying that two things
(man and good) are but one. It is a paradox that might well delight the
young, and certainly would put an end to philosophical discussion.
Furthermore, it is possible to see it as in some sense a good starting-
point for tackling the problem of 15b . . . For that problem is essentially:
how can the one be many?

Gosling raises four “main difficulties for this interpretation” (1975, 148).
These difficulties were apt for Gosling’s target, the interpretation of Hack-
forth (1945). But replies are at hand on behalf of my version of that inter-
pretation. The first difficulty is that, according to this interpretation, “Plato
expects his reader to read the Philebus with the Sophist open before him,
and to know that this is where to look for clues” (1975, 148). I reply that my
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interpretation need make no reference to the Sophist. I refer only to Pro-
tarchus’ expressed familiarity with the problem, his earlier apt, if vulgar,
example, and an obvious nonvulgar example suggested by Socrates’ own
previous discussion. The second difficulty is that the Divine Method of 16b-c
below should bear on the problem of all speech being easily controverted by
immature reasoning (1975, 149). My reading of the Divine Method expressly
connects it with this problem. “A third difficulty is that the interpretation
supposes that the identification of one and many is a consequence of a false
theory, . . . whereas the text suggests that it is [not a false theory but] an
important fact that can be abused” (1975, 149). In reply, as I showed above
in the note to 14c-15a, the identification of one and many does not depend
on a false theory (namely, a theory that confuses predication with identi-
fication). “The fourth difficulty is that . . . this interpretation . . . seems to
have no bearing on the main problem about pleasure” (1975, 149). On my
reading, however, the Divine Method does bear on the main problem about
pleasure (see heading 8 under Commentary in the table of contents) and
is also used in the Fourfold Division (under heading 6) and the division of
knowledge (heading 9).
15d4-6 ®apév mov TavToVv £V Kal TOAAA VIO Ady®V yryvopeva
nepLTpéyey mavry kad’ Exaoctov TOV Aeyopévov ael We say, I sup-
pose, that that one and many, becoming the same thing due to statements,
run around every which way in each of the things ever said, past or pre-
sent. This passage is introduced by the deliberative subjunctive tig. . .
dp&ntat; how might one make a beginning? (15d1) and the hedging wov
Isuppose, (15d4). Accordingly, I take this proposition to be a hypothesis
proposed in order to resolve the aristocratic controversies, which have to
do with a one and many that “neither come to be nor cease to be” (15a1-2).
AsThave translated 15d4-6, the words €v xai toA\a one and many are the
grammatical subject both of the participle yryvopeva becoming and the
verb epitpéxewv run around. My translation follows, for example, Schlei-
ermacher (1809), Apelt (1922), Diés (1949), Hackforth (1945), Stallbaum
(1842), Friedlinder (1969), Waterfield (1982), and Migliori (1993). Although
this translation is the obvious one, it has been thought that it requires Plato

«s » «s »

to confuse the “is” of identity with the “is” of predication, or for subtle
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reasons to have the author attribute the error to the character Socrates.
But this charity is misplaced. The puzzle of one and many becoming
the same thing need not be the result of philosophical confusion (see
note to 14c-15a).

There are three alternative translations of this proposition.

Alternative 1. The grammatical subject is ta0tov €v xai moA\Q, the
same one and many [problem]. Paley (1873) (likewise, Badham [1855],
Bury [1897], Taylor, and Delcomminette [2020]) translates accordingly:
“This same ‘One and Many’ [i.e., the doctrine of the identity of One and
Many], called into being by discussions, goes the round of every subject
of conversation, whether new or old.”

Alternative 2. The grammatical subject is tavtov the same thing. Frede
(1993) (likewise, Benardete [1993]) translates accordingly: “It is through
discourse that the same thing flits around, becoming one and many in
all sorts of ways, in whatever it may be that is said at any time, both long
ago and now.” This translation may be equivalent to the one I give—one
and many become the same. But it has been used as the basis for de
Almeida’s alternative interpretation of the Philebus. De Almeida (2002,
211) interprets the Philebus to “define human being as a task [como tarefa],
namely, the task of enjoying the eternal present moment, realizing at
each instant humanity and affirming the beauty of coming-to-be.” He
finds support for his interpretation in his translation of 15d4-6: “We
say that the Same, as one and as many, becomes the same by thought
[é identifacado pelo pensamento] and that it circulates, now and always,
through everything which we say.”

Alternative 3. The grammatical subject is €v kai moMa one and many,
but there is no predicate. Desjardins (2004) interprets the Philebus to
describe a dialectical resolution to the conflict between “nature (in the
objectivist sense) and “convention (in the relativist sense)” according
to which these “mutually opposed elements are brought together as
a plurality of parts in such a way as to constitute the unity of a single
whole,” a compound that is “neither simply one nor simply many, but
both one and many” (2004, 49). They are brought together in the same
way incommensurables in one dimension are brought together in
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two-dimensional geometry (2004, 122-27). Her interpretation is based
on an alternate interpretation of 15d4-6, which she translates as follows:
“It is we who, through reason, bring into being both the many and the
one of reality” (2004, 48).

Assessment of alternatives. Lohr states the problem with Alternative 1,
and the problem is the same for Alternative 2: “Although the possibility
of [grammatical] attraction of [the grammatical number] of gignom-
ena [a plural form] to polla [plural] cannot be ruled out, still it is to be
expected that Plato, for the sake of the clarity of the sentence structure
[um der Klarheit des Satzbaus], would have written gignomenon [the
singular form in proper agreement with tauton]” (1990, 96). Alternative
3 seems to be a mistranslation. The Greek gignomena (“becoming”) has
a complement that this alternative ignores, tauton (“the same thing”).
Hence, gignomena cannot have the existential meaning, “coming into
existence,” that this alternative assumes; it must serve as a linking verb
with complement, meaning “becoming the same thing.” One might
defend the alternative interpretation of Desjardins on the grounds that,
even if we revise her translation, we still ought to admit that humans
in speech cause becoming—if not becoming an existent, then at any
rate becoming same or different. However, such an interpretation of
15d4-6 puts it in contradiction with 15a1-6, which asserts that the one
and many under discussion are not capable of being brought into being
(unte yéveowv prjte 6AeOpov tpoodeyouévny accepting neither genesis
nor destruction, 15b3-4). Desjardins gives no explanation for this con-

tradictory consequence of her interpretation of the passage.

15d6 ovte pi) mavontainote will surely never cease. “The subjunctive . . . with

ov pr} may have the force of an emphatic denial” (Goodwin 1890, §295).

15d7-8 T@VAOY®V abT®V . .. md0og v iy an effect in us of speech itself,

genitive of source (S §1410). I take the intensive pronoun avt@v itself
to indicate that the process (namely, of one and many coming to be the
same) and the circulation (namely, of one running to many and many
running to one) are nominal or linguistic phenomena. A nonlinguistic
representation—imagine a statue or painting of Protarchus—does not
have the appearance of impossible contradiction. In contrast, any verbal
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description of Protarchus, in the hands of an inept reasoner, can be made
to appear an impossible contradiction. I take v fjpiv in us to indicate
the location of the effect: we have this experience (as at Statesman 277d7
[10 mepiTiig émotpng mdBog év NUiv our experience in regard to expert
knowing|; Laws 1.644e1 [1d0n €v iy, experiences of ours]). The descrip-
tion of the process and circulation as an effect or experience in us, like
the intensive avt®v itself, rules out the opposing, unstated, contrast,
that the process and circulation are facts of nature.

An alternative translation would take t@v Aéywv to be a possessive
genitive (S §1297—as at 17d: 100 odpatog . . . a0 experiences of the
body): language itself has the pathos, condition or disease—a disease
whose symptoms are the process and circulation reported by 15d4-6.
On this reading, the év fjptv indicates the location of the speech itself:
the speech takes place among us.

15d8 aBavatév T xai aynpwv something undying and ageless. The two
adjectives are found together in a traditional epithet of the gods (Homer,
Iliad 2.447, 8.539, 12.323, 17.444; Odyssey 5.136, 5.218, 7.94, 7.257, 23.336).
15d9 MoO¢eic &g after delighting asif . . . In the Republic (539a-c), Socrates
proposes to censor the practice of dialectic among the young, in order to
prevent the young from abusing the power of dialectic (see Frede 1993,
8). But “late learners” can also abuse dialectic (Sophist 252a—c). See end
of note to 16d1 for more discussion of Socrates’ pejorative term, young.
15€2-3 TOTE pEv émi Odtepa kKVKAGDV Kai CVPPUPWYV €ig EV, TOTE 8 TAALY
avelhittov kai Srapepilwv sometimes rolling and kneading things that
are different into one, then again at other times unrolling and dividing
into parts. Protarchus and the rest of Philebus’ circle understand the

problem of such inept reasoners. See note to 15d-16a.

16a-b: Protarchus warns that Socrates’ present young audience may find his
remarks insulting. Yet the audience recognizes that such immature contro-
vertingis a problem.

16a6-b1 yap ... eltigTpémogEaTLkai pnyavi) Tv pév totav Ty tapaynv
NIV £Em 100 Adyov edpevdc Tw¢ aneAOelv, 650V 8¢ Tiva kaMhim
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TAVTNG EMLTOV AGYOV avevpelv For if there is some way and contrivance,
with respect to such turmoil, for us agreeably to go somehow away outside
of the [one-many] thesis and find out some finer path upon the [one-many]
thesis. Evidently, Protarchus and his side seek a device that will lead “away”
from the trouble, “outside” and “on” the controversial thesis. Although
Socrates has no trouble understanding, readers have found the gram-
mar difficult. I have taken yap for, though out of place by hyperbaton,
to introduce this present indicative [Eotu is] protasis (subordinate to a
future indicative [ouvaxoAovOrvjoouev we shall follow along] apodosis,
S. 2360b). I take the pronoun Nuiv for us plus infinitives of purpose
(S §2008) ameAOetv to go away and avevpelv to find out as complements
to TG TPOTOG . . . Kal unyavn some way and contrivance. And Itake v . . .
TolavTNV Tapaynyv with respect to such turmoil as accusative of respect
(S §1601b).

An alternative is to take pnyavn contrivance to introduce an accusa-
tive (tapaynv turmoil) plus infinitive (dneAOelv fo go away) construc-
tion, “as if Tapayn were a goddess to be propitiated, in possession
of the Adyog, a fort to be captured” (Bury 1897, following Stallbaum
1842). Such an accusative-plus-infinitive construction with pnyavn is
ad hoc for the pév clause, and raises a problem for the 8¢ clause: what
is the accusative subject of dvevpeiv? Stallbaum (1842) makes 650v
the subject of dvevpely, as if the active voice were passive (viae . . .
inveniendae “aroad to be discovered”). Bury (1897) instead quotes with
seeming approval Badham (1878), who solves the problem by excising
the entire 8¢ clause.

2. After accepting the hypothesis that speech causes the one-many
puzzles, we can use the Divine Method.

16¢-19b: Socrates states five propositions that constitute the Divine Method. He
illustrates, with the examples of letters, music, and dance, how every investiga-

tion should search for the one and the many by discovering all the intermediates.

Some commentators complain about the trivial content of the Divine Method.
As an account of scientific method it is at such a high level of generality as
to be of no practical guidance. The complaint seems to miss the point of the
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Divine Method. Socrates is not aiming to guide practicing scientists with his
account, but only to describe scientific practice in such a way as to secure
agreement to the One-Many Thesis. Socrates’ description makes explicit
the conditions under which scientific research is possible. Using this descrip-
tion to secure agreement to the One-Many Thesis in the face of the contro-
verting of speech by immature reasoning is comparable, then, with Kant’s
transcendental deductions, which aim to secure agreement to the nature of
knowledge in the face of skeptical controverting. It would miss Kant’s point
to object that his characterization of science there is of no practical guidance.

Iinterpret all of 16c9-e2 as a statement of the Divine Method. On my
reading, the statement of the Divine Method consists of a main verb detv one
ought (16¢10), governing the five infinitives boldfaced in steps 1-5 below. The
use of the infinitive d€iv is a standard indicator of reported discourse, and
the infinitive form of the main verbs of all five steps indicates they belong
together subordinated to 8€tv. The return of a finite main verb (mapédooav
transmitted) at 16e3, confirms that the reported, indirect discourse ends
with the last words of the previous sentence yaipewv €av to bid farewell (e2).

The standard punctuation of this passage (found in Burnet 1901) puts
a period after éy6vtwv (16c10). The period requires us to take the m¢ at
16¢9 as a conjunction introducing indirect discourse. (The only exception
I have found is Stallbaum 1820, which has a raised dot.) Such a construc-
tion, though perhaps not unprecedented (Stallbaum’s [1842, 31] examples
are unconvincing, but Bury [1897, 17] gives two defensible examples: Laws
624a7-b3 and Republic 437a6-7), is at least odd. With this punctuation,
translators tend to follow the analysis of Bury (1897, 17n12), who treats the
genitive absolute @¢ . .. Ovtwv . .. £xdévimv as if it were a “more regular”
accusative-plus-infinitive construction—that is, as if 16c8-10 were equivalent
to the following, which omits the g and converts the genitive absolutes to
accusative ta Aeyouéva plus infinitives efvar and &yew:

a0y RNV tapédooay, £€ EvOg Pev Kal TOMGV eivar ¢ Al Aeyouéva
etvay, Tépag ¢ xai ametpiav £v avtoic avputov Eyerv they transmitted
this report, that the things that are always said to be are out of a one and
many, and that they have in themselves by nature bound and unboundedness.
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In addition, the period produces another oddity in the clause that follows
it. With the standard punctuation, the following sentence consists only of
a subordinate clause: 8€tv o0V NWAG . . . therefore to be necessary for us . . .
Accordingly, interpreters supply an unstated subject and finite verb of tell-
ing or commanding. It is open to interpreters to supply as the subject of
this main clause tavTnv @Yjuny the report (16¢8), as Benardete (1993) does:
“The ancients . . . passed it on as areport, ‘Whatever are the things that are
said to be, they are out of one and many, and they have in themselves an
innate limit and unlimitedness.” It intimates, then, that we must . ..” But
the punctuation makes the subject of the second sentence ambiguous. The
subject might also be ot pév maiaioi the human beings of old (c7) or perhaps
the gods (Be®v, c5). This ambiguity permits one to interpret the ten lines
following S&tv oUv fjudg (to the end of e2) either as a continuing statement
of the Divine Method or as inferences drawn from the Divine Method.
Many translations try to capture this ambiguity. For example, Hackforth
(1945): “The men of old . . . passed on this gift in the form of a saying: all
things (so it ran) that are ever said to be consist of a one and a many, and
have in their nature a conjunction of Limit and Unlimitedness. This then
being the ordering of things we ought, they said . . ” Hackforth inserts the
words “they said,” leaving ambiguous who said them, the gods as part of
the Method, as an aside in giving the Method, or the human beings of old
interpreting the Method for us. The expedient of Dies (1949) (likewise,
Fowler [1925], Gosling [1975], Waterfield [1982], Frede [1993], and Migliori
[1993]) is to leave out any main clause and translate the infinitive 8€tv to be
necessary as if it were the finite main verb 0€1 [it] is necessary: “The ancients
transmitted to us this tradition, that all that one may say to exist is made
of one and many and contains in itself, associated in origin [originellement
associées], limit and the infinite. Therefore, it is necessary for us . . .” No
interpreter dissents and many interpreters—from Burnet (1901) to Delcom-
minette (2006)—explicitly follow Bury’s (1897) punctuation.

Asan alternative, I propose to replace the period between the éx6vtwv
and ¢etv with a comma. The effect of this is more natural grammar that
unambiguously makes steps 1-5 below the content of the Method. On
my reading, the main clause of the statement of the Method (indirectly
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reported) is 8€lv that it is necessary (16c10-d1). The main clause is pref-
aced by a genitive absolute construction—namely, ®g £ £évog pév xai
TOAN\@V SvTeV TV del Aeyopévav elvat tépag 8¢ kal amepiav £v adtolg
oUpPUTOV EXOVTWV on the grounds that the things that are always said to
be are from a one and many and have in them by nature a bound and an
unbounded (16c9-10)—stating a supporting reason for the main clause.
Smyth (1956, §§2070, 2122) gives examples where the Greek conjunction
g, introducing a genitive absolute clause, signifies that the speaker takes
that clause to be true, so that the conjunction wg may be translated on
the grounds that. Accordingly, I take it that this genitive absolute clause
is strictly speaking not part of the Method, but an assumption made by
the gods giving it.

The Method itself, then, is a set of instructions constituted by five sen-
tences that are grammatically subordinate to the d¢iv. The §¢€iv is an infini-
tive, which is a standard indicator of indirect discourse (S §2616), which
itself indicates that it, and hence the five sentences subordinate to it—{ntetv
to search, oxomelv to look, [sc., oxomelv to look], mpogpépewv to apply, and
the infinitive idiom yaipew éav to dismiss from mind—together report the
contents of the @riunv report (16¢8) transmitted to us by human beings of
old, a step-by-step prescription for how to discover and learn:

1. del plav idéav mept mavtog éxdotote Bepévoug {nteiv—evpnoev

yap évodoav having posited that there is in each case always one form
for everything, to search for it—for [it is needful that we] shall find it
present in them (16d1-2).

2. €av ouv petahdPopev, peta piav 8o, el nwg eioi, okomEly, €1 ¢ pn,
TPEIG T Tva AAov dplBpdv whenever we grasp that one form, to look
for two, if two there are, and if not, for three or some other number
(16d3-4).

3. KAl TV EVv éxelvv Exaotov TAALY ®oalTmg [sc., oKOTEV], péypuep
av 0 KaT apyag €v pur 6t £v kail ToMa kai dnelpd ot pdvov oy
TG, AN a kai oméoa [to look] into every one of those further ones in the
same way, until a person sees, with respect to the starting one, not only
that it is one, many, and unbounded, but also how many it is 16d4-7).
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4. TNy 0¢ 10U dmeipov id€av mpog 1O TMANO0G ) Tpog@épery mpiv Av
TIg TOV dplBuov avtod mdvta katidy tov petald tod dneipou te kai
10U €vOg not to bring the form of the unbounded into contact with the
plurality until one discerns, in the plurality, every number between the
unbounded and the one (16d7-e1).

5. TOTE 6 101 TO EV EKAOTOV TOV TAVTIWYV €ig TO dmelpov pebévta
xaipew éav just then—after letting each and every one go into the
unbounded—to dismiss them from mind (16e1-2).

After these five steps, the repetition of the finite verb tapédooav handed
down (at16c¢8 and e3), confirms that we have reached the end of the indirect
discourse that reported the content of the tradition.

16c8 mapédooav handed [X] over, transmitted [X]. 1 follow the standard
interpretation in identifying the “very brilliant fire” with téyvn craft. 1
agree with Huffman (1999, 11-17), followed by Delcomminette (2006,
64) that Prometheus is a mythical reference with no implications for
historical philosophical predecessors. The alternative, more common,
interpretation of this proposition is to identify this Prometheus with
Pythagoras (see, for example, Gosling [1975, 165]). Delcomminette (2006,
64) points out the problem with such an alternative: it “would entail that
no discoveries were made in any of the crafts [dans le domaine des arts],
according to Plato, prior to the age of Pythagoras.”

16c9 ®c¢introduces a genitive absolute construction and marks the clause
as held true by the speaker: on the grounds that (LSJ] g B.IV.1).

16d1 Mjpag we [newer, inferior human beings]. It solves interpretive puz-
zles to notice that it is newer, inferior human beings who practice the
Divine Method. These subjects are the recipients of the legacy of the Divine
Method. The implied contrast is with oi p&v maAatof, kpeittoveg NuUdV
Kal Eyyvtépw Oe®dVv olkobvteg the human beings of old who were supe-
rior to us and who used to dwell nearer to the gods (16¢7-8), the human
beings who transmitted the report. We younger recipients by contrast

are inferior to them and dwell further from the gods.
Any reading that does not recognize the implied contrast is vulnerable

to a simple argument by Dancy (2005) that proves the incoherence of
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16d9—10 with the Fourfold Division at 23c—e. Dancy’s argument begins
by noticing the ambiguity about t@v dei Aeyopévwv givat at 16¢9. Two
meanings are possible, either the things that are said to exist always or the
things that are always said to be. Because of the ambiguity it is not clear if
16¢9 refers exclusively to the more and less, or to the more and less among
all the other things that are “always said to be.” The ambiguity makes no dif-
ference for Dancy’s argument. In either case, the following premise is true:

(D1) In16c9 t@V deiAeyopévav eivar means the more and less (and maybe
other things).
It obviously follows from 16c9 and D1 that:

(D2) The more and less have in them bound and unbounded.
But, in making the Fourfold Division, Socrates makes clear that.

(D3) Thekind Mixis the kind whose members contain bound and unbounded
(23c12—-d1).
It follows from D2 and D3 that:

(D4) The kind Mix contains the more and less.
And, according to 26d7-9 below:

(Ds) All members of the kind Mix are things that come to be (and perish).
It obviously follows from D4 and D5 that:

(D6) the more and less come to be.

The conclusion D6 is absurd. Therefore, the Divine Method is inconsistent
with the Fourfold Division.

Dancy’s argument makes only three assumptions—D1, D3, and Ds—to
derive a contradiction. Assumption D3, that only Mix contains bound
and unbounded, is impossible to deny. Likewise, assumption D3, that
the members of the kind Mix come to be, is impossible to deny. If D1 is
true—that s, if 16c9g is talking about the more and less (and maybe other
things)—then Dancy is right and the Philebus contains a contradiction at
its heart. One way to save the Philebus from this contradiction is to say
that the phrase, “have in them bound and unbounded,” means something

different in the two passages, and perhaps such duplicity is implicit in
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the readings of commentators prior to Dancy who did not emphasize
the contradiction.

I propose an alternative that I introduce by reviewing the circum-
stances in which the gods sent down their gift. According to 16¢6, the
Divine Method was €ppipn did tivog IIpoun0éwc sent down by some
Prometheus to our ancestors. According to 16¢7-8, these human beings
of old kpeittoveg NUOV xal éyyvtépw Oedv oikobvteg were superior to
us and lived nearer to the gods. An escape from Dancy’s contradiction
lies in the answer I propose to the questions: What does it mean to live
EYyutépw Oed®dv nearer to the gods? And in what way are ol maAatoi the
human beings of old superior to more recent human beings? I answer these
questions by noticing the earlier distinction in the Philebus between vulgar
and aristocratic versions of the One-Many Thesis (14d4-15a6). Socrates
says that the dednpevpéva vulgar (14d4) version of the One-Many Thesis
belongs to a maudapion childish (14d7), hence younger, age. Socrates
says thatin such cases 10 €v p1 T@®v yryvopévav te kai dtoMupé vy the
one belongs to the realm of things that come to be and cease to be (15a1-2).

In contrast, he says, the nonvulgar (pinw . . . dedfjpevtat, 14e5-6), that s,
aristocratic cases of the One-Many Thesis have to do with such things as
gva dvlpwrov . .. kal fodv éva kal To kaAov Ev kai 1o ayadov €v one man,
one ox, the one beautiful, or the one good (15a4-6) that neither come to be
nor cease to be. Socrates refers to 1) ToM\T) ooV the great zeal (15a6-7)
concerning such objects, for which Plato’s Republic and Symposium give
us a sense. For example, in the Republic (475a-480e) Socrates makes a
distinction between “philosophers” and “lovers of sights and sounds.”
If you ask lovers of sights and sounds, “What is beauty?” the answer you
will get is a perceptible object: “This city,” or “this beach,” or “that sun-
set.” Philosophers, when asked what beauty is, will refer, by contrast, to
the form beauty. One theme of the Republic is that philosophers are the
true aristocrats. Although rare, they have a superior, more divine nature
compared to the common or vulgar lovers of sights and sounds.

On the basis of this context, I give the following answer to the ques-
tions, what does it mean to live “nearer to the gods?” and in what way

are “the ancients” superior to those living today?
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(A1) People who recognize the existence of the more and less and speak

of them live nearer to the gods and are superior to those who do not
recognize the existence of the more and less and do not speak of them.

The answer A1 solves the problem raised by Dancy. Socrates said
that the ancients, who were superior to us and lived nearer the gods,
transmitted the Divine Method to inferiors who were living farther from
the gods (16¢8). If A1 is true, what made the ancients a race of aristocrats
and marked them as living nearer to the gods was the fact that they
recognized the existence of the more and less. These ancients, however,
wanted to give this tradition to a younger, more childish, age—that is,
by A1, to people who are inferior insofar as they do not recognize the
existence of the more and less and never speak of the more and less. It
is, I admit, conceivable that the ancients were poor teachers who did
not know how to transmit traditions to the younger generations, but
charity requires us to assume, on the contrary, that they were compe-
tent teachers who knew what they were doing. Hence, I assume that
the ancients knew how to make their tradition comprehensible to the
younger, inferior generations. Accordingly, the ancients, when they
transmitted the tradition, spoke as any good teachers do, in terms that
the inferior younger generations can understand. But the younger gen-
erations, for the most part, are incapable of recognizing the existence
of the more and less. Therefore, the only things of which the younger
generations speak are the things that come to be and perish. These
things, that come to be and perish, are ta dei Aeyopéva eivai the things
always said to be by the younger.

The inferiors did not need to become philosophers in order to use the
Divine Method. The Divine Method, as Socrates tells us, is to be used
for “research and learning and teaching one another” (16e3-4). Every
discovery in any craft was made thanks to this gift (16c2-3). Engineers
and doctors, shoemakers and aulos players, without needing to become
philosophers, use this gift whenever they inquire, learn, or teach about
their craft. Socrates’ illustrations of the method in the case of music,
dance, and letters (17a-d, 18b-d) show how the Divine Method works.
In each of these cases, the Method finds the number and quality of what
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Plato calls kinds. Then, as now, musicians, dancers, and grammarians
must be able to recognize the objects of their expertises among sensory
particulars and be able to classify them correctly. But it is possible to
practice the five steps of the Divine Method (see note to 16b-e), as the
ancients taught their successors to do, by looking at instances of the more
and less and making appropriate classifications among them, even for
those who do not recognize the ontological commitment to the more
and less required by their practice.

In sum, when the ancients transmitted the Divine Method to a younger
age, they spoke in terms that inferior youth can understand. Accordingly,
the words t@v dei Aeyopévav elva the things always said to be at 16¢9
refer to what the inferiors are always talking about, namely, the things
that come to be and perish. And on this reading premise D1 of Dancy’s
argument, which requires that 16cg refers to the more and less, is false.
That argument assumes the ancients were speaking to others as equals
able to recognize the existence of the more and less and cannot explain
why Socrates takes pains, in introducing the Divine Method, to say that
superiors deliberately handed it down to inferiors. And if D1 s false, the
contradiction that Dancy found between the Divine Method and the
Fourfold Division disappears.

Socrates and Protarchus disagree about pleasure. Socrates thinks
that wise pleasure is opposite to foolish pleasure. Protarchus denies it
is possible for pleasure to be divided from itself in this way (12d8). But
there is no dispute between Socrates and Protarchus that pleasure is
one (12¢6-7), and no dispute that color and shape are each one (12e4).
This recognition by Protarchus and Socrates distinguishes them as aris-
tocratic philosophers, not vulgar lovers of sights and sounds. In terms
of the Republic, 6 prhoBedpwv xai o08auij aveyxdpevog av tig €v 10
KaAov i) etvatkai Sikatov kai tdA\a oUtw the lover of the visible cannot
bear to have anyone say that the beautiful or the just or anything is one in
any way (479a3-5). We should not be surprised, then, to find Socrates
speaking to Protarchus about such things as man, ox, the beautiful, or
the good, that neither come to be nor cease to be (15a4-6). Socrates
and Protarchus are not the inferiors who, like ordinary craftworkers,
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96  Plato’s Philebus

are competent to use the Divine Method in developing and classifying
knowledge but have disdain for the talk of philosophers. In general, we
can avoid contradiction by paying attention not only to the theoretical
claims that are made but also to who makes the claims and to whom.

16d1 drakexoounuévwv having been arranged. For similar methods of
division, see Phaedrus 265a—266b, Sophist 218b—231c and 264b-268d,
Statesman 258b—268d; see also Muniz and Rudebusch (2018) for a dis-

cussion of what is being divided.

16d6 T any [inquirer, student, or teacher]. The indefinite pronoun refers
to someone engaged in any of the activities okomnelv xai pavldavewv
kai 81d8doxew doing research, learning, or teaching (16e3—4)—that is,
researchers, students, and teachers.

16e-17a: Socrates emphasizes the importance of complete enumeration of ones
and manies and distinguishes dialectic from eristic discussion and illustrates

how vocal sound is one, many, and unbounded.

According to Gosling (1975), it is difficult to harmonize Plato’s description
of the Divine Method with the illustrations of it that he provides, because
the method apparently can only be used to analyze genus/species relations,
yet the illustrations involve relations that are not of this type. Hampton
(1990) solves Gosling’s problem by interpreting the method to include
more than genus/species relations. Such broadening is also required on
my interpretation. Every species is a subkind of its genus, but not every
subkind is a species of a genus. For example, although Wise Human Being
and Foolish Human Being are subkinds of the kind Human Being, that kind
is not a genus of which those two subkinds are species. See note to 15b-c.
The Divine Method consists of five steps (see note to 16b—e):

1. del plav i8éav mept mavtog éxdotote Bepévoug {nteiv—evpnoev
yap évodoav having posited that there is in each case always one form
for everything, to search for it—for [it is needful that we] shall find it
present in them (16d1-2).

2. €av o0V petardPopev, peta piav dvo, el twg eioi, okomEly, i 8¢
un, TPELGS 1] Tva AAov apBudv whenever we grasp that one form,
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to look for two, if two there are, and if not, for three or some other
number (16d3-4).

3. KAl TV Ev éxelvv ExaoTov TAALY ®oalTmG [sc., TKOTETV], péypLep
av O KaT apyag €v pr 0Tt £v kal ToMa kai drelpd €0t udvov oy
TG, AMa xai 6moéoa [to look] into every one of those further ones in the
same way, until a person sees, with respect to the starting one, not only
that it is one, many, and unbounded, but also how many it is 16d4-7).

4. TN 0¢ 100 dmeipov 8éav mpog 1o TANB0g U Tpogépery mpiv dv
TIG TOV AplOuov avtod mdvta katidn Tov petaly tod dneipou te kal
tob £vOg not to bring the form of the unbounded into contact with the
plurality until one discerns, in the plurality, every number between the
unbounded and the one (16d7-e1).

5. 10te 8 1j{dn 10 €V ExaoTov TOV TAVTLV €ig TO dmelpov pebévta
xaipew éav just then—after letting each and every one go into the
unbounded—to dismiss them from mind (16e1-2).

Socrates uses vocal sound as an example.

When someone, whether a god or a god-inspired man—there is an
Egyptian story that his name was Theuth—observed that sound was
unbounded, he was the first to notice that the vowel sounds in the
unbounded were not one but many, and again that there were other
elements which were not vowels, but make some kind of noise [the inter-
mediates: nasals, liquids, and sibilants] and they, too, have a number;
and he distinguished a third kind of letter that we now call mutes. Then
he divided the mutes until he distinguished each individual one, and he
treated the vowels and semivowels in the same way, until he knew the
number of them and gave to each and all the name “letter.” (18b7-c6)

As an illustration, figure 1 shows one way Theuth might have completed
his division of the Greek alphabet.

Each box in the figure represents a kind. Each kind is identified by its form
and is divisible in virtue of its members (see Muniz and Rudebusch 2018).
To understand the kind/form distinction, a helpful analogy is a rancher’s
herd of cattle, which is defined by a brand and is divisible in terms of its
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Figure 1. Division of Greek letters. Author’s construction showing how Theuth might
have divided vocal sound.

members, the individual steers. For example, the kind represented at bot-
tom center, Long, is like a herd defined by its brand, in this case the kind/
herd is defined by its form/brand vocal sound that is a long vowel, a one
shared by each of the kind’s five members, represented by the boxes to its
right: @, n, |, ®, and 0.

The box on the far left, Vocal Sound, represents the One relative to step 1
of Theuth’s inquiry, a kind defined by the form vocal sound. According
to 18b8-c3, step 2 of Theuth’s inquiry found exactly three forms, pwvijev
vowel, pO6yyog voiced, and Apwva mute. As an alternative, Menn (1998,
292) interprets 09yyog to be the kind including “liquids and nasals and
sibilants,” and he translates dpwva as “stop”; LSJ, however, notices that at
Theaetetus 203b3 the definition of the letter sigma is that it is T@v dp@vwv.
Since sigma is a mute but not a stop, Menn’s interpretation of dpwva is
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inconsistent with that definition. LS] (p06yyog I1.1) cites Philebus 18c1 and
gives the meaning of @Bdyyov there as “semi-vowel,” supporting Menn’s
interpretation of @06yyoc. LS]J evidently is echoing “the Roman gram-
marians, who applied the term (“semi-vowel”) to the spirants and liquids,
including nasals” (OED, “semi-vowel”). Such a meaning for p06yyog would
double-list sigma as both @8dyyog (since it is spirant) and dpwva (since it
is mute). And such a meaning for ¢86yyog would also have Theuth omit
from his classification the voiced stops beta, gamma, and delta. It is bet-
ter, therefore, to translate p0dyyou tivog at 18c1 as “a sort of sound.” And
which sort of sound is made more precise at 18cs: it is the sort containing
Ta péoa the intermediates. To make the best sense of the text, I propose
that ta péoa, intermediate between vowels and mute vocal sounds, are
voiced vocal sounds. As figure 1 shows, such an interpretation of Theuth’s
initial tripartite division could give a proper classification of Greek vocal
sound, leaving out only the double consonants x7 and psi, which is as it
should be, since each of those written letters represents not one but two
vocal sounds.

Socrates does not go through the iterations of step 3 with his exam-
ple. Figure 1 presents one way to do so. All thirty-six kinds—from Vocal
Sound, Mute, Voiced, and Vowel down to the Labials, Dentals, and Velars—
represent the Many of Theuth’s inquiry. Although many, this division-tree
of thirty-six kinds is not unbounded. The Divine Method’s step 4 gives us
permission tnVv tob amelpov i0€av Tpog TO MAT00G TpogpépeLy fo bring
the form of the unbounded into contact with the plurality of the kinds and
subkinds of vocal sound only after figure 1 is established as a complete
representation of every kind of vocal sound relative to the research, learn-
ing, or teaching at hand. This event of mpogpépewv bringing into contact
calls for interpretation. Certainly this mpog@épev requires as its cause
someone with expert knowledge of the thirty-six forms associated with
the kinds. Those forms will set bounds in various ways on the unbounded
mouth noises that the expert can make, such as shorter or longer duration
of the noise, more or less aspiration and use of larynx, higher or lower or
forward or backward position of tongue, and more or less open position of

jaw and lips. Iinterpret the mpoc@épetv as what later is described as peryvig
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mixing (Protarchus introduces the verb with this participle at 25e3), which
produces members of the kind Mix.

Socrates defines the third kind, Mix, as év . . . éyytyvoueva born among
the things that are more and less (26a2, see also 25e7 and 26a6) —given 1} 6p61)
Kowavia the right combination (25e7) of the kinds Bound and Unbounded.
Socrates later will give examples of mixing that produce health and music
(25e7-2624), and it is possible to use vocal sound as another example as fol-
lows. Speech comes to be in the realm of mouth noises. As such, the noises

» «

are indefinite in length, shorter and longer: “aoi,” “aaaooouuuiii.” They are
indefinitely rougher and smoother: “aaahhhhchchch.” They are made by
indefinite variations of tongue and lip: “blrrmndzzpt.” There is a sense in
which, when we learn to speak, we learn the right combination of bounds
to these noises. Greek vowels have limited quality—for example, the sound
of omicron as opposed to iota—and limited quantity, long vowels being
twice as long as short vowels—for example, omega and omicron. Greek
consonants are limited to definite labial, dental, and velar forms, with or
without definite forms of aspiration and of sound, of nasality, of liquid-
ity, and of stops. The knowledge of vocal sound (in this area of research,
learning, or teaching) is the knowledge of the right combinations, so as to
give birth, so to speak, among the many discordant noises in the world, to
articulate letters, giving birth by putting number into and putting other
bounds upon noise. Expert phonetic speech pronounces letters, letters that

come in and out of being.

17a1-2 woM\a Odttov kai fpaditepov mototor tod déovtog they make
a many faster or slower than one ought. Paley (1873), quoted in Bury
(1897) suggests how one might do a too-hasty division of pleasure. “Plea-
sure! oh, of course, pleasures are quite countless and endless.” On the
other hand, “an example of someone who moves too slowly would be
Philebus, who insists at the beginning of the dialogue that pleasure is
one, and is reluctant to see that the many pleasures might have very
different natures, especially when considered from the point of view of
having some of these incorporated into a pattern for successful living”
(Moravcsik 1979, 93).
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Commentary 101

17b-d: Socrates illustrates how musical sound is one, many, and unbounded.

17b7-8 @M\ 0tinéoa v éotikai onoia but because [we know] how many
and what sorts [the sound units] are. The unstated subject of €0l is neu-
ter plural, not feminine plural, in agreement with the complements
n6oa and omola. Accordingly, the subject cannot be the feminine plural
pwval sounds but ought to be a neuter plural such as ta xat’ éxeivnv
Vv téxvnV the things conforming to that skill (see this noun phrase as
a neuter singular at 17c1)—namely, units of sound (in Greek, perhaps,
pwviparta, although according to TLG this word does not occur in
Plato). Protarchus’ superlative assent at bio, AAn0éotata, shows he has
no trouble understanding that this cause explains why each of us is able
to speak and understand speech.

17b11-12 Kal pijv kai 10 Hovoikov 0 TuyaveL mototv, 10T €0 Tt TadTtov.
And indeed this, which actually is the thing making [each of us] musical, is
the same thing [as that which makes each of us grammatical[—namely, T0
noéoa T oTikai omoia eidéval to know how many and of what sorts [the
sound units] are. On my analysis the 10 belongs with molov and Socrates
in his speech says it out of place in order to echo 10 ypappatikov . ..
motoUv at 17b8-9. (As an alternative, Paley [1873] thought the 10 out of
place was owing to a scribe’s mistake.)

17b13 II&G; how [is the cause of musical skill the same as the cause of gram-
matical skill]? Socrates’ answer, which I interpret to include 17b1-d2,
will explain that in both cases the cause is knowing the quantity and
quality of the objects in division-trees belonging to each skill, objects
that in both cases are sounds, that is, “sound units.”

17¢1-2 Vi) pév mov kel 70 kat’ Exeivnv TV téyvnv o ti pia év avtij.
This is the text in manuscripts T and W, which include the italicized
words kai t0. As Delcomminette (2020) says, “It is hard to see [on voit
mal] how they could have been inserted in error.” Given this text, I pro-
pose to understand the substantive 10 kat’ ékeivny tnv téxvny the thing
conforming to that skill coordinate with ®wvr) and introduced by the

epexegetic xai. Such an explication makes sense, since ®wv1) has been
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102 Plato’s Philebus

used for vocal sound and is now clarified to mean sound in a more general
sense—namely, the sound units as studied in different ways by both skill
at vocal sound and at music. The change in gender from the feminine
®wvn) sound to the neuter 10 sound unit recalls the neuter subject of éoti
at 17b7-8 and is continued in the next speech by the neuter adjectives
BapV and 6&V. A literal translation would be as follows: Sound—that is,
the [sound unit] conforming to that skill [musical skill] is, I suppose, one
init [i.e., musical skill].

An alternative analysis of T takes 10 xat’ éxelvnv v té€)vnv to be
an accusative of respect with the meaning of the idiom 10 katd given in
LSJ xatd B.IV.2 (10 xat Opéag as far as concerns you,to xat Eué as far
as I am concerned). According to this alternative, the kai is an adverb
modifying éoti. Thus Fowler (1925): “Sound is one in the art of music
also, so far as that art is concerned.” This appears to be the manuscript
and the analysis behind the translation of Frede (1993): “Sound is also
the unit in this art, just as it was in writing.”

Finally, there are two possible readings of éxetvnv v téyvny that skill.
Both Fowler and I take it “with reference to what has gone immediately
before” (LS] éxeivogI.1)—namely TolTo 0 TUY)AVEL HOVOIKOV TO TTOLODV
this thing actually making [each of us] musical at 17b11. Frede, alternatively,
takes éxetvnv v tévny to be skill at writing (better: vocal sound)—that
is, the more remote of the two skills, in opposition to the nearer skill at
music. But sense does not require this alternative, and it faces a problem.
According to LSJ, the remote as opposed to nearer reading of éxeivog
that requires an instance of 00tog this. But there is no instance of 00tog
in this sentence, only the nondemonstrative pronoun avtij #.

In contrast, manuscript B and other manuscripts omit the underlined
words xal t0: sound is a one in it [musical skill] in accordance with that
skill [at vocal sound]. Frede (1997) endorses this alternative, giving this
free translation: Der Ton, der zu dieser Kunst gehort, erweist sich bei ihr
als Einheit the sound, which belongs to this art, shows itselfin it as unity.

Gosling (1975) chooses a text that retains the kai but omits the 10 and
also omits the év avt{] in it (not in itself; as Gosling [1975, 86] translates in

his discussion): ®wv1} pév mov kai € kat’ ekelvnv TV TéYVNV E0TL pia &v
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Commentary 103

evxf sound I suppose according to that skill is also a one. His translation
gives katd the meaning iz (LSJ B.1.2): “You will grant that vocal sound

in the skill of letters also is one.”

17¢c4—5 OpoOTOVOV same-in-tone, as in Nicomachus (1895, 11.5.7).

17c11-e3 énedav Aapng ta Sraotipata On6ca €0Ti . . . , Kai OTola, Kai

TOUG OpouG TV StaoTnpdtmv, kai Td . . . cvoTipatd. .. £V Te Tdig
KIVjoeoy av 100 odpatog £tepa. . . évévra. .. —étav yap adtd
e AAPNG oV T, TOTE £YEVOU GOQPOGC, OTAV TE MO TAOV EV OTIODV . ..
£€Anc, oVTWC EpPpwv tepi ToUTo Yéyovag whenever you grasp how
many intervals there are . . . and what sorts [of intervals there are], and
the boundaries of the intervals, and the scales . . . and moreover other
things that are in the movements of bodies . . . —and whenever you grasp
them in this way, then you become wise, and whenever you take hold of any
other of the ones whatsoever, in this way you have become wise concerning
this thing. The énei8av whenever condition requires that one grasp the
number of musical intervals, and their qualities and boundaries, and
also the musical scales, and associated dance rhythms, too, in order to
become wise. Socrates summarizes and generalizes from the éneidav
condition with a pair of 6Tav conditionals introduced with a confirmatory
yép, “yes, whenever you grasp them [i.e., intervals, scales, and dance
rhythms]” before he states the t6te then clause with a gnomic aorist:
then you become wise [in that field].

The te . . . av and moreover at 17d4 coordinates the noun phrase &v
TALG KWVIOEOLY TOD 0dpaToC £tepa €vovta other things that are in the
movements of bodies with the previous four noun phrases (660, 6moia,
0povg, and cvotipata) coordinated by three instances of xai (L.SJ te
A.I.4 “asingle te [and] joins a . . . clause or sentence to what precedes”).
The two instances of te at 17e1 coordinate their two 0tav conditional
statements. Scholars have found “some cause for suspicion both in oitwg
and yéyovag after the aorist” (Bury 1897) in the last conditional at 17e1-3.
As Badham (1878) says, “the tenses are strangely chosen, 6tav Adpng,
éyévou—otav €Ang, yéyovag.” Adam (1900) proposes a plausible emen-
dation of €Ang¢ to €xng (LSJ €xw A.L9 “possess mentally, understand”), not-
ing the advantage: “as €y with this meaning is the perfect of Aapfdvw,
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104  Plato’s Philebus

— up an octave (on a string, 1/2 the length)
— up a fifth (2/3 the length)
— Higher 0&0
—— up a fourth (3/4)
— up atone (8/9)
Sound Same tone
ooV opdTovov
—1 down a tone (9/8)
—— down a fourth (4/3)
— Lower Bopd
—1 down a fifth (3/2)
L—{ down an octave (2/1)

Figure 2. Division of Greek musical intervals. Author’s construction showing the division
Socrates might mean.

the tenses fall into their proper sequence: 6tav Adpng, éyévov—otav
Exne, Yéyovag” whenever you grasp, you become—whenever you possess,
you have become.

As Delcomminette says (2006, 130), “the type of musical theory to
which Socrates refers here is not entirely clear.” In figure 2 I have not
speculated on how to complete the division beyond the clue given by
Republic 400a5-6—namely, that harmony of intervals is a four-part divi-
sion. Accordingly, I have divided the intervals of highness and lowness
into four each: up (and down) by an octave, a fifth, a fourth, and a tone.
Iignore the traditional modes: Dorian, Ionian, and so on.

17d: Socrates sketches how dance movement is one, many, and unbounded.

17d4-6 €tepatolaita. . . maOn yryvopeva, d 61 8¢ aplOpdv petpndévra
S€v ad @paot puOpovg kai pétpa énovopdlew [whenever you grasp]
other things such as [i.e., similar to music] that come to be effects [of music],

215-110667_ch01_1P.indd 104

13/09/22 12:41 AM



Commentary 105

which [effects], after they have been put into measures by numbers, they
say we ought to name rhythms and measures. The kind Dance is divided
not by sound, but rhythm, where the unbounded includes the fast and
the slow. The Greeks seem to have classified dance steps relative to the
time the foot is lifted up (v xp6voc) and the time it is stepping down
(kdtw xpovog). At Republic 400a4-5 Glaucon says, Tpi’ dtta éotiv €idn
¢€ OV ai pdoeig mAéxovtat there are some three forms from which the dance
steps are woven. These forms were the three kinds of rhythms defined by
the ratios of the length of time for the up stepping to the down stepping.
These ratios are 1:1, found in dactyls (a long up followed by two short
downs:—"7); 1:2, found in iambs ("—); and 2:3, found in paeons (—"77).
See Moutsopoulos (1959, §§48-50) and West (1992, 129-53 and 242-45),
summarized in Delcomminette (2006, 141-42).

17d-e: Socrates generalizes from the examples: a successful demonstration
must produce a complete division of the subject at hand, identifying all the
intermediates between one and many.

17e3 1O & AmEPOV 0€ EKACTOV Kal €v €kdoTolg Afjfog dnepov
£€KAoToTe OLET TOU PPOVELV Kai 00K ENAGyLpov 008’ évapiOpov the
unbounded multitude of each and in each on each occasion makes you
unacquainted with being intelligent and not to be taken into account or
counted, a play on the two meanings of dnelpév, with further play on
the adjectives of prestige, €M oypov and évdpiBpov, with etymologies
derived from counting and number.

18a-d: Socrates generalizes from the examples: a successful research program
must produce a complete division of the subject at hand, identifying all the
intermediates between one and many. He discusses grammar as a research

and teaching discipline.

18a8-b2 0¥k én’ aneipov @Uowv dei fAémery eOVC AN émitiva apiOpdv,
oUT® Kal . .. p) &1 10 £v e00VU¢, AN’ [¢0°] ap1Opov ad tiva tAifog
£xaoTov EXovtd TLkatavoely one ought not look immediately at a nature
of an unbounded but at some number, and in this way . . . not [look]
immediately at the one, but at some number, each [number] having some
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106  Plato’s Philebus

quantity to understand. This translation does not bracket émn” at b1 but
preserves the text of the manuscripts by letting PAémewv look govern all
four éni at phrases. Following Dies (1949) and Delcomminette (2020) it
takes katavoeiv to limit the meaning of the substantive Af}0o¢ (S §2001,
2004). The alternative of Burnet (1901) (followed by Gosling [1975] and
Frede [1993]) is to bracket éx’ and to make apOpov number the direct
object of xkatavoelv understand.

18b7 @& mai KaAhiov son of Callias. Nothing is known about this Cal-
lias, since, as Nails (2002, 257) argues, he cannot be the famous Callias
Socrates mentions in the Apology.

18b8 Aéywv - ¢ Following Delcomminette (2020) and pace Burnet (1901),
I end the interjection here, “on pain [sous peine] of making Theuth, the
Egyptian god, the inventor of the Greek alphabet.”

18c2 €id0¢ form here and below, not “kind” or “class.” See introduction:

Genos, Phusis, and Eidos.

18d-20a: The method of collection and division is necessary for Socrates and
Protarchus to investigate how knowing or pleasure is the good for human

beings.

18d4—e1 The Divine Method is relevant to the inquiry between knowing and
pleasure. The premises for this conclusion are as follows.

P1 The inquiry was, “Which is preferable in a human life, wisdom or plea-
sure?” (18e3—4).
P2 The Divine Method requires the inquirers (namely, Socrates and Pro-
tarchus) to explain:
a How isit that knowing is one and many (18e9)—that is, whether there
are forms of knowing (19b2-3).
b How isit that pleasure is one and many (18e9)—that is, whether there
are forms of pleasure (19b2-3).
¢ What number (of forms) pleasure possesses before that (number)
become unbounded (19a1-2).
d What number (of forms) knowing possesses before that (number)

becomes unbounded (19a1-2).
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Commentary 107

e How isit that pleasure is not immediately unbounded (18e9-a1); that
is, what are the qualities of each of the forms of pleasure (19b3).
f How isit that knowing is not immediately unbounded (18e9-a1); that

is, what are the qualities of each of the forms of knowing (19b4).
The Divine Method requires answers to questions a—f because:

P2.1 Theinquirers (namely, Socrates and Protarchus) agree that knowing
is one and pleasure is one (18€6).

P2.2 The Divine Method shows that the inquirers are competent only if,
for each one, similarity, and identity (in their account), they are able to
answer the questions a-f (19b5-8).

19b5 @ mai KaMiiov son of Callias. Although this Callias is often identi-
fied as Callias III, Nails (2002, 257) reasons that such an identification
is “unwise.” Callias IIT had two sons (mentioned by Socrates in Plato’s
Apology 20a). One is Hipponicus III; the other is unnamed but born
in or after 412, making him too young to have had a conversation with
Socrates, who died in 399. Both “Protarchus” and “Callias” were com-
mon names at the time.

19b6-8 KaTA TAVTOC EVOC KAl Opoiov KAl TAVTOD . . . Kal Tod évavtiov
inregard to each thing that is one, that is like, that is the same, and that is
opposite (i.e., many, unlike, different). This is a restatement of the require-
ment at 19b3 (itself a restatement of 17b7-38), that relevant skill about X
requires one to know what kinds and subkinds of X there are, including
their number and qualities.

duvvapevou being able. This plural participle is circumstantial to the
singular yévotto, despite the difference in number. It expresses the con-
dition &i pr) dvvaipeda todto . .. §pdv if we were not able to do this, a
future less vivid protasis (S §2344, 2067).

19€2-3 KAAOV PEV TO OUUTAVTA YLYVAOKELY T® 0®OPpoVvL, Oevtepog &
etvat Thovg Sokel un AavBdavew avtov avtév to know all things [is] fine
for the man of sound mind, but a “second sailing” [ for the sound-minded
man who is inexpert] seems to be not to escape noticing himself [i.e., his

ignorance]. Brianna Zgurich suggests Hesiod’s ranking may be in the
back of Protarchus’ mind:
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108  Plato’s Philebus

0UTOG PV Tavdplotog 8¢ avtog tavta vorjon,
¢€00A0¢ & ad kaxevog 6¢ €D eindvtimiOnTaL.
0g 0€ ke Ut avTog voén Uit dAov dkovmv
év Bupd® BaMnTaL, 6 8 avt’ dypritog avip.
That man is altogether best who considers all things himself,
and he, again, is good who listens to a good adviser;
but whoever neither thinks for himself nor keeps in mind what another
tells him,
he is an unprofitable man. (Works and Days 293-97, trans. Hugh G.
Evelyn-White)
The figure of speech devtepog . . . mAolg second sailing means a second-
best course of action or the next best way. The figure is from those who
use oars when the wind fails (LSJ mAdoc). Burnyeat (2004, 85) argues
the proverb here is “bound to evoke” its use at Phaedo 99c9-di, since in
both cases the speaker is “mindful of his own ignorance,” and “recoiling
from a vastly ambitious explanatory enterprise beyond their power.”
Socrates seems to repeat the figure of speech at Philebus 59c4 devtepog
[sc., mhoTc], and the Eleatic Stranger uses it at Statesman 300c2.

19¢c3-4 Ti &1) pot tovto gipnrat ta viv; Just why has this been stated by
me, with respect to the present events? “With passive verbs (usually in
the perfect and pluperfect) . . . the person in whose interest an action
is done, is put in the dative. The notion of agency does not belong to
the dative, but it is a natural inference that the person interested is the
agent” (S §1488).

19d5-6 <b>xktdoOardeiv The @ is found in manuscript Ven. 189 but not B
or T. The addition of G creates a relative clause: which things [you say] it is
necessary to possess. Without @, the infinitive construction ktdo8at detv
lacks a conjunction coordinating it with the previous clause (asyndeton,
S §3016): [reason . . . is a good, ] is necessary [for us] to possess.

19e1-2 TPIv v ... wépag. .. yévnrai t until a sufficient determination
had been made (npiv with aorist subjunctive after negation =€wg, “to
express an action preceding the action of the antecedent clause, the verb
in which [dprioopev] is future,” LS] mtpiv I1.2.2).
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kaOdnep oi maideg like children “may be an allusion to Socrates’ &
naidegin 16b” (Bury 1897).

19e4 1OV 0pOdDCIo0évteV apaipeoicovk Eot “‘one can't take back what
is given by the rules [dans les régles]” Delcomminette 2020.

20a5-6 1dovi)c €idn ool kai émotipung Srarpetéov one must divide forms
of pleasure and expert knowing. Kinds can be divided into subkinds, but
forms cannot be divided into subforms. Socrates is using €(8n forms
figuratively to refer to kinds. See introduction: Genos, Phusis, and Eidos.

3. The identity of the good is complex; it cannot be identified simply
with either pleasure or knowing.

20b-c: Socrates’ two thought experiments.

20b3 7POG 8¢ av toig is the variant in manuscript B. This reading makes
sense only if toig has the older, poetic meaning tovtotg, hence the mean-
ing in addition to these things. This variant requires us, implausibly, to
postulate a then-familiar but now-lost catchphrase. That catchphrase
would be comparable to a contemporary English speaker using “thou”
for “you,” to evoke the solemnity of Socrates’ recall of (another ancient)
divine gift. The second variant tpog 8¢ avTolg is in two manuscripts.
To make sense of this we might take avtoig to intensify fjuiv, hence
the meaning in reference to us ourselves, which is farfetched. The third
variant is in manuscript T: mpog 8¢ tovtoLg in addition to these things,
so that Socrates would be saying that “he has not only lost fear but also
gained new light—two conditions for proceeding with the argument”
(Bury 1897). This third variant is so plain that it falls under the suspicion
of being a scribe’s fix of a corrupt manuscript

20b4 Tig...0e®v some one of the gods. Socrates introduces his two thought
experiments as divine revelation, giving great emphasis to his confidence
in them and their refutation of the first turn of the inquiry (see note to
11d-12b), which framed the question in exclusive terms: “What condition
of the soul—pleasure or knowing—is the good?”

20b6-7 Ovap ijkai Eypnyopagin a dream or quite awake. Socrates reports
here the experience of not being sure if it was a visitation of a god (perhaps
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Aphrodite herself?) who awoke him or if the god conveyed the experience
in a dream. Burnyeat (2004, 85) sees in these words a reference to the
distinction Socrates draws at Republic 476b-d between those in a dream
state (as Linterpret it [see note to 16d1], these are the lovers of sights and
sounds who think all there is to beauty is beautiful perceptible objects,
i.e., nominalists) and those who are quite awake (the philosophers who
are recognize the existence of the intelligible form beauty apart from
perceptible objects). “Only philosophers are awake . . . because they
alone are aware of the difference between the more and less and their
sensible participants” (Burnyeat 2004, 85). It is a problem for Burnyeat
that he does not discuss two other instances of the opposite states in the
formula 6vap o0’ Untap in a dream or awake (Philebus 36e5 and 65e5).

20b9 kaitotand yet. The use of this particle likely indicates that Socrates

is “pulling [the inquiry] up abruptly” (Denniston 1966, 557), in abandon-
ing, atleast here in the first turn, the claim that the answer requires the
skill of one able to discriminate the number and quality of pleasures
and expertises.

20c4  T&v 8¢ ye eig tv Swaipeow eiddv of the forms in division. Kinds

are divided into subkinds with reference to their distinctive forms. Those

forms are the “forms in division.”

oVd&v &t [In order to see that neither the kind Pleasure nor the kind
Knowingis the same as the kind Good, they will] no longer [need to divide
Pleasure into subkinds—that is, use the Divine Method]. Socrates does
not seem ever to take back this claim that he no longer needs a division
of forms of pleasure. This raises the difficult question why he made so
much of the method a few pages earlier. The square brackets I have
added to this proposition follow Delcomminette (2006, 164). An alterna-
tive interpretation (Striker 1970, 9; Gosling 1975, 177, 211-12; Waterfield
1982, 37) in effect looks at this proposition as follows: “The inquirers
will no longer have additional need of the division of the kinds of plea-
sure [throughout the remainder of the dialogue].” This alternative must
explain away the Fourfold Division (22d-30e), the division of the kinds
Pleasure (31a-55b) and Expert Knowing (55d-59d).
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Commentary 111

20c5-6 Oeievit will be evident. The active voice of this verb, when intransi-

tive, can have a middle meaning (Bury 1897).

20d7-8 Téde. .. mepi avtod dvaykadtatov . .. eivat Aéyew [it is] most
necessary to say that this thing [i.e., the sufficient] is a feature of [ “is about”]
it [namely, the good], an accusative-plus-infinitive construction after
Aéyew, which is infinitive after dvayxaidtatov. Smyth’s (1956, §3008g)
alternative analysis is that this sentence is the sort of anacoluthon where
the “verb that should have been principal” has been attracted into a rela-
tive clause, so that eivat properly should be ¢oti. His translation is: “this
indeed is, as I think, most necessary to state about it.”

20d8 é@ietat [avtol] aims at [it]. TLG finds the middle voice of épnut
twenty times in Plato; in every instance but this it had a genitive object,
which I supply from the previous line.

20d9 £Aglv [avTo] kai [avTo] mept avTo kToacOal fo get [it] and to
secure [it] about oneself. The prepositional phrase mepi plus accusative
after a verb of possession is often used with persons who are about one
as “attendants, connexions, associates, or colleagues” (LSJ epi C.1.2).

20d10 @V GM @V 008EV @povtilel ANV T@OV dnotedovpévev dpa
aya0oic [anything aware of the good] is not concerned with other things
except those things that are produced together with goods. Bury (1897)
found this a curious remark, leading him to “doubt the correctness of
the text.” But it is reasonable for things hunting and aiming at the good
only to be concerned with nongoods when those things come as a pack-
age with good things. Socrates’ example at Gorgias 468b1-4 is that one
only walks because one supposes that walking will occur together with
something better than what happens with nonwalking, while standing
still only supposing it to occur together with something better than what

happens with walking.

20e-22c: A thought experiment shows that even pleasure maximizers desire
to include thought and knowing in their lives.

The conclusion that even pleasure maximizers desire to include thought
and knowing in their lives follows immediately from the single premise
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112 Plato’s Philebus

that the life possessing only pleasure (and lacking thought and knowing)
does not possess the good. That premise in turn is the conclusion of the

following argument:

P1 The good must be complete, sufficient, and choiceworthy (22b4-5 and
20d1-10).
P2 The life possessing only pleasure is neither sufficient nor (complete nor)
choiceworthy for any human being or any animal (22b1-2).
P2.1 Because the life possessing only pleasure is choiceworthy to no
one (21e4).

P2.1.1 Because (a thought experiment, with Protarchus as arbitrary
subject) shows that he would not choose the life possessing only
pleasure (21e3-4).

In that thought experiment:

P2.1.1.a The lives of pleasure and of thought are separated, such
that there is no thought in the life of pleasure (20e4-5).
P2.1.1.a.1 Because if pleasure is the good it must have no need

of anything else to be added to it, and if it has such a need, it
ceases to be possible for it to be our true good (20e5-21a2).

P2.1.1.b Protarchus would (if possible) choose to live his whole life
in the enjoyment of the greatest pleasures (21a8-9).

P2.1.1.c But, living (alife of pleasure separated from knowing), Pro-
tarchus would not always enjoy the greatest pleasures through-
out his life (21b3-4).

Because:

P2.1.1.1 Because Protarchus’ life of the most possible pleasures
would need knowing, awareness, remembering, expert know-
ing, and true opining (in order to enjoy the greatest pleasures
throughout his life) (21a14-b1, 21b6-38).

Because:
P2.1.1.1.1 Protarchus would not recognize whether he was or
was not enjoying himself (21b7-38).
P2.1.1.1.1.1 Because he would be void of all knowing (and
awareness) (21b8-9).
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P2.1.1.1.2 Protarchus would not remember that he had been
enjoying himself; of the pleasure he encountered at one
moment not a trace of memory would be left at the next
(21c2-4).

P2.1.1.1.2.1 Because he would not possess memory (21c1).

P2.1.1.1.3 Protarchus would not believe that he was enjoying
himself when he was (21c4-5).

P2.1.1.1.3.1 Because he would not possess true thought (21c4).

P2.1.1.1.4 Protarchus would not reckon that he was able to enjoy
himself later on (21c5-6).

P2.1.1.1.4.1 Because he would lack the power of reckoning
(21c3).
P2.2 (Without knowing and the like) Protarchus would live the life not
of ahuman being but of some sort of sea lung or one of those creatures
of the ocean whose bodies are encased in shells (21c6-8).

The argument for this proposition works as follows. A hedonist, consider-
ing the prospect of nonstop pleasure all his life, has two options: (1) merely
sensing the pleasure his whole life; (2) Sensing, knowing, being aware of,
remembering, expertly knowing, and truly opining about his pleasure his
whole life. If the hedonist, like Protarchus and Philebus, wants the most
pleasure, then he will choose the second option, since it provides additional
pleasures (the pleasures requiring knowing and the like).

The inference from P2.1.1 to P2.1. is valid. It is an instance of what in
predicate logic is called universal instantiation: to show some predicate holds
true universally of every subject, one shows it holds true of an arbitrary
subject—in this argument, Protarchus. This interpretation of the argument
agrees with Damascius (1959), for whom the argument proves its conclu-
sion by deduction (as opposed to division). An alternative, less charitable
interpretation (Hampton 1990) is to take the argument not as establishing
a universal truth but merely as ad hominem against Protarchus.

The thought experiment works as follows. We assume (1) that the arbi-
trary subject’s life contains pleasure but no remembering (or knowing and
the like). There is no hidden contradiction in such an assumption, which
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114  Plato’s Philebus

is approximated by human beings suffering memory loss (or other mental
disabilities). Moreover, we assume (2) that the subject’s preference is to live
enjoying the greatest pleasures throughout his life. But, we point out, (3)
there will be more pleasure if the subject not only feels or perceives pleasure
but remembers it, because (it goes without saying) remembering a pleasure
is or causes a pleasure. The argument does not need to make a claim as to
whether memory can be or merely causes pleasure. Take away memory
and the subject’s capacity to take pleasure from life is diminished. In the
same way, for each distinct rational faculty, the loss of that rational faculty
deprives the subject of the class of pleasures that are or are the effect of
that faculty. In addition to memory, it is possible to distinguish also mental
awareness and knowing from sense perception (see introduction: Noein,
Phronein, Phronesis, and Nous).

After the thought experiment, at 22d4, Socrates says, av aitidv tig
UnoAdPot totepov avT®v elvar one might suppose that either [pleasure
or knowing] is the cause [of the mixed life being good]. He does not take
the thought experiments to show that knowing or pleasure is the cause of
the goodness of such a mixed life. It is an error to interpret the argument
to aim to show that the exercise of rational faculties is such a cause, an
“intrinsic” good, as Cooper (2003) and Irwin (1995) do. Such an inter-
pretation not only makes Socrates’ statement at 22d4 mysterious, it leads
to contradiction in the text, as Cooper (2003) and Irwin (1995) notice:
their interpretation, that pleasure is an intrinsic good, conflicts with the
conclusion at 54d6-7 that pleasure belongs to the kind Becoming and thus
cannot be intrinsically good.

Along the same lines, a standard objection to the argument is that hedo-
nists might, for all the argument shows, still hold that nothing but pleasure
is good in itself, maintaining that knowing and the like are valuable only as
a means to get more pleasure. The reply, as in the preceding paragraph, is
that the guiding question (see 11a-12a) is not “What is intrinsically good?”
but “What condition of the soul is able to provide the life of well-being for
all human beings?”—hence extrinsic as well as intrinsic goods are part of
the answer. Gosling (1975) notices this limit to this argument: the victory
for the mixed life has not yet established that there are any other ingredients
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than pleasure that possess intrinsic value: thought may be merely of extrinsic
value, organizing or otherwise enabling more pleasures than are available
to a creature capable merely of sensation. The dialogue goes on to establish
that thought is of greater intrinsic value than pleasure by showing that
thought is more akin to the good at 64c-67a.

The conclusion of the argument is that the capacity for feeling pleasure and
nothing else in a soul is not able to provide happiness, even on the hedonist’s
own terms (that a happy life has the most pleasure possible). Pace Gosling
(1975), the argument does not assume that pleasure must be activities of
thinking as opposed to the effects of such activities. On either assumption,

the conclusion follows that without thought overall pleasure is diminished.

2124 Pacavilovteg putting [these things] to the test [in you]. The word
suggests a formal cross-examination.

21a8 Aé€ar’ av; would you find it acceptable? Formally to question some-
one about what they would accept might suggest the language used in
business negotiation to settle an important contract. This expression
might also have been used in a courtroom examination of a witness
who required that a question be worded in a particular way in order to

give assent.

ITp®dtapye without vocative here does not, I think, indicate that “the
object of address is shifted” (Bury 1897, 1) and does not express “astonish-
ment, joy, contempt, a threat, or a warning” (S §1284) but continues the
mock formal tone that was introduced by the participle pacavilovteg
(a4) and continued with the elaborate preface to the question (a6-7).

21a8-9 oV {ijv tov Biov dravra 1dépevog dovag tag peyiotag;—Ti
&’ ovU; Protarchus would [if possible] choose to live his whole life in the
enjoyment of the greatest pleasures. This premise establishes that Pro-
tarchus is a hedonic maximizer: more is better. (If the arbitrary subject
of the thought experiment happens not to be a hedonic maximizer, the
conclusion P1.2.1 will also follow.)

21214 “Opa 81 so, take a good look at, repeating 11a1.

ToU (PPOVELV Kai TOU VOETV Kai AoyileaOat to know and to be mentally
aware and reckon. According to Dies (1949), manuscript B is an exception
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116  Plato’s Philebus

among manuscripts in leaving off the second to®, reading tod ppoveiv
Kai voev kai AoyileoBat to know, be mentally aware, and to reckon.
(Burnet [1901] attributes the exception to manuscript T instead of B.)
For the possible significance of the non-exceptional manuscripts, see
introduction: Noein, Phronein, Phronesis, and Nous.

21a14-b1 “Opa 81}, ToD Ppoveiv kai tol voeiv kai AoyilegOai ta déovta

Kdi [sc., tavtmv] 0oa toVtev adeA@a, pdv uij déov” av T wouldn’t
you stand in need in any way of knowing, of being mentally aware, of
reckoning what is needful, and of whatever things are brothers to these?
The verb §€o1(o) must take a genitive complement, so that the neuter
accusative timust be adverbial. As translated, the accusative ta 6éovta
is the object of AoyiCeaBai (following Fowler [1925], with Gosling [1975]
and Delcomminette [2020]).

Badham (1878), Dies (1949), and Frede worry that “a ‘calculation of
needed things’ [Bedarfsberechnung] would already give away that a life
of pleasure must contain something like that” (Frede 1997, 25). Frede
accepts “the conjecture of Klitsch et al.” that ta §éovta is a corruption
that has slipped a line too high. This conjecture would move ta déovta
after mdvta at 21b2 (mavta yap Exoww’ &v I'd have all things would become
mavta Tt 0éovta yap Exoww’ av I'd have all the things I need).

According to the standard punctuation, which Burnet (1901) fol-
lows, the imperative “Opa is intransitive. As a third option, I propose
removing the comma after “Opa and replacing the comma after adeA@d
with a raised dot: “Opa 81] ToU @poveiv kai Tod voetv kai AoyileoOat ta
déovtaxal[sc., tdvtwv] 6oa 00TV AdeA@Pde pdVv pur 6ol &v ti; With
the comma gone, the verb “Opa takes T1d §¢ovta as its object, and ta
Oéovta takes the genitive articular infinitives as its object: take a good
look at the things that stand in need of knowing, of being mentally aware
and reckoning, and of whatever things are brothers to these [i.e., to know-
ing, being mentally aware, and reckoning]. Surely, it’s not the case that
you wouldn’t stand in any need? Other occurrences of the neuter plural
participle ta 6éovta with a genitive complement in Plato are at Laws
820e2-3 (Gvtat@®v dedviwv padnpatwv being a part of things that stand
inneed of instruction) and Statesman 273e8-9 (Ta pév . . . dAtyov déovta
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neavioOat things standing in need of little to disappear—that is, things that
are close to disappearing). Protarchus shows by his answer at 21b2 (Kal
T(; mdvta yap Exowy’ dv wov 10 yaipew Exwv Why? Having pleasure, I'd
have everything) that he cannot imagine needing anything that requires
knowing and so forth. Socrates then points out items that the hedonic
maximizer would need, items that do require knowing and so forth.
These items include knowing and not being ignorant that one is feeling
pleasure (21b7-8), remembering that one has felt pleasure (21c2) and that
one’s present pleasure is continuing from the past (21c3-4), seeming to
oneself to feel pleasure (21c4), and being able to reckon that and how
one will feel pleasure in the future (21c5-6). Protarchus prefers a life of
the most and greatest pleasures. A life that merely perceives pleasure has
fewer pleasures than a life in which one’s experience of pleasure is also
understood, remembered from the past, thought while perceiving, and
reckoned as what will be in the future. If my punctuation of the passage
is accepted, we can avoid emendation.

Itake it that the four Greek nouns—vobv awareness, pyjunv remem-
bering, émotiuny expert knowing, and §6Eav &An0T| true opining—refer
to four kinds of mental awareness, none of which is aloOnotg perception.
One might feel pleasure without possessing these kinds of awareness (see
introduction: Noein, Phronein, Phronesis, and Nous). As I interpret the
argument (following Hackforth [1945]), it assumes there is a distinction
between perception of pleasure and four kinds of mental awareness of
pleasure. Ficino’s alternative interpretation (2000, 32) does not seem to
distinguish perception from mental awareness: “No pleasure is present
in a soul that does not think.” Delcomminette (2006, 122) follows Ficino
in taking the argument to lead to a self-contradiction: “alife of pleasure
[without thought] is a self-contradiction.”

21b1 p@v pi 8éo’ dv T Burnet (1901) accepts the emendation of Klitsch

instead of the pnd¢ 6pav and not to see of manuscripts B and T. The
P@V= 1) 00V expects a negative answer, while “with a negative, the poten-
tial optative might have the force of a strong assertion” (S §1826a), while
tradverbially “joined with Verbs [means] somewhat, in any degree, at all”
(LSJ g AIL.11.): surely it’s not the case that you wouldn’t stand in any need?
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21b6-7 Novv 8¢ ye kai pviunv xai é¢motiunv xkai §6€av . . . aAn0q
awareness, remembering, expert knowing, and true opining. Bury (1897)
anticipates an objection: “We might expect that pvijunv should be
here omitted, as this clause deals only with knowledge of the present,
whereas in the next clause that of the past is first mentioned.” And he
provides a reply: The clause “nmp®Ttov . .. @povijoewg explains voiv
only, while pvijunv, §6&av dAn0i and émotiunv are explained in the
next clause.” In other words, Socrates begins the passage by mentioning
four possessions—awareness, remembering, expert knowing, and true
opining—and then explains the consequences of the loss of each, begin-
ning with voUg awareness, and then in his following speech taking up
uviuny remembering, §6Eav &AnOT true opining, and EémoTiuny expert
knowing, the last of which enables us to predict and control the future
through Aoywopég reckoning.

21b7-8 kextnuévog... avaykn... o€ [you, not] possessing . . ., [it is]
necessary that you. Anacoluthon of nominative in suspense (S §3008e).
The nominative circumstantial participle ought to accompany the action
of the main verb, which should have a masculine singular subject. Thus,
readers expect oU dyvorjoeig you will be ignorant instead of o€ dyvoeiv
that you be ignorant after avayxn [it is] necessary.

21c1 Kai pv introducing “something new or deserving special attention”
(LSJ pnv A.IL.2) and besides. I interpret Kai unv ooavtwg (21c1) to
introduce the elaboration of how lack of knowing causes ignorance of
one’s own pleasures. Hence, above I interpret propositions P2.1.1.1.1-4
(21b7-38, 21c2—4, 21c4-5, and 21c5-6) as premises supporting P2.1.1.1
(21a14-b1, 21b6-8).

21¢c7 AEOpoOvoG sea lung. Aristotle in the Parts of Animals describes the
sea lung (akind ofjelly fish) as a creature on the very boundary between
the kinds of life forms that do and do not possess sensation. As he sees it,
“nature passes from lifeless objects to animals in such unbroken sequence,
interposing between them beings which live and yet are not animals,
that scarcely any difference seems to exist between two neighbouring

groups owing to their close proximity” (681a12-15). On the one hand he
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says that sea lungs “have no sensation [aiocOnowv], and their life is simply
that of a plant separated from the ground” (681a19-20). But he wavers:
“inasmuch as they have a certain flesh-like substance, they must be
supposed to possess some degree of sensibility [aloOnow]” (681a27-8;
translations by Ogle in Barnes 1984).

21c8 pet’ 00 TpEivwv among things living in hard shells, not pet’ 6o tpaxwv
between hard shells. The 6otpeov is the shellfish; the otpaxov is the
hard shell; and the dotpéivov is a thing living in a hard shell. Plato,
anticipating Aristotle, ranks sea life as the lowest form of animal life in
his account of the transmigration of souls in the Timaeus. “The fourth
kind of animal, the kind that lives in water, came from those men who
were without question the most stupid and ignorant of all . . . Instead
of letting them breathe rare and pure air, they shoved them into water
to breathe its murky depths. This is the origin of fish, of all shellfish,
and of every water-inhabiting animal” (92a7-b7; translation by Zeyl
in Cooper 1997).

22a5-6 00y O pév, 0 & o [it’s] not [the case that] one man [will choose it]
while another [won’t]—that is, it’s not the case that opinions will differ
about this choice. For the idiom, Bury (1897) cites Aeschylus, Persians
802, Herodotus, Histories 1.138, 11.37, Plato, Laws 923b, and Republic 475b.

22b-c: A thought experiment shows that knowing by itselfis not choiceworthy

Jfor anyone.

Socrates reaches the conclusion that his candidate, knowing, is not the good
(22¢3-5) from a single premise: the life possessing knowing without pleasure
does not possess the good (22b3-4). Iidentify the subpremises for this single

premise as follows.

P1 The good must be complete, sufficient, and choiceworthy (22b4-5 and
20d1-10).

P2 Thelife possessing only knowing is neither sufficient nor complete nor
choiceworthy for any human being or any animal (22b1-2).
P2.1 Because the life possessing only knowing is choiceworthy to no

human being or animal (21e4).
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P2.1.1 Because (a thought experiment, with Protarchus as arbitrary
subject) shows that he would not choose the life possessing only
knowing (21e3-4).

In that thought experiment:

P2.1.1.a Thelives of pleasure and of knowing are separated, such that
there is no pleasure in the life of thought (20e4-5).

P2.1.1.a.1 Because if knowing is the good it must have no need of
anything else to be added to it, and if it has such a need, it ceases
to be possible for it to be our true good (20e5-21a2).

P2.1.1.b The arbitrary subject would (if possible) live possessing,
of everything, knowing, awareness, expert knowing, and every
memory (21d9-10).

P2.1.1.c (But, living a life of thought separated from pleasure, the
arbitrary subject would not live possessing, of everything, know-
ing, awareness, expert knowing, and every memory.)

P2.1.1.c.1 Because he has no share of pleasure great or small, nor
of pain, and is altogether insensible to all such things (21e1-2).

22b4 (and 20d1-10) v yap &v ikavog kai téheog kal . . . aipetdg the good
must be complete, sufficient, and choiceworthy. Cooper (2003) gives an
alternative translation of téAeov. Instead of “complete,” he translates
téheov as final in the technical sense of Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics
L.5: that for the sake of which all else is done. It is doubtful that introduc-
ing a technical sense improves the argument (as Delcomminette [2006,
109-101n289] shows). As Delcomminette (2006, 111) states: “Each cri-
terion [being complete, sufficient, and choiceworthy] is necessary and
sufficient for the other two.” I take Bury (1897, 211-14, in his Appendix
Q) to outline the connection between the three criteria as the follow-
ing: “complete” refers to the object’s nature; “sufficient” refers to facts
about its relation to the needs of another; “choiceworthy” refers to its
value to another. In effect, the argument finds a way to test the criterion
of completeness by connecting it to a testable criterion, desirability for
an arbitrary individual. Since “choiceworthy” or choiceworthiness is
necessary to the other criteria, it is sufficient to show that choicewor-
thiness is lacking.
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22b3-8 mdot @utoickai {®oig for all plant and animals. Why are plants
mentioned here? Plato in the Timaeus says that the kind Plants is “totally
devoid of thought, reckoning, or mental awareness, though it does share
in sensation, pleasant and painful, and desires. For throughout its exis-
tence it is completely passive, and its formation has not entrusted it with
a natural ability to discern and reflect . . . Hence, it is alive [but] lacks
self-motion” (77bs—cs; translation by Zeyl in Cooper 1997).

22¢c1-2 v ye @1Arfov Beov ov Sl StavoeioBatl TavTov kai tdyadov Phile-
bus’ goddess [namely, Aphrodite= Pleasure] must not be conceived as
identical with the good. Socrates says that in this argument they will “not
yet [oud¢&v €11 need the division-induced forms of pleasure” (20c4-5). As
Delcomminette (2006, 164) explains, this is because Socrates, from the
beginning of the dialogue, had two theses opposed to his own proposi-
tion (that knowing, being mentally aware, remembering, and the like
are at least better and more choiceworthy than pleasure, for all who
are capable of them; and that to take part in these is of all things most
beneficial for all able to do so [11b7-c2]): the generic proposition that
pleasure is a good, and the identity thesis that pleasure is the good. The
argument that refutes the identity thesis (with its conclusion stated here
at 22c1-2) does not need to divide pleasure into its different and oppos-
ing forms. The later discussion (31a-55b), showing that pleasure is not

generically a good, will need such a division.

22c: Socrates limits his conclusion about knowing to non-divine lives.

22c4 €EeL oL TavTa éykAnuata [knowing] will have the same charges
[against it]. The argument for 22c4 is best interpreted as parallel to that
for 22c1-2 (see notes to 20e-22¢ and 22b-c for my identification of the two
arguments). The text of 21d9-10 (E{tig §£€aut’ av av {ijv iuédv @pdvnowy
HEV Kal VOUV Kal EMOTHUNY KAl PVijunV Taoav TAVToV KEKTNHEVOG
whether any one of us would choose to live possessing knowing, awareness,
expert knowing, and every memory of everything) is parallel to 21a8-9
(A€€ar Gv, ITpdtapye, ab Gy 1oV Plov dravta 166uevog ndovag tag

peylotag; would you, Protarchus, choose to live your whole life enjoying
the greatest pleasures?). The text of 21e1-2 (NSovijg 8¢ petéywv purjte
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péya pijte opkpov, und’ ad Aumng, dAAa 1o mapdav drabng tdvtwv
TV T010UT®V having neither a large nor small share of pleasure, nor of
pain, but entirely without experience of all such things) is likewise paral-
lel to 21a14-b1 ("Opa 61 ToD @poveLv kai Tol voelv kai AoyileoBat tad
déovta kai 6oa ToVT®V AdeA@de udv pr) 6ot dv ti; take a good look
at the things that stand in need of knowing, of being mentally aware and
reckoning, and of whatever things are brothers to these. Surely, it’s not the
case that you wouldn’t stand in any need?). Finally, 21e3—4 (O08¢tepog
0 Blog, ® Tdxpateg, Epotye TOUTOV aipetdc, 0vd’ AN pij ToTE, O
Eyouau, oavi] neither life of the two of these, Socrates, is choiceworthy
to me at any rate, nor does it ever appear [choiceworthy] to another, so
I think) treats the conclusions identically. Accordingly, in my identifi-
cation of the argument that knowing is not the good, I supply premise
P2.1.1.c parallel to premise P2.1.1.c in the argument that pleasure is not
the good. The arbitrary subject, valuing all knowing, wants as much as
possible in his life. On his terms, then, he needs pleasure, since a life
deprived of all knowing and the like, of every pleasure (and perhaps
pain) will be a greatly diminished life. It seems to me that alternate
interpretations, if they do not explain why on his terms this knowing
maximizer will need pleasure, are inferior. An additional benefit of my
interpretation is that it explains why the argument that knowing is not
the good applies to Socrates’ mind but not to divine knowing. Since it
is unbecoming for the divine to feel any pleasure (see 33b10-11), it is no
diminishment to the divine knowing, as opposed to human knowing,
to delete all thought of pleasure. Parallel to the argument that pleasure
is not the good, in the argument that knowing is not the good pleasure is
not recognized as intrinsically good, but rather as needed to complete
the life of the subject who values nothing but thought.

22¢5-6 TOV ye AAn0wov dpa kai O€iov the true and divine [awareness].

Socrates leaves undiscussed the nature of divine awareness here because
it is “not immediately under discussion—not a claimant for the place of
tadyafév—Dbut s ‘on a different footing’ [AMw¢ twe Exewv]” (Bury 1897).
Plato gives no clue in this dialogue why divine knowing is choiceworthy
for the gods. But (1) his account of pleasure in the Philebus as nothing but
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processes of repletion or anticipation (see 31a-55b) excludes the kind of
pleasure that Aristotle attributes in the highest degree to God—namely,
pleasure as unimpeded activity according to one’s nature. See Rudebusch
(2006) for a discussion of Aristotle’s account in comparison to Platonic
repletion theories. Not only is there a gap in Plato’s account, but (2) Plato
in earlier writings appeared to recognize such activity pleasures as well as
repleting pleasures, in particular in the Apology and the Protagoras (see
Rudebusch 1999 for an account of such “modal” pleasures in Plato). Since
(1) there is a gap in Plato’s account of pleasure and (2) Plato appears in
other dialogues to be aware of this gap, I speculate that Socrates” hedge at
22¢5-6 is areminder of the possibility of alternative definitions of pleasure.

22¢7-d1 o¥k...nw not yet, which “seems to imply that such a claim will be
urged later on” (Bury 1897), presumably for the divine type of awareness—
but this claim is not urged in the Philebus and may perhaps be one of the
“small things” still left to discuss at the dialogue’s end. One way Socrates
might urge this claim would be to argue that the exercise of awareness
is not a pleasure in the sense of refilling but a pleasure in the sense of a
“modal pleasure” (Rudebusch 1999, 124-26) or “act of power” (Rudebusch
2009b, 409-12). An alternative interpretation (Badham 1878, followed by
Waterfield 1982) is to cut the word nw yet from the manuscript.

T@V ... devtepeimv . . . wépuLneuter genitive plural Sevtepeia [sc., aOAa]
concerning second prize. This marks the beginning of the second turn
of the investigation. “The kowvdg or wkTtog Biog [common or mixed life]

gains the vikntnpua [victory], without further dispute” (Bury 1897).

4. The Fourfold Division: Since the identity of the good is complex,
the answer to the Happiness Question requires that we make use of
four metaphysical kinds—Bound, Unbounded, Mix, and Cause.

22d-23b: The issue between Socrates and Protarchus is now whether know-
ing or pleasure is the cause of and more closely resembles the goodness of the
mixed life.

The two thought experiments (20b-c) show that pleasure and thought
are both needed for life to be choiceworthy, but they leave open for the
hedonist to argue that thought is only of extrinsic value in the mixed life
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(pleasure being the only intrinsic value or “cause” of that life’s goodness),
and they leave open for the intellectualist to argue that pleasure is only of
extrinsic value (thought being the only intrinsic value). While Socrates has
refuted the Protarchan thesis that pleasure is identical to the good, a more
sophisticated form of argument (&AAnG pnyaviig other machinery, 23b7) is
needed to refute the Phileban thesis that pleasure is generically good (see
note to 11d-12b). Socrates needs to employ the Divine Method and make
the relevant divisions of pleasure and expert knowing. But first, with the
Fourfold Division, Socrates will provide background information to give
perspective on the nature of pleasure, knowing, and what causes a “mixed”
life of the two to be good.

22e2 MeToV (sc., elvar) accusative plus implicit infinitive after Aéyotto,
where the accusative is the present neuter singular participle of the imper-
sonal verb péteotiv, which takes a dative of possessor X plus genitive ¥
that there is something being a claim by X to Y (Badham 1878, followed
by Bury 1897). The alternative analysis of Stallbaum (1842) claims this is
arare case of a participle instead of an infinitive after a verb of speaking
to report indirect discourse, but the few examples given by Matthiae
(1827, 1091-92) are unpersuasive: Euripides, Iphigenia at Aulis 425-26
(émvotalyap otpatdéc—rayeia yap dijiée pripn—aida onv derypévnyv
the army has learned that your daughter has arrived—for rumor travels
quickly) and 1503 (Bavoboa & ovx avaivopat although dying, I did not
say no); Sophocles, Antigone 995 ("Exw menovlam g paptupeiv ovijoipa
having felt [them], I am able to attest [your] benefits); and Aeschylus,
Agamemnon 583 (Vikdpevog Adyolowy ovk avaivopat being overcome
by speeches, I do not say no).

22€3 TQ Eud v@ to my awareness echoes Philebus’ words to Socrates, 0
00¢ voUG your awareness (22C3).

22e4 AN\apniv yet truly, to allege something not disputed (LSJ ufv A.IL.3).
22e6 Keital has fallen, said of wrestlers (L.SJ A.6).

23a1 voUv... éu@poévmc. Awareness “showed its sense . . . by declining
to enter the field, . . . since it would have fared no better than Pleasure”

(Bury 1897).
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2324 TPOG TOV AVTIC EPpacTt®dV in the eyes of her lovers. “Here 110ovn is
regarded not as Bedg but rather as a mistress, beloved for her kaAog”
(Bury 1897).

23bs ovyvol pév Adyov tod Aowod What a long remaining argument!
Genitive of cause after exclamation Bafai (S §1407).

23b6 padiov is Burnet’s (1901) and most editors’ emendation to the manu-
scripts’ padiov. If we accept the change, the genitive padiov coordinates
with the genitive of cause in the previous line: [what a long remaining
argument and not an] easy [argument]. If we retain the manuscripts,
we may take 8¢ to introduce an independent clause, supply €oti, and
let padiov be a nominative neuter predicate adjective: [and it is not an]
easy [thing].

23b6 kaiyap o1 The xail emphasizes the yap for indeed. The &1 either
adds more emphasis to yap for yes indeed or emphasizes @atvetat for
indeed it does appear.

23b7-8 J€iv GNANG unxaviig émi ta devtepeia vEp vol mopevopevov
oiov BéAn Exewv Erepatdv Eunpoodev Adywv fo be necessary, marching
to the capture of second prize on behalf of awareness, to have as it were
missiles of another device, different from the earlier arguments. This is
Lehrs’s reading (as cited in Bury 1897). An alternative reading is Stall-
baum (1842), followed by Burnet (1901), who inserted a comma after
unxaviig, making émita . . . Epnpoobev Adywv stand in apposition: that
there is need of another device, [namely, that it is necessary,] marching
to the capture of second prize on behalf of awareness, to have as it were
different missiles from the arguments up front. As Bury (1897) notices, it
is “harsh” to expect 8¢iv to take both a genitive noun and an infinitive.
Lehrs’s reading is cryptic to decode to the same sort of degree that so
much of Socrates’ speaking style has been.

I take the “missiles” (B€An) to be the kinds Unbounded, Bound, and Mix.

I'take the “other device” (AAANGg pmyaviic) to be the measure theory intuited
by the character Socrates and the author Plato (see Rudebusch 2021), and

I take the missiles that are “perhaps the same” (iowg . . . Ta0Td) to be the

method of division that Socrates uses in the fourfold division (see Muniz
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126  Plato’s Philebus

and Rudebusch 2018), which is perhaps an instance of the “gift of the
gods” (Bed®v . .. 6601g, 16¢5) already used at 16c-19b, just as Socrates says.

23bg €011 8¢ lowc Evia kai tavtd but perhaps some [missiles] also are the
same. In trying to capture the city of second prize, it is not clear which
of the “earlier” arguments or devices will be reused.

23bg-10 ovkobVv xp1;—II®OG yap ov; don’t we have to?—How could we
do otherwise? Socrates appears to be asking Protarchus to confirm that
they may need new weapons. How can he expect Protarchus to be able
to answer? I would have expected Protarchus to answer, as he so often
does, with a request for clarification: “What sort of missiles?” But instead
Protarchus assents as if Socrates” question were obvious: “How could
we do otherwise?” (This strange exchange led Badham [1878] to propose
emending the text to give the question ovkoUV yp1j; to Protarchus and
the answering question II&¢ yap ov; to Socrates.) If I were staging
this dialogue, rather than emending it, I would direct the actor playing
Protarchus to roll his eyes and speak in a sarcastic tone in his reply.

23c-e: Socrates distinguishes the metaphysical kinds Unbounded, Bound,
Mix, and Cause.

My hypothesis is that the method, kinds, and forms used by Socrates in
this division are the same sorts of things used by the Eleatic Stranger in
Plato’s Sophist and Statesman, as if the Socrates of the Philebus—unlike the
Socrates of the Phaedrus—has by this dramatic date observed the Stranger’s
method of division. See introduction: Dramatic Setting and Date. On this
hypothesis, Socrates’ nontechnical vocabulary distinguishes between kinds
and forms. Ordinary language users have no trouble distinguishing between
a herd of livestock, on the one hand, and the brand marking each member
of the herd, on the other. Just as a herd contains many head of livestock, all
sharing the same brand, so also for Socrates in the Philebus a kind contains
many members, all sharing the same form. See introduction: Genos, Phusis,
and Eidos. Socrates proposes to divide “all the things there are now in the
universe” (tdvta ta viv 6vta év T@ mavti, 23¢4) by collecting four kinds
of those things. Socrates, like the Stranger, collects each kind in four steps:

first, stating an open-ended list of items; second, identifying the power
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shared by those items; third, bringing those items together under a heading
according to that power; and fourth, naming the kind. Like the Stranger,
Socrates sometimes abbreviates an episode of collection. If his interlocutor
apprehends the third step alone, Socrates can produce an understanding
of the given division without explicitly going through either or both of the
first two steps. See Muniz and Rudebusch 2018 and Muniz and Rudebusch
n.d. for this interpretation of the Stranger’s method.

Benitez (1989, 63-65) proposes reading the Fourfold Division as a parody
of the Divine Method, but his objections to taking seriously the Fourfold
Division fail, as Delcomminette (2006, 132—33) has shown. I consider here
the two most important objections to a serious reading.

Objection 1: Socrates’ Fourfold Division is incomplete. Socrates does not
enumerate all the subkinds of Bound and Unbounded, nor does he divide these
kinds into their ultimate, indivisible subkinds. The reply is that no division
aims at a complete enumeration. Notice, for example, in the division of letters
of ancient Greek (see fig. 1in note to 16e-17a), that only the mute stops—, T,
and k—have aspirated forms: @, 0, x. This is incomplete as an enumeration
of sounds that come out of the mouth. Ancient Sanskrit, for example, uses
aspirated and unaspirated forms of the voiced stops. That is, in addition to b,
d, and g, Sanskrit also distinguishes bh, dh, and gh. This incompleteness as
an enumeration of vocal sound is not a flaw in the division of ancient Greek,
because for the purposes of studying and teaching ancient Greek, there is no
need to distinguish the aspirated voiced stops. Division differs from enumera-
tion, therefore, in that it only goes as far as needed in order to master the skill
under investigation. Whether we divide the kinds Vocal Sound or Bound,
it is unnecessary as well as impossible to give a complete enumeration. The
point is to divide according to the goal at hand: Socrates does precisely this
in the case of both Vocal Sound and the Fourfold Division.

Objection 2: Socrates’ Fourfold Division treats the unbounded as if it is a
form. This seems impossible to interpreters such as Grube (1935, 303) and
Gosling (1999, 43-45). The reply is that there is a Form unbounded, just as, in
the Sophist (254d) there is a Form motion as well as rest. To be unbounded,
after all, is a feature shared by many different things and an object of sci-
entific study. Hence, by the Platonic argument from science, it is a form.
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23c4 IIavta... duyi) SwahdaPwpev let us divide all into two. There seems
to be an allusion to the Stranger’s penchant for dichotomous division in
this remark, an echo of ndvta diya Starafelv (Statesman 261b4), with
the correction from bisection to trisection to quadrisection perhaps a bit
of mockery of the Stranger’s penchant. The earlier illustrative divisions
were of the kinds Vocal Sound and Musical Sound. Notice that each of
these kinds is one. By contrast, the present division is not of one kind
but of many things: “all things that now exist in the world” (23¢4). Most
naturally, “now” includes temporal beings. As Benitez (1989, 68) notes,
the words “in the world” (¢v 1® mavti) in each of its later occurrences
(29b1o, c2, d2, d6, 30c3) refers to the physical world. This is the world
that nominalists recognize, the world to which the Divine Method is
meant to apply, the world that, as was revealed by that method, is of two
elements, bound and unbounded (23c9-10).

23c9-10 Tov 0e0v éAéyopév mov 10 pev dnepov Jeifar tdv Hvtmv, 10
0¢ mépag we said [at 16¢c5-10] that God pointed out the unbounded and
the bound of beings.

23c12 ToVtwv 81 T@V iddv ta Vo 10®peda let us posit the two
[unbounded and bound] of these [three] forms. Stallbaum (1842) changes
neuter genitive plural Tovtwv of manuscripts to neuter accusative dual
ToUtw: let us posit these [to be] two of the forms.

23d2 kat’ €idn duotac separating by forms. An alternative translation is
separating into forms. Kinds can be separated, by reference to their defin-
ing forms, into subkinds, but forms cannot be separated into subforms.
On this alternative, Socrates would be using €i0n figuratively to refer to

kinds. See introduction: Genos, Phusis, and Eidos.

23d9-11 Following Ritter (1923, 174) and Hackforth (1945, 44), Delcom-
minette (2006, 254) proposes why Socrates considers this fifth cause:
because mixes like health or seasonable warmth, which are good, often
do disintegrate into bad things like illness or unseasonable cold. And
Delcomminette in the same place proposes why Socrates, having con-
sidered this fifth cause, rejects for present purposes a need for such a

cause: because “bad things like illness and winter cold are not by means
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of a positive cause, but rather by nothing more than the absence” of a

positive cause.

23e1 Biovisinall the manuscripts, but no one understands how it can make
sense. The context requires that the “fifth” be not a manner of living but
a form or kind.

23e3 TV TETTdp®V Ta Tpia SieAdpevou afler dividing three [kinds, as
parts] away from the four [as awhole]. The middle voice is indirect reflex-
ive [ for our purposes—that is, our inquiry]. Active or middle, the verb
Owapém with an accusative plural object X and a genitive of separation
Y means divide X from or of Y as in “dividing pieces of a pie”—the divi-
sion is within Y, not X, a division that separates the parts X away from
the whole Y. In just this way the verb Siaipéw takes a plural accusative
object and genitive of separation at 14e1 with the same meaning. LSJ
IL.1 list the idiomatic translation divide Y into X. Thus Delcomminette
(2020): “taking apart three from the four (prenons-en a part trois des
quatre).” Instead of a verb of taking apart or dividing, Fowler (1925),
Gosling (1975), and Frede (1993) use verbs of taking or taking up (and
Hackforth [1945] uses a verb of confining attention to), which are unat-
tested meanings and which hide from the reader the riddling nature of
Socrates’ speech.

24a-e: Socrates illustrates the unbounded with the relations hotter and colder.

Socrates gives two arguments for the conclusion that the hotter and its
opposite are unbounded together (stated at 24b8 and d6-7).
Argument A establishes the conclusion as follows:

P1 The more and the less reside in these kinds (i.e., in the hotter and
colder, 24a9; restated as: the more and less are always in the hotter
and colder, 24b4-5).

P2 Whenever the more and less reside in a kind, they do not permit the
attainment of any end (24b1).

P2.1. Because if an end is reached, the more and less have ended (their
residence in the kind, 24b2).

P3 Ifthe hotter and colder are without end, they must be entirely unbounded
(24b8).
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Argument B establishes the conclusion as follows:

P1 (The intensely and mildly reside in the hotter and colder.)

P2 Theintensely and the mildly have the same power as the more aiiuless
(24c1-3); wherever the intensely and mildly reside, they do not allow
each thing (there where they reside) to have a fixed quantity; on the
contrary, always making in each subject matter (i.e., hotter and colder,
wetter and drier, etc.) something more intense than something milder
and the opposite [i.e., something milder than something more intense],
the intensely and the mildly make the intensively more and the intensively
less and remove every trace of fixed quantity (24¢3-6).

P2.1 Because if the intensely and the mildly do not remove every trace
of quantity, but allow it and the proportionate in the domain of the
more and less and the intensely and the mildly, these four shall be
gone from the domain in which they resided (24c6-d2).

P2.1.1 Because, after accepting the fixed quantity, the hotter and the
colder would no longer exist (24d2-3).
Because:
P2.1.1.1 The hotter always goes ahead and does not stop, and the
colder does likewise (24d4-5).
P2.1.1.2 But a fixed quantity stops and ceases to go on (24ds).

2427-8 Beppotépov kai Yuypotépov méPL. . . épag. . . TLany bound
about a hotter/more hotly and colder/more coldly. Socrates collects the
kind Unbounded in a roundabout way, beginning by getting Protarchus
to agree that we cannot conceive any bound “of a hotter/more hotly
and colder/more coldly.” Used here without a definite article, the Greek
neuter singular comparatives Oeppotépov and yuypotépouv might be the
adjectives “hotter” and “colder” or the adverbs “more hotly” and “more
coldly.” It is consistent with this text to take these comparatives to refer
to relations of more and less on a domain (if the comparatives are adjec-
tives) of hot and cold things or (if they are adverbs) heating and cooling
actions. For example, regions of the earth make up a domain of hot and
cold things, where, for instance, Australia is hotter than Antarctica, and

Antarctica is colder than Australia. The regions of the earth also make
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up a domain of hot and cold actions. For instance, the sun shines more
hotly in Australia than it does in Antarctica and more coldly in Antarctica
than in Australia.

Although Socrates does not say so, it is consistent with the text to take
the relations hotter/more hotly and colder/more coldly on a given domain
as antisymmetric, transitive, and inverse relations on that domain. The
elicited agreement that there is no conceivable bound to these relations
indicates that the relations are unbounded (as defined by Rudebusch
[2021, 57]) on that domain. There is the same adjective/adverb ambigu-
ity in the case of the words Socrates uses to list other members of the
kind Unbounded. In the rest of this commentary, I have, for the sake
of brevity, used only the English adjective “hotter” instead of “hotter/
more hotly” and likewise with the other such relations, trusting that the
reader will bear in mind the ambiguity in the Greek.

2429 €valtoig. .. 1oigyéveow in them, the kinds (appositive) or perhaps

in the kinds themselves. The reference to these two kinds tells us how to
interpret the previous note in a more accurate way. The previous note
states that the singular comparatives Oeppotépov and yuypotépou refer
to many relations of hotter and colder. It is more accurate to take each
singular comparative to refer to one object, not many. That one object
is the kind Hotter, which contains many relations on many domains
(or the kind Colder, which contains the inverse relations on the same
domains). The adverbs paA\6v more and ttov less modify adjectives or
verbs, not nouns. We might take these adverbs to refer to two features
of relations on domains of either things or actions. Thus, “the more and
less dwell in the kinds Hotter and Colder” by virtue of being a feature
of the members of these kinds. I take these features more and less to be

the powers of being ever more and ever less—that is, being unbounded.

oixoUv<te> Manuscripts B and T have oikodv. By adding te, Burnet
(1901), following other editors, produces oikoUvte (the present active
neuter nominative dual participle of oikéw inhabit, occupy, dwell) in
agreement with the dual finite verbs sharing the same subject, évowijtov

and émtpeyaitnv.
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24b1 Ewomnep av évokijtov, téAog ok dv émrpeyaitnv yiyveoOarso long
as [the more and less] are dwelling in [a relation of hotter or colder], [the
more and less] could not permit an end to come to be [in that relation]. As
TLinterpret: if the more and less are features of merely antisymmetric and
transitive inverse relations, then those relations are unbounded.

24ba Evte1® Oeppotépm xaiyvypotépw in the hotter and colder. Again,
the Greek neuter singular comparatives might be adjectives or adverbs
(see note to 24a7-8). This clause contains an exception to the rule that
“1¢ usually follows the word with which the . . . sentence-part to be con-
nected is most concerned” (S §2983). The exception is that “té¢ may stand
afteraword . . . which, though common to two members of a clause, is
placed either at the beginning (especially after a preposition) or in the
second member” (S §2983c¢).

24bg-5 Aei... E€vte 1@ Oeppotép® Kai YuypoTép® TO PAMOV TE Kal
ntrov &vi the more and less are always in the hotter and colder. As 1
interpret, the relations more and less (which are forms and powers are
always present in the kinds Hotter and Colder, forms that cause those
kinds of relations to be as expressed at 24b7-8, where the causality is
indicated by the inferential totvuv therefore at 24b7). I take the relations
hotter and colder to be two merely antisymmetric and transitive inverse
relations on a given domain. The alternative interpretation, defended,
for example, by Benitez (1989), is that the hotter and colder is but one
member of the kind Unbounded: “the-hotter-and-colder,” to give it its
own name. As Delcomminette (2006, 219) points out, this alternative
has trouble explaining why the hotter and colder are referred to using
the plural forms avt01g . . . T0lg yéveowy at 24a9.

24b7-8 Agitoivuv 0 Adyog iy onpaivet tovte pi) téAog Exewv therefore
the argument indicates that these two do always have no end—that is, these
two kinds of relations are always unbounded, as defined by Rudebusch
(2021, 57). I take the word “always” to indicate that the more and less

are necessarily features of these two kinds of relations.

24c1 @vépvnoag 0TLkai to c@odpa tovto you have reminded me that also
this word “intensely.” These words separate argument A and argument B
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asidentified in the note to 24a—e. The inference indicator “according to
this reasoning” (kata 61 todtov 10V Adyov, 24d6) shows that Socrates
is giving arguments for 24d6-7 (dmnetpov yiyvort’ av to Beppdtepov
kai tovvavtiov dpa the hotter and its opposite are unbounded together),
which is a restatement of 24b8 (mavtdnaow dneipw yiyveaOov [the two
hotter and colder] are entirely unbounded).

24C1-3 TO 0@OJpaTovTO . . . KAl TO yENpépa Ty avtijv Suvapy Exetov
1@ paM\6v te kai fjtrov the intensely and the mildly have the same power
as the more and less. I take this statement, premise 2 of argument B, to be
parallel to premise 2 of argument A (as identified in the note to 24a-e).
I take this statement to show that there are forms intensely and mildly,
like the forms more and less, sharing the power to cause relations to
be unbounded. Socrates’ reason for positing the same power for these
forms is d1tov yap &v évijtov, obk édtov elvat TooOV Ekaatov because
wherever [the forms intensely and mildly] are present, they do not allow
each item [there] to be a quantity (24¢3). He explains what it means to
forbid quantity: &gt opodpdtepov ovyattépou kal tovvavtiov Ekdotalg
npa€eoty éumolotvte T0 TAfoV kai t0 EAattov dnepydleabov, 10 d¢
o0V apaviletov by always creating in every matter [something] more
excessive than [something] more mild and the opposite [i.e., by always
creating something more mild than something more excessive], the intensely
and mildly produce the greater [thing] and the lesser [thing], and [in this
sense] destroy quantity (24c4-6). On my reading (Rudebusch 2021),
this destruction of “quantity” is an effect of removing upper and lower
bounds on a given scale. For a scale to possess quantity, then, might
be for it to have some finite number of intervals between its lower and
upper bound. As shown in Rudebusch (2021, 56-57), such a scale must
at least be ordinal.

24¢c6-d2 pij a@avicavte 10 T0oov, AAN £¢doavte avTo Te KAl 10 PETPLoV
v i) ToD paMov kai frrov kai o@édpa kaifpépa £dpa ¢yyevéobau,
adtd EppeL tadta £k TG avT®V Y@dpag &v 1) évijv by not suppressing
quantity, but instead by allowing it and measure to come to be in the abode
ofthe more and less and intensely and mildly, these things themselves flow
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out of their space, [the space] in which they were present. This passage
tells us more about the “quantity” suppressed by the power of the more
and less and intensely and mildly, telling us that quantity and measure
seem to come and go together. Rudebusch (2021, 55-57) reviews three
different scales of increasing order above the partial scale: ordinal and
interval, which do not possess measure, and ratio, which does. It is not
clear how to distinguish the three scales in Greek mathematics, since
their binary operation of arithmetic did not possess the identity element o.
In any case, Socrates does not distinguish the three. His contrast seems
only to be an informal distinction between merely partial scales, on the
one hand, and ratio scales as the more ordered scale, on the other. For
Socrates’ purposes, if a scale possesses quantity, it also possesses mea-
sure and is a bounded ratio scale, while if it lacks quantity and measure,
it is a merely partial unbounded scale.

24d2-3 ovyap €Tt OeppdtEpov 00dE YuypdteEpOV €TV &V AafOVTE TO
woa v for a hotter or colder could no longer exist after getting quantity.
Used here without a definite article, the Greek neuter singular compara-
tives might be adjectives or adverbs (see note to 24a7-8). The inferential
ydap forindicates that this statement is presented in support of the general
claim of the incompatibility of quantity with more and less and intensely
and mildly. The support seems to take the form of an illustrative example
of that general incompatibility in the case of hotter and colder. This
speech is clearly true, if we take Oeppdtepov kai Yuypdtepov a hotter
and colder to be a merely partial scale consisting of the relations hotter
and colder on a given domain, and if we take “quantity” to be the features
that change a merely partial scale into a ratio scale, with the greater order
that such features give to the relations hotter and colder. As reviewed in
Rudebusch (2021, 55-57), every ratio scale is a partial scale, but no ratio
scale can be a merely partial scale.

24d4-5 mpoympel yap kai ov péver 16 te Oeppdtepov dasi kai to
YuxpoOTEPOV @OAVTMC, TO 8¢ TOoOV £0T1) Kal TPOiOV Emavoato for
the hotter is always going on and not staying put, and the colder likewise,
but quantity comes to a stop and ceases to go on. This passage supports the
claim (with inferential ydp) of the incompatibility of hotter and colder
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with quantity. I take this speech, an elaboration of 24b7-8, to be an intui-
tive way of saying that it is the nature of the hotter and colder to be a scale
containing the merely antisymmetric, transitive, inverse relations Aotter
and colder on a domain D such that, for any x in D, there is a y such that
y is hotter than x and there is a z such that z is colder than x. See note to
24a7-8. Plato’s account here of the unbounded as always going on and
not stopping, like Aristotle’s definition of the &metpov as that “of which
there is always something outside” (Physics 4.6 207a1), is a recognizable
ancestor of the modern definition of an ordered infinite set: “for all y,
there is an x such that y <x.”

24d6-7 xatd 1) tovtov TOVAGYyoV dmelpov yiyvorr’ av to Oepudtepov

kai tovvavtiov dpa indeed, according to this statement [that the hotter
and colder always go on], the hotter and the colder [in a given domain]
would prove to be unbounded at the same time. 1 translate y{yvotto as
“prove to be” rather than “come to be.” The hotter and colder cannot come
to be unbounded, since you cannot come to be something you always
are (24d2-3). But they can prove to be—that is, come to be understood
as—unbounded. Iinterpret the phrase xata 81 toUtov 10v Adyov indeed
[emphatic 6] according to this statement to be inferential, indicating an
inference from jointly always going on to being unbounded at the same
time. When Socrates speaks of the hotter and colder as always going
on and therefore always unbounded, I take him to speak only of what
I have called the unbounded merely antisymmetric, transitive, inverse
relations hotter and colder. Certainly, the relations hotter and colder can
exist either in an unbounded partial scale or in a bounded ratio scale.

24d9-e2 10 8¢ eig avBic te kai avOiciowc AeyOévta tov te épwT@dVvTa

KALTOV $PpOTOUEVOV iIKAVAC GV ouppvodvtag ano@ivaiev. There
are two puzzles about this sentence. What is the function of the article
10 (which Badham!' proposed to rewrite as tdya perhaps), and what is
the plural subject of dmo@rjvaiev? Stallbaum (1842): “hardly anyone
has given a reason [vix quisquam probaverit] for the plural number.”
Bury (1897): “a curious sentence.” I propose that the article to makes a
substantive of the compound prepositional phrase: 10 . . . gig adfig te
Kkai av0ig the repetitions [of what Socrates is saying]. Such a substantive,
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136  Plato’s Philebus

although singular in grammatical form, is plural in sense (a “collective
singular,” S. 996) and may take a plural verb (S §950) both as participle
Aex0évta and finite verb dmo@rivaiev: perhaps the repetitions [of what
Socrates is saying], after being stated, will show that the questioner and
the answerer are in sufficient concord.

24e4-5 a0pertijgTol dneipov pvoemgei tovTo deE6pneda anpeiov, iva
pn avt’ éne€léovreg unkVvepev in order that we do not speak too long
going through all [the list], see if we will accept this sign of the nature of the
unbounded. To this point, Socrates has only listed one pair of members
of the kind Unbounded he is collecting: the relations hotter and colder on
a given domain. But this passage states his wish to abbreviate the project
of collecting the kind. It will suit Socrates later, however, to list other
items in the kind Unbounded, as part of his collection of the third kind,
Mix: Enpdtepov kai vypoTepOV . . . kaiTAéov kal EAattov kal Oattov kal
Bpadvtepov kai peilov kai opkpdtepov drier and wetter and superior
and inferior and faster and slower and larger and smaller (25c8-10). I take
each of these pairs, like “hotter and colder,” to be merely antisymmetric
and transitive inverse relations on a given domain.

24€7-2522 ‘060’ &v fpiv @aivntat paA\ov Te kai NTToV yryvopeva
Kai T0 o@6dpa kai pépa dexdpeva kai 10 Aiav kai 6ca totavta
Tavta, €ig 1o Tob aneipov yévog ¢ gig €v del mavta tatta Ti@évar
All these things—as many things as show themselves becoming more and
less and accepting the intensely and mildly and the excessively and all such
things—it is necessary to place into the kind of the unbounded as into a one.
This passage presents the second, third, and fourth steps of collecting
the kind Unbounded (on these steps, see note to 23c-¢€). The second step,
identifying the power shared by every member of the kind, is at the words
HAMOV Te KAl TTOV yryvopeva Kai T0 0podpa kai fjpépa dexdueva kai
10 Aav kai 6oa totadta ndvta becoming more and less and accepting
the intensely and mildly and the excessively and all such things. The third
step—elg TO . . . YEVOG @G eig €v Oel mavta tavta T0éval it is necessary
to place all these things [that share the same power] into the kind . . . as

into a one—is bringing the items in the kind together €ig &v into a one
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according to the power identified in the second step. The fourth and last
step is naming the kind: 16 tod aneipov yévog the kind of the unbounded.

25a-26d Socrates identifies equal, double, and number as providing bound
to ascale and describes mix as the result of adding bounds to an unbounded

domain.

25a6-b2 Ta p) dexdpeva tavta, tovTeV 8¢ Ta évavtia tdvra dexdpeva,
TPATOV PEV TO To0V Kai iodtnTa, peta 8€ 1o ioov to dSimAdoiov kai
T dtutep av pog aplOpov apOpoc i) pétpov ) TpogpéTpov, Tavta
ovpmavta €ig 10 mépag amoroy{opevort kaA@®¢ av doxoipey dpav
toUto With respect to the things that do not accept [the intensely and the
mildly and the excessively, see 24e8], but do accept all the things opposite
to these—in the first place the equal and equality, and after the equal the
double and anything that is a number to a number or a measure to a mea-
sure—ifwe were to render an account of all these together in regard to the
[kind] Bound, we would seem to accomplish this [task of first collecting
as many things as are scattered and dispersed and then putting on them
the sign of some one nature, see 25a2—4] in a manner worthy of praise. It
is ambiguous when Socrates makes this statement whether the list to
loov ... 10 OutAdowov . .. theequal . . . the double, and so on in this pas-
sage is appositive to td pn deyoueva tadta the things that do not accept
[the intensely, mildly, and excessively]—that is, the things that accept the
equal and equality, and after the equal the double and anything that is a
number to a number or a measure to a measure or whether it is appositive
to ToUTwV ¢ Td évavtia mavta the things opposite to [the intensely, etc.]

In collecting the kind Unbounded, Socrates identifies the members
of that kind as the hotter and colder and (later) the drier and wetter,
superior and inferior, faster and slower, and larger and smaller, which I
have interpreted as unbounded merely antisymmetric, transitive, inverse
relations on given domains—that is, unbounded partial scales.

My hypothesis is that the list is appositive to 25a6: the things that do
not accept [the intensely, mildly, and excessively]. In other words, the
equal and double are examples of things that do not accept excessiv-
ity, so that Socrates is collecting the equal, double, and so on into the
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kind Bound. On this hypothesis, while the kind Unbounded contains
partial scales as members—namely, unbounded, merely antisymmet-
ric and transitive inverse relations like hotter and colder on various
domains—the kind Bound contains as members the equality relation
and ratio relations like double, triple, and so forth—that is, the relations
themselves rather than those on a given domain. Socrates lists some of
these relations as a first step in collecting this second kind at 25a7-8. As
an indication of the second step, Socrates also outlines how one might
identify the power shared by every member of the kind: accepting all
the things opposite to intensely and mildly and excessively (25a6). But
he does not render an account of what these opposites are there (I take
it that these things are the measured, proportionate, and beautiful).
Instead, Socrates speaks conditionally, using the participle of a verb
of rendering an account to mark the condition of a future less vivid
conditional (artoAoyt{dpevor=ei droroyiloipeda, Smyth §2344): ifwe
were to render an account . . . we would seem to accomplish this.>* And he
indicates what the fourth step would be in naming the kind “Bound.”
It is only a potential and not yet an actual collection, as Socrates con-
firms: “we did not do the collection” (0¥ cuvnydayopev, 25d7). Socrates’
speeches at 25d2-e2 (see note there) add support to my hypothesis about
the appositive at 25a6.

25b2 @v doxoipev dpdv toUto we might seem to accomplish this [collec-

tion of the kind Bound]. Socrates uses the potential optative of a verb
of seeming because he is potentially but not yet actually collecting the
kind Bound (see previous note). Socrates confirms that this collection

. LSJ L2 gives a different, ad hoc meaning for droAoy{lopatin this passage: “a. eig Tt

refer to a head or class, P1.Phlb. 25b,” but they provide no support why droAoyiCopat,
averb of rendering an account or calculating, when modified by eig+accusative
becomes a verb of referring into. The verb dmoAoyi{opat does not change meaning

in this way in its single other collocation (according to Thesaurus Linguae Graecae)
with the preposition eig (Xenophon, Economics 9.8: 8iya 8¢ xai ta eig éviavtov
amoheloyiopéva katéOepev we set apart the things calculated [to last] for a year). In
Xenophon'’s passage the prepositional phrase €i¢ éviavtov is an idiom with the mean-
ing for a year (LSJ 11.2). Unlike verbs of collecting or referring, the verb dstohoyilopat
does not move its direct object, not even as an object of thought, and so the preposition
eig following it naturally expresses relation, in regard to, rather than motion into.
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is merely potential, not actual, at 25d7: 00 cuvnydyopev we did not do
the collection.

25bs Eiev- 10 82 tpitov well then; [what form does] the third [kind have]?
This speech marks a transition from the second to the third kind, although
the second in fact remains uncollected.

25¢5-6 @eppdtepov. .. kai Yyuypoétepov hotter and colder. Used here
without a definite article, the Greek neuter singular comparatives might
be adjectives or adverbs (see note to 24a7-8).

25c8-10 Enpdétepov kaivypdtepoy . .. kaifpaditepov kai peilov kai
opkpotepov dryer and wetter . . . and slower and larger and smaller.

See previous note.

2510 €v T® npoaOev in the time before, referring to 24e7-25a5, when
Socrates collected many things sharing a single feature into the kind
Unbounded.

There is a problem, going back at least to Jackson (1882), with
Socrates’ statements at 25e—26b that the members of Mix are good,
while sickness, wintry weather, and stifling summer heat belong not to
Mix but to Unbounded (likewise 64d9—e7). As Delcomminette (2006,
247) well states it: “It is hard to see why, for example, a ‘bad’ fever of
41°C would be less perfectly determined than a ‘good’ temperature
of 37°C. In the same manner, might one not say that even an exces-
sively cold frost corresponds to a temperature as determinate as what
corresponds to more favorable weather conditions?” On my reading
(Rudebusch 2021), it is incorrect to describe individual temperatures
as elements of Mix: only scales (G, <,) are elements. And the text sup-
ports a distinction between the scales (S, <) inhabited by quantity (the
quantity that “stops and ceases to go on,” 24d5) and those scales (G,
<. born from the right partnering of the kinds Bound and Unbounded
(25e7-8). Every case of “putting in measures and symmetries” is a case
of “inserting number” (25e1-2), but the text never says that every case
of inserting number will produce measure and symmetry. Certainly
the centigrade scale of temperatures bounded by 30 and 45 is as much
“inhabited by quantity” as the scale bounded by 36 and 38—but only
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the latter bounds make it possible for health to come to be for a human
body; only the latter scale meets my interpretation of a mix as a ratio
scale with bounds appropriate for some good or other, as indicated by

the examples listed at 25e7-26b7.

25d2-e2 Socrates’ speeches at 25d2—-e2 (see note there) add support to my
hypothesis about the appositive at 25a6. The “family” (yévvav, 25d3)
Bound is the kind that possesses as members “the equal and double and
whatever puts a stop to things being at odds with each other and, put-
ting in proportionate and harmonious things, produces a number” (tod
{oov kai dumrhaciov, xal 6Méon TAvEL TPOG AMNAA TAvavTia dlapopme
gxovta, ovppetpa 8¢ kai oppwva évBeioa aplBpov drepydletar,
25d11-e2). An equality relation and proportion on a domain constitute a
ratio scale. The kind Bound, then, as I take it, contains equality relations
and proportions that are not themselves on any domain, but that, when

are added to a given domain, produce ratio scales.?

25d2 t0 peta tadta adverbial next or the direct object of ouppetyvu, mix or
breed the next thing [ “the thing after these”[—the kind Bound—in with it.

25d3 yévvav genreis rare in prose (LSJ), a poetic synonym for yévog kind
(used most recently above at 25a1). Socrates seems to be asking Pro-
tarchus to mix or breed the kind, the “genre,” Bound with the nature
of the unbounded. Protarchus is wise to ask for clarification. Socrates’
clarification, which follows, is that he is speaking of that which needed
to be collected into a single kind but has not yet been collected, the kind
Bound. This has puzzled commentators who believe Socrates has already
collected that kind at 25a6-b3 (but see note to 25b2).

25d5-9 v tol mepatoeldoiq [sc., yévvav] the [genre] of the bound-form
[i.e., the kind Bound]. Socrates coins the compound word.

25d8 <ei>Burnet (1901) would insert this before Tovt@v dppotépwv. We
can avoid the addition, if we put a raised dot after dpdoet and accept
asyndeton in the final clause: “But perhaps it will accomplish the same

3. Thomas (2006, 223), although not offering it as an interpretation of the kind Bound,

makes the suggestive remark that “right ratios . . . are determined relative to the
domain in which they operate.”
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thing; in collecting both [Unbounded and Bound], that one [Mix] will
also become visible.”

25d8 tovTV dpotépwv auvayopuévwv both together being collected,
genitive absolute. “Both together” refers to the mix. As I interpret this,
Socrates is saying that by collecting the kind Mix, kdkeivn =xal ékeivn
(yévva) also that (still uncollected Kind Bound) will become apparent.

25d11 Tnyv [yévvav] answers ITolav, and kai 6ndomn answers T@g [yévva]
[Imean] the [genre] . . . and as much [of the genre] as. This “genre” is the
kind Bound—that is, the kind of proportion and arithmetical quantities.

26a22—4 Ev 8¢ 0€ei kai Papei kai tayei kai Ppadel, ancipoig ovoy, ap’
oU TavTa £yyryvopeva taita Apa tépag Te Annpyacato Kai Hovotkiv
oUpUTACAV TEAEDTATA GUVEGTIOATO; these same things [i.e., the equal,
double, etc.], being bred into sharp and flat and fast and slow, which are
unbounded, produce a bound and compose most perfectly music as a whole.
I follow Frede (1993), leaving out the raised dot after tafta and keeping
éyytyvopeva. Burnet (1901) unnecessarily brackets éyyryvépeva and
inserts a raised dot after ta¥ta.

26b8 11 0ed¢ Aphrodite is mother of Harmony (Hesiod, Theogony 975) and

mistress of the seasons (Homeric Hymn 6 line 5).

® kaAt ®iAnPe handsome Philebus. Vocative adjectives such as kaA
fine sometimes translate well as asides in English: Philebus—by all that
is fine!—.

26bg-10 vépov kai taiv népag Eovt’ €0eto is manuscript T. Since
€0eto as a verb of making can take two accusatives (LS]J tiOnu B.1.3),
we can translate: [the goddess] made law and order [to be] things that
have limit—that is, when she created law and order, she created them
as things that have limit.

vopov kai ta&y népag éyoviwv £0eto is manuscript B. Since £€0gto
can take one accusative (LSJ tinut A.VI), we can translate: [the goddess]

established a law and order [among things] having a limit.

26b8 avtn ... 1) 0edc this goddess. Frede (1993) and others change avt
to a0, the goddess herself.
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26d4-5 16 yenépag oite TOMA eiyeV, 0VT ¢dvoKoAaivopey G OVK v
£v @uoeL AsIread it, the two clauses (16 ye tépag . . . oM\ eiyxev Bound
contained many [subkinds (sc,. yévn from 26d1)] and odx 1jv €v @ooet
[Bound] was not one by nature) are both subordinate to éduokoAaivopev
wG: we complained neither that Bound had many [subkinds] nor that it
was not one in nature. That both €iyev and fv are imperfect permits
both to be subordinate. It may help make Socrates’ meaning clear to
restate using direct discourse: “We didn’t complain as follows: ‘Eww, it
has many subkinds! Eww;, it’s not one in nature!” [And so we shouldn’t
make the same complaint now.]” The alternative does not subordinate
both clauses to ¢6vokoAiativopev wg. See, most recently, Delcomminette
(2020): “Without correction, the text would mean: ‘As to Limit, it does
not have many kinds, and we weren't irritated on the pretext (irrités sous
prétexte) that it would not be one by nature’—which is both contradic-
tory and excluded by the context.”

26d7-9 tpitov A0 pe Aéyerv, €v tovTto TI0évTa 10 TOUTOV £KyoVvoV
Aamav, yéveowv €ig ovoiav £k T@V HETA TOU TEPATOC ATELPYATPEV®V
pétpwv deem me to say the whole progeny of these [Bound and Unbounded]
is third, [me] positing this to be one [kind—namely, the kind Mix], a birth
into being out of the measures that have been productive/produced by aid
of Bound. On this translation, tpitov . . . 10 ToUTV £kyovov dmav [sc.,
etvau] that the whole progeny of these is third, is an accusative plus infini-
tive construction after Aéyew to say, while v tovto [sc., eivau] that this
is one s after 1iB€vta positing. An equivalent translation makes tpitovan
accusative of respect and puts a single accusative after the verb of speak-
ing: Aéyew . .. TO TOUT®V EXyovov dmav Lo refer to the whole progeny of
these (e.g., Fowler 1925: “as to the third . . . I mean every offspring of these
two”; likewise, Delcomminette 2020). The deponent perfect participle
anelpyaopévav [measures] that have been productive/produced might
be active or passive (see, e.g., Fowler 1925; Gosling 1975; Delcomminette
2020) in meaning. In either case, it seems sensible to translate peta plus

genitive as by aid of (LSJ A.II), so that the measures are either produc-

tive (of the birth) with the aid of Bound or the measures are themselves
produced by aid of Bound. Bury (1897) tentatively proposes the variant in
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W, amelpyaopévny, agreeing with obotav a being produced out of the mea-
sures of Bound (followed by Dies 1949, and Frede 1993 and 1997). Finally,
as Badham noted, yéveow eig ovaiav birth into beingis a pleonasm: every
birth produces a being. Delcomminette (2006, 243) explains the curious
phrase as preparing for the difference to be drawn between coming-to-be
and being, a difference that will be discussed at 53d3-54c12 and even at
32b3 (tnv & eig v att@®v ovaiav 686V the way to their being).

26e-27b: Socrates argues that Cause is a fourth distinct metaphysical kind

because of its craftworking intelligence.

26e1-2 TPOG TPLOL TETAPTOV TL. . . elvan YEVOG there is a kind, a fourth
besides the three (Unbounded, Bound, and Mix). I identify the argument
for this proposition as following from two main premises: Cause exists,
and Cause is distinct from the other three kinds.

P1 [The kind Cause exists.]
P1.1 [Because] itis necessary that everything that comes to be comes to
be through some cause (26e2-4).
P1.1 Because, Protarchus rhetorically asks, how could anything come
to be without a cause (26€5)?

P2 The kind Cause, craftworking all these (i.e., mastering Unbounded
and Bound to make Mix), is fourth, other than Unbounded, Bound,
and Mix (27b1-2).

P2.1 The maker and the cause are rightly called one (26e7-8).
P2.1.1 Because there is no difference between the nature of what
makes and the cause, except in name (26e6-7).
P2.2 It is the same with what is made and what comes into being (i.e.,
they are rightly called one, 27a1-2).
P2.1.2.1 Because they also do not differ except in name (27a2).
P2.3 [Cause and Mix] are different (27a8).
P2.1.3.1 Because What makes (i.e., Cause) is always leading in the
order of nature, while the thing made (i.e., Mix) follows (27a5-6).
P2.4 The cause and what is slaving for cause (going) into a process of
coming to be (i.e., Unbounded and, likewise, Bound) are not the
same (27a8-9).
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144  Plato’s Philebus

P2.5 The things coming to be and the things out of which they come to
be amount to the three kinds (Mix, Unbounded, and Bound, 27a11-12).

27a8 "AN\o dpa xai oV TavTOV aitia T €0Ti Kal 1o JovAetov eig yéveay

aitig. The diacritical marks provided for dpa and the punctuation were
accepted by all, including Burnet (1901), until Delcomminette (2003, 614):

(The &pa) makes the whole sentence a conclusion drawn from 27a5-7,
and the only way of understanding it is to take it as merely tautologi-
cal, which implies that we should take 10 ovAetov as a synonym of
10 otovpevov. This interpretation could seem to be confirmed by the
use of the verb fjyeitau at 27a5, which could already bring a touch of
domination justifying the subsequent use of such a strong term as to
SovAedov. But thisis hardly convincing;: first, because it is really difficult
to see how “what is made”—that is, the product itself—could be said to
“serve” the cause ei¢ yéveowy, which can only refer to its own production,
precisely because, as Socrates has just stated, the product always comes
“after” the cause—and also, necessarily, “after” it has been produced;
and secondly because, in this case, one could really not understand
what allows Socrates to state at 27bi-2 that he has distinguished the
fourth genus from the first three, and should rather agree with G. Striker
(1970, 69-70) and E. Benitez (1989, 84) that he has only distinguished
it from the third, to pewtév, and not from 10 dnepov and 16 Mépac.

"AN\0 dpa Kai oV TavToV aitia T £0Ti Kai T0 SovAevov eig yéveowv
aitig; This is an alternative proposed by Delcomminette (2005, 615-16),
changing &pa to dpa and replacing the period with a question mark, and
thereby turning the sentence into a question. This question, in effect,
asks Protarchus to assent to the equivalent of premise P2.4. Delcommi-
nette’s identification of this new premise saves the argument from the
two problems facing the standard reading, pointed out in the quotation
above from Delcomminette (2005, 614).

"AN\o dpa. kai o0 TavTOV aitia T £€0Ti Kai 10 dovAedov gig yéveotv
aitig. This is the other alternative proposed by Delcomminette (2005,
616), which he attributes to a suggestion by David Sedley. The period

after dpa permit the first two words, "AN\o dpa, to draw the conclusion
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P2.3 in my identification of the argument, while the rest of the passage
states premise P2.4.

27b1 10 mGvta tavta dnpovpyodv the thing crafting all these. Droz-
dek (2000, 140) interprets these words to mean that Cause makes all
three other kinds. This conflicts with the order in which Cause was
introduced—not as soon as Bound and Unbounded were introduced
but only after Mix was introduced, because all becoming needs a cause.
Better to understand the Greek onuiovpyodv, like the English verb “to
craft,” as able to take as direct object either the thing worked up (e.g.,
the bracelet) or the things worked on (e.g., silver and turquoise). In this
sense of “craft,” Cause crafts the thing worked up (Mix) and the things
worked on (Bound and Unbounded).

27¢-d Socrates reviews to show that the answer to the Happiness Question
is something in the third kind, Mix.

27¢8-10 tavta. .. dethopeba we divided into these [four kinds]. The direct
object of the verb diatpém, in the active or middle voice, can be the object
divided (LSJ I.1) or the objects produced by division (LS] III.1). Here
tabta these refers to the four kinds produced by the division of mavta
ta viv Ovta év 1@ mavti all things that now exist in the world (23c4).

27d8-9 0¥ ydp dvoiv TIvoiv €0TL HIKTOG EKETVOG ANAA CUPTTAVT®V TV
aneipmv 0o Tod népatog dedepévwv for that [life of pleasure and
knowing] is not a mix of a two [i.e., of pleasure as one and knowing as one]
but [is a mix] of all the unbounded [things] that are tied down by Bound
[in that life]. This is the text of B. As an alternative, manuscript T adds a
definite article before Svoiv: o0 yap 6 duolv Tivoiv €0TL pHiKTOG €KETVOG
for the [life] of a two [i.e., of pleasure as one and knowing as one] is not
that mixed life. This text changes the grammatical subject of the clause,
but the meaning comes to the same thing as in B. Another alternative
is Schiitz (cited in Bury 1897), who emends peikt0¢ €keivog, that mixed
[life] to pewctov éxetvo that mixed [kind]. Bury (1897) argues on behalf of
Schiitz: “It would be absurd to say that the mixed /ife is compounded of
all limited dnepa.” We might avoid the absurdity by taking the participle
0edepévmv, which modifies the substantive cuundviov t@v dnelpwv,
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to limit the substantive in the obvious way, to say: “that life is mixed
of all the unbounded things that are tied down by Bound” in that life.

27e-28a: Socrates assigns unmixed pleasure to the kind Unbounded.

Socrates’ assignment follows from a single premise, that the duo pleasure
and pain do not have a bound but accept the more and less (27e5-6). This
premise in turn follows from two premises, expressed as present, contrary-
to-fact conditionals.

P1 Pleasure could not be all good if it were not by nature unbounded in
plenty and increase (27e7-9).

P2 Pain could not be wholly bad if it were not by nature unbounded in
plenty and increase (28a1).

27e7-9 Pleasure could not be all good if it were not by nature unbounded in
plenty and increase. 1interpret dneipov as unbounded: If a set of objects
is unbounded, it is ordered by a duo of relations (like hotter and colder)
such that there is no bound to how hot or how cold: the set keeps going
on and never stops. Some alternative interpretations make the dneipov
indeterminate in some sense. Indeterminacy interpretations face a prob-
lem in this passage, because it is inconceivable that Philebus would see

indeterminacy as the necessary condition of pleasure’s goodness.

27e8-28a1 mav ayaBov ... ndvkakovallgood . .. allbad. Delcomminette
(2020) follows Bekker (1817), who emends to mavdyabov absolutely good
and ntdykaxov absolutely bad.1 do not see a convincing reason to change
the text in this way.

5. Note: Knowing should be assigned to the kind Cause.

28a-30a: While conventional arguments that the universe is designed and
guided by knowledge might be challenged, Socrates gives a grand cosmological
argument to show that divine knowing and the knowing of particular human

beings belongs to the fourth kind Cause.

After assigning Philebus’ candidate to Unbounded, one of the four kinds,
Socrates here assigns his original candidate to Cause, another of the four. I
identify the argument for the proposition that knowing should be assigned to
the kind Cause (28a4—-6, restated at 28¢3-4, 30d10-e2, and 31a7-8) as follows.
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Asalternatives, Carpenter (2003, 100) “outlines” the argument, while Rheins
(2016, 17-19) represents it in twenty-one premises. Introducing the argument,
Socrates says that the authoritative saying of the wise—that is, premise P2
below (restated in the subordinate clause of 2826-8) —makes it “easy” (28¢6)
to establish the proposition. In P1, “Manages” translates éntpomnevety (28d6).
“Arranges and steers” translates cuvtdttovoav Stakvpepvav (28d9).

That 30d10-e2 (one statement of the conclusion) is a conclusion is indi-
cated by the participial phrase menopikawg dnoéxpiow having provided an
answer, which modifies the implied subject (“this argument” 00tog 6 Adyoc)
to the verb €oti s at 30e1: “[ This argument belongs to the human beings
of old, the argument] having provided an answer to my inquiry [i.e., the
inquiry stated at 28a4-5: “Into which of the four kinds might we place,
without impiety, knowing and expert knowing and awareness?”]. Argu-

ments “provide answers” by drawing conclusions.

P1 (Whatever manages—that is, arranges and steers—the universe should
be assigned to the kind Cause.)

P2 Awareness and an amazing knowing arrange and steer this whole uni-
verse (28d7-8, 28e3, 30c2-7, 30d8).

Because of the following three arguments:

A Socrates’ “easy” argument from authority (inference indicated by
AN pnVv padiov . . . yap but it is easy [to see the truth of the conclu-
sion], because . . . ,28¢6).

A.P.1 The wise say with one voice that awareness is king of our heaven
and earth (28¢6-8).

A.P.2 The wise are perhaps speaking well (second premise indicated by
[yhs.] xai[lowc] and, 28c8).

B Protarchus’ three independent, conventional arguments:

B.P.1 The alternative (that the forces of Randomness and Chance run
the universe [28d6-7]) does not appear to be pious to say (inference
indicated by yap because, 28e1-2).

B.P.2 The only account that can do justice to the wonderful spectacle
presented by the cosmic order of sun, moon, and stars and the revolu-
tion of the whole heaven, is that awareness orders (dtaxoopeiv) it all
(second argument indicated by 6¢ and, 28e2-5).
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B.P.3 Protarchus could never give any other account. (‘That is, the con-
clusion 28c6-8 is incorrigible. This third argument is indicated by
xai and, 28e5.)

C Socrates’ “lengthy” argument:

C.P.1 Akingly soul and kingly awareness are inbred, through the power
of Cause, into the nature of Zeus (30d1-4).

Because (inference indicated by Ovxovv surely then, 30d1):

C.P.1.1 (Let “Zeus” refer to whatever rules the universe, allowing the
possibility that Zeus is “the force of Unreason or Chance” [28d6-7].)

C.P.1.2 The body at our level has a soul (30a3-4).

C.P.1.3 If the body of the universe were not ensouled, the body at our
level (would have its soul) after taking it from nowhere (i.e., it would
not have a soul) (30a5-8).*

Because (implicit inference):*

C.P.1.3.1 The bodies at our level as a whole are sustained and take
and hold, from the body of the universe, all the things they
have (29e5-7).

Because (inference indicated by ovv then, 29€5):

C.P.1.3.1.1 Each element—fire, water, air, and earth—in living
things at this level is small and weak and inferior and is sus-
tained and born from and grows out of the same element in
the universe, where that element is amazing in magnitude
and beauty and in every power that has to do with being that
element (29d1-3, 29b6-8).

4. There is no question that the pair of premises C.P.1.2 and C.P.1.3 are coordinate: the

question eliciting C.P.1.3 is a sentence fragment needing completion by reference to
C.P.1.2: “[The body that is with us has a soul] after taking it from where?” (IT60ev . . .
Aafov, 30as5). The two premises follow the form of two premises of a modus tollens
inference, although Socrates does not elicit their conclusion, that the body of the
universe is ensouled.

. There is no inference indicator in the text marking this entailment. But there are

other markers: the verbs of having (§xw) and taking (Aappdvw) in C.P.1.3 recall the
very same verbs of having and taking in C.P.1.3.1, and the concessive participle (“even
though having the same possessions but still more beautiful in every way”) that is
attached to the protasis of C.P.1.3 (“If the body of the universe were not ensouled”)
recalls the argument establishing C.P.1.3.1.
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Because (the inference is implicit, but Socrates introduces

the following five premises—C.P.1.3.1.1.1-5—Dby saying
101 &M, ToV émidvta . . . Adyov dBpel come then, look at
the following argument, 2926—7):

C.P.1.3.1.1.1 We observe that fire, water, air and earth, in

synthesis, are present in the nature of the bodies of all
living things (2929-11).

C.P.1.3.1.1.2 The same holds true for every element as for the

element fire (29b8-10).

C.P.1.3.1.1.3 The element fire at our level is something small

and weak and inferior (29c1-2).

C.P.1.3.1.1.4 The element fire in the universe is amazing in

magnitude and beauty and in every power that has to do
with being fire (29c2-3).

C.P.1.3.1.1.5 The fire at our level—of you and me and other

living things—is sustained and is born from and grows
out of the fire of the universe (29¢5-9).

C.P.1.3.1.2 Thereis a body of what we call the cosmos (29e1-2).
Because (inference indicated by &1 then at 29e1, by the intro-

duction of C.P.1.3.1.2.1 with the words 10 peta toUto £€Efjg
gnov follow along with respect to the next thing in order
after this, 29d6—7, and by the statement of C.P.1.3.1.2 as a
causal circumstantial participle):

C.P.1.3.1.2.1 Fire, air, water, and earth laying together in a

unity we (rightly) call body (29d7-38).

C.P.1.3.1.2.2 The cosmos is a unity put together out of fire,

air, water and earth (29e2-3).

C.P.1.4 Wisdom and awareness could never come to be without a soul

(30c9-10—the coordination of this premise with C.P.1.5 is indicated

by the pnv at c9 [progressive ufjv, Denniston (1966, 337, II1.1.i “mark-

ing the transition from major to minor premise”).®

6. Although the pair C.P.1.2 and C.P.1.3 are clearly coordinate, and the pair C.P.1.4
and C.P.1.5 are clearly coordinate, the text does not explicitly link these two pairs
of premises with each other. Nonetheless, there are three reasons to see a link
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C.P.1.5 In addition to a great deal of unbounded in the universe and a
sufficient amount of bound in it, there is a cause, not paltry, ordering
and arranging years and seasons and months, (a cause that is) most
justly called wisdom and awareness (30c2-8).
Because (inference indicated by Ovxovv surely then, 30c2):
C.P.1.5.1 Itabsolutely would not stand to reason that the kind Cause
would not have devised for the great parts of the astronomical
whole the nature of the finest and most valuable things (30a9-c1).”
Because (inference from C.P.1.5.1.1 indicated by its statement as
genitive absolute to peunyavioBat would have devised, and
inference from C.P.1.5.1.2 indicated by the structure of the
sentence ag—-b7—namely, OV . .. dokoDpév. .. pev... 5 ovk
apa . .. we do not think on the one hand that [C.P.1.5.1.2] and
then on the other hand not [think] that [C.P.1.5.1]):

C.P.1.5.1.1 The great parts of the whole astronomical body are
surpassingly fair and pure (30b4-6).

C.P.1.5.1.2 The kind Cause is called every sort of wisdom (30b4).

between these two pairs: (1) The two pairs are separated by lines 30a9-c1. Those
lines are nothing but an argument subordinate to both pairs, that is, they are a
lemma supporting both P.1.3 and P.1.5. The lemma is that “the kind Cause has
devised for the great parts of the astronomical whole the nature of the finest and
most valuable things” (30a9-c1). The explicit inference from this lemma to C.P.1.3
is indicated by ydp because (30a9). The explicit inference from the lemma to C.P.1.5
is indicated by OvUkoUv surely then (30c2). And so this ten-line lemma explains the
lack of an explicit linking word in natural language. (2) No conclusion is drawn
after the statement of C.P.1.2 and C.P.1.3. The audience must wait for the conclu-
sion to be stated later. (3) The first eligible conclusion to be stated is C.P.1, explic-
itly indicated after the statement of the pair C.P.1.5 and C.P.1.4 by Ovxodv surely
then (30d1).

Iinterpret the principle established at 30a9-b7 (that anything at our level happens
better at the macrolevel) to be used twice in the argument (as premise C.P.1.5.1 and
as premise C.P.1.3.1.1), as indicated by the two inference indicators, ydp because

at 30a9 and Ovxodv surely then at 30c2. This interpretation, in addition to being
faithful to the inference indicators, also strengthens the argument by using the
principle twice: first to support that the universe has an ensouled body and then

to support that the universe is ordered and arranged by wisdom and awareness.
The principle established at 30a9-b7 is established by two further premises, but I
present them only once (as C.P.1.3.1.1.1 [at 30b4-6] and C.P.1.3.1.1.2 [at 30b4]), with
their support in turn.
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Because (inference indicated by statement of premises
C.P.1.5.1.2.1-4 as participles circumstantial to émxaieioBat
is called):

C.P.1.5.1.2.1 The kind Cause provides a soul in the (bodies) at
our level (30b1-2).

C.P.1.5.1.2.2 The kind Cause builds into (souls at our level)
trainer’s skill (to rule bodies, 30b2).

C.P.1.5.1.2.3 The kind Cause builds into (souls at our level) medi-
cal skill (to rule bodies, 30b2-3).

Because (inference from C.P.1.5.1.2.3.1indicated by its state-
ment as genitive absolute to C.P.1.5.1.2.3):

C.P.1.5.1.2.3.1 A body can stumble (into injury or disease,
30b2).

C.P.1.5.1.2.4. The kind Cause puts together other things in other
areas, healing everything (30b3).

The strategy for proving P2 is to argue for the first of the following two
alternatives: either awareness and knowing run the universe by arranging
and steering it, or unreason and chance run it (28ds5-9). Arguments from
design infer from the orderly aspects of the universe that there is “a delib-
erative and directive mind behind those phenomena” (Ratzsch 2005). Both
Protarchus’ briefly stated argument (that only the hypothesis of awareness
can adequately explain the phenomenon of cosmic order, B.P.2 =28e2-5)
and Socrates’ argument C (that only the hypothesis of awareness can explain
the phenomenon of a visible cosmos that is like a human body in having a
soul that runs it) are arguments from design.

Modern arguments from design typically reason “as if they thought
the world the workmanship of God” (Hume [1779] 1998, 40). In contrast,
Socrates’ argument C reasons that the visible cosmos is the body of a divine
soul. Hume’s character Philo appears to refer to Socrates’ argument C and
compares it favorably to the workmanship argument: “It must be confessed,
that as the universe resembles more a human body than it does the works
of human art and contrivance; if our limited analogy could ever, with any
propriety, be extended to the whole of nature, the inference seems juster
in favour of the ancient than the modern theory” (Hume [1779] 1998, 40).
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Although the visible cosmos is a body, Socrates relies on the “workman-
ship” model when he infers that a wise Cause must have “devised for the
great parts of the astronomical whole a nature that is the fairest and most
valuable” (C.P.1.5.1=30a9-c1), which leads him to conclude that the soul of
the universe, “ordering and arranging years and seasons and months” must
itself possess “awareness and wisdom” (C.P.1.5 =30c2-8). Thus, Socrates’
argument C establishes the following ultimate causal order. Some primordial
member of the craftworking kind Cause, prior to the space and time of the
universe, craftworks Bound and Unbounded into the particular mix that
comes to be as the universe with its fairest and most valuable nature. That
original craftworker does not leave the rule of that universe to chance, but
creates a soul (which we call “Zeus”) and endows it with awareness to rule
the universe as any soul moves its body. This ruling soul causes such things
as the order of years, seasons, and months.

The universe’s soul Zeus, while a personal member, a “genus-man”
(yevovotng) of the fourth kind or ‘genus’ Cause, is not itself identical with
its own cause, some primordial member of the kind Cause. Likewise, the
Timaeus makes a causal distinction between the transcendent god at 28¢
and the created world and its soul at 30b. Although the argument in the
Philebus has no need to draw a further inference, we can: that the primordial
member of the kind Cause, since it is craftworking, wise, and cognitive,
must itself possess a soul. There is similar reasoning in other later dialogues
of Plato. For example, arguing dialectically against those who believe that
only the more and less are real, the Eleatic Stranger infers that what is
“perfectly real” must have awareness and hence soul and hence live and
move (Sophist 248e6-249a2).

An alternate interpretation (by, e.g., Hackforth 1945, Menn 1995, and
Migliori 1993) is that Zeus in some sense is prior to his created existence as
ruler of our universe. Such an alternative is at odds with the Timaeus and
appears obscure in itself. See Rheins (2016) for discussion.

Socrates introduces his argument C when he bids Protarchus to consider
“the argument that is relevant to (¢ém6vta) this topic” (29a6) and ends it
at 30d6-8. The argument relies on some false but easily updated scientific
assumptions. For example, proposition C.P.1.3.1.2.1 (=29d7-8) falsely asserts
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that material bodies in general are composed of the four elements earth,
air, fire, and water. Likewise, proposition C.P.1.3.1.2.2 (=29e2-3) falsely
asserts that the cosmos is composed of earth, air, fire, and water. Such false
propositions make the argument as a whole unsound. It is easy to revise
false propositions such as these with up-to-date scientific propositions about
the atomic elements of the universe. And so the falsity of such premises is
not a serious flaw in Socrates’ argument C.

There is another scientific assumption that is false and not easily updated.
To show that the body of the universe has a soul, Socrates needs to establish
that “the body of the universe has [at its macrolevel] the same things as [bod-
ies at this level] yet even finer in every way” (C.P.1.5.1.1=30b4-6). Then,
with the additional premise that bodies at this level—the organic life forms
on the surface of the earth—must have souls that are the source and ruler
of their motions, it would follow that the astronomical body of the universe
has an even finer soul, the source and ruler of its celestial motions. But the
premise C.P.1.5.1.1 (=30b4-6) is false. Newton’s law of universal gravita-
tion explains the wondrous celestial motions with no need of heavenly
elements being “finer” than terrestrial elements. Since Newtonian gravity
is sufficient to explain both the wondrous order of celestial motion and a
terrestrial rockfall, celestial motion no more shows that the cosmos s a living
body than the motion of a falling rock shows that the earth is a living body.
And this premise (C.P.1.5.1.1=30b4-6) is not easily updated or avoided in
revising Socrates” argument C. Yet without it (C.P.1.5.1.1=30b4-6), the
exciting consequence—that a cosmic soul possesses “wisdom and aware-
ness” (C.P.1.5=30c2-8)—does not follow.

Thus, there is a false and not easily updated premise in Socrates’ argument
C, making that argument unsound. Nonetheless, as it seems to me, a reader
of the Philebus who was unaware of a theory of universal gravitation would
have found the argument highly plausible. Indeed, writing almost a century
after Newton’s discovery in 1687 of a theory of universal gravitation, Hume
expected his readers to find more plausibility in the conclusion that the vis-
ible cosmos is the animate body of a divine soul than that it is the product of
“workmanship,” on the basis of its greater resemblance to the human body
than to any “works of human art and contrivance” (Hume [1779] 1998, 40).
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Since C.P.1.5.1.1 (=30b4-6) is the only destructively false premise I find
in the argument, and as I find no uncontroversially invalid inferences, I explain
the argument’s unsoundness on the grounds that the scientific understanding
of Plato’s day turned out to be false. Alternate interpretations as to why the
argument is unsound are that the argument is intentional sophistry (Gos-
ling 1975, 206-8) or a game with a purpose other than sound inference to
its conclusion (Delcomminette 2006, 263, 266-67). It is a problem for such
interpretations that the argument would have been plausibly sound prior to
Newton’s theory of universal gravitation.

Although the conclusion of this argument is that awareness is part of
the kind Cause, an alternative interpretation is that awareness is part of the
kind Bound (e.g., Damascius 1959 §127, p. 61 and §134, p. 65; Ficino 2000,
385; Ferber 1912, 159-60; and Robin 1950, 574-75). The reasoning is that, if
the mixed life (of pleasure and knowing) is part of the kind Mix (which is a
mix of Bound and Unbounded), then either awareness belongs to the kind
Bound, or the dialogue equivocates on “mix.” This reasoning mistakes the
way in which pleasure is bound: not by the kinds of knowing present in the
mixed life (including the inexact building and musical skills, 62b-c) but by
number to produce measure and symmetry. For example, as shown below,
pure pleasure is limited by a ratio of one to one with the amount of deple-
tion that can be unperceived. There is no equivocation on “mix,” because
there is no suggestion at 20b-22c¢ that the good mixed life contains only
pleasure and knowing as sole constituents of the mixed life in the way that
Bound and Unbounded are sole constituents of Mix. Indeed, 22d1-2 explic-
itly leaves open the possibility that other ingredients are present in the mix
besides pleasure and knowing, a possibility realized in the final account of
the mixed life at 64c—67a, where measure, beauty, and truth are the domi-
nant ingredients. As the deliberations in 60a-64b show, both pleasure and
knowing are capable of being more or less present in the mixed life. Relative
to that mixed life—that is, as effects in the mix of the craftworking agent
craftworking—both are unbounded in contrast to the bound provided by

measure, beauty, and truth.

28a3-4 TOUT®V 81) 0OL TOV AMEPAVTWOV YEYOVOC E0Tw let it [pleasure]
be, for you, among these unlimited things [i.e., the members of the kind
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Commentary 155

Unbounded], the reading of B and T. One alternative is Burnet’s (1901)
revision: ToUT® 81 00L TGOV ANEPAVTWOV Ye yévous Eatwv let these two [i.e.,
pleasure and pain] for you be of the kind of the unlimited things. Another
alternative is Frede, who adopts a correction made in manuscript Ven.
189: 70070 O1] OOL TV ATEPAVTWY YEYOVOC E0TW, let this [i.e., the pleas-
ant] be for you among the unlimited things. Frede first (1993) translates
this as follows: “But take note that pleasure is thereby assigned to the
boundless.” Later (1997, 35), however, she translates it thus: “let it for
you belong [mag es fiir dich . . . gehdren] to the boundless.”

28d6-9 émtpomevew bein charge . . . SrakvPepvav steer through. The first
verb is consistent with randomness being in charge, while the second

verb requires rational agency.

28e7 difjtathen. Used in questions, this word in most cases marks an infer-

ence or consequence of what was previously said.

2926 vUV UiV for us now contrasts with toig tpdobev for those earlier at
28d7-8, e7.

29a10 kaiyijv land ho! (“land indeed!”)-perhaps a sailor’s cry on sight-
ingland. Socrates is noticing a pun in his list of the four elements: “fire,
water, air, and ‘land ho!” [i.e., earth]—as storm-tossed sailors say.” In her
speech of welcome to Agamemnon, Clytemnestra, using a metaphor for
his appearance home, says that he is kai yfjv paveioav vavtiioig tap’
ENntida land appearing to sailors [who had been] past hope (Aeschylus,
Agamemnon 899-900).

29b1 Kaipdha [we] very much [observe those things] indeed!is the natural
way to interpret this, until Protarchus establishes his thesis (with the
inferential yap) by referring to the company’s aporia. Then the meaning
seems to be very much [storm tossed] indeed!

29b3 T@®Vmwap’ quiv the things by us—that is, the things at our (microcosmic)
level such as fire, water, air, and earth. Eventually, soul will be added to
the list of things that are put together in bodies.

29bg mavtwv allthings . . . t® mavti “the all” = the universe (in almost all
occurrences in Philebus). There are different meanings between the plural
without the definite article and the singular with the definite article.
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156  Plato’s Philebus

29¢3 maomn duvaperti) nepito nbp ovon In all the power that is [realized]
about fire. There are different meanings for dvvauig. When modified
by a participle X-ing it means the activated power X-ing (two instances
in Philebus; see also 32a1). When limited by an infinitive (one instance in
Philebus, at 58d3—4), it is the inactive power to X. When limited by a
genitive (ten instances in Philebus—e.g., 28d7), it is the inactive power
of X-ness.

29¢5 Gpyerau [the fire present to us] is subject [to the fire of the universe].
As an alternative, Burnet (1901) (following Jackson) emends dpyetat to
ab&etau [the fire present to us] grows [by the fire of the universe].

29¢c5-9 The fire at our level—of you and me and other living things—is
sustained and is born from and is subject to the fire of the universe. In
my interpretation there are no premises supporting this proposition
(C.P.1.3.1.1.5). T take it that Socrates, if pressed for a reason, would have
appealed to common observations such as the following: the fire of
the sun warms the earth and its inhabitants; we do not warm the sun.

Migliori (1993, 173) provides an alternative interpretation according
to which there is an argument in the text for 29¢5-9, an argument that
can be made just as well for the other elements besides fire, as follows.
“The matter appears obvious for several reasons: [first] from the princi-
ple nothing comes from nothing and [second] because reflection upon
the processes which constitute reality [processi costitutivi della realta]
shows that the direction of the process is always from more pure to less
pure, from pure elements to mixed products.”

Delcomminette (2006, 265) interprets the argument to rest on
two different undefended speculative metaphysical principles: “a
rule of bi-univocal [biunivoque] correspondence, according to which
all that is present in us is also present in the universe,” and “a rule of
hierarchy, according to which that which is present in us is infinitely
inferior to that which corresponds to it in the universe, upon which it
depends and by which it is sustained.” These principles are “applied” at
four levels: the elementary level of fire, water, air and earth; the level

of “their organization into a body, the level of the soul, and the level of

215-110667_ch01_1P.indd 156

13/09/22 12:41 AM



Commentary 157

“intelligence and the three other kinds” (2006, 265). Like Migliori’s
interpretation, Delcomminette’s interpretation attributes undefended
metaphysical principles to the argument and is at odds with the infer-
ence indicators in the text.

According to Gosling (1975), this premise cannot merely be the true
point that the microcosmic bodies take in any increase of a given element
from the environment, which is too weak for the notion of nourishing.
His implication is that any stronger version of the premise is false. But, as
I'have interpreted it, the argument need not make more than the obvious
claim that the warmth in our bodies derives from such things as the sun.

According to Hampton (1990), Plato is suggesting here that the mac-
rocosmic fire is ontologically prior to the microcosmic bits of fire. But
we need not interpret the argument to presuppose this nonobvious
philosophical notion of ontological priority.

29c¢7 U’ €keivou [updg] is an antithesis to the preceding 0o o0 map’
Npiv tupoégand calls for a verb in the passive voice such dpyetatis subject
to or ai€etauis increased by, but Socrates by the end of the sentence uses
the active form Toyet holds fast.

29e2 [Swa] Tov avtov yap tpdmov on account of the same manner. Badham
raised the problem: if we cannot explain the causal d1a found in the
manuscripts with tpémov, we ought to edit out the Sia. Bury (1897) and
Burnet (1901) cannot explain, and they do edit out the 61a. Translators
tend to follow them: for example, Frede (1993): “It will turn out to be
a body in the same sense, since it is composed of the same elements”
(see also Delcomminette 2020). The following reconstruction of the
argument avoids changing the text and gives a meaning to the causal
Owa with tpémov, granting Badham’s point that “the cause of its being a
body is given in cUvBetov . . . avtdv [composed of the same elements].”

P1 Ifearth, air, fire, and water lie together in a unity; we legitimately call
them a body.

P2 Earth, air, fire, and water lie together in the unity we call the cosmos.

Thus, 61d 1OV avTOV TpOTOV 011 account of the same manner [of inference as
from antecedent to consequent in P1]:
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158  Plato’s Philebus

C1 The cosmos would be a body.
Later logicians established one sense of tpémog as “mode of inference,”
according to LSJ tpémog VI.

30a-e: Socrates concludes the cosmological argument that Awareness belongs
to the kind Cause

For ease of reference I restate here the main steps of Socrates’ argument C
that knowing should be assigned to the kind Cause (see note to 28a—30a for
all premises of this lengthy argument).

P1 (Whatever manages—that is, arranges and steers—the universe should
be assigned to the kind Cause.)

P2 Awareness and an amazing knowing arrange and steer this whole uni-
verse (28d7-8, 28e3, 30c2—7, 30d8).

Because:

C.P.1 Akingly soul and kingly awareness are inbred, through the power
of Cause, into the nature of Zeus (i.e., that which runs or he who rules
this universe, 30d1-4).

Because:

C.P.1.1 (Let “Zeus” refer to whatever rules the universe, allowing the
possibility that Zeus is “the force of Unreason or Chance” [28d6-7].)

C.P.1.2 The body at our level has a soul (30a3-4).

C.P.1..3 If the body of the universe were not ensouled, the body at
our level (would have its soul) after taking it from nowhere (i.e., it
would not have a soul) (30a5-8).

Because:

C.P.1.4 Wisdom and awareness could never come to be without
a soul (30c9-10).

C.P.1.5 Inaddition to a great deal of unbounded in the universe and a
sufficient amount of bound in it, there is a cause, not paltry, order-
ing and arranging years and seasons and months, (a cause that is)
most justly called wisdom and awareness (30c2-7).

Because:
C.P.1.5.1 Itabsolutely would not stand to reason that the kind Cause
would not have devised for the great parts of the astronomical
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Commentary 159

whole the nature of the finest and most valuable things
(3029-c1).
Because:
C.P.1.5.1.1 The great parts of the whole astronomical body
are surpassingly fair and pure (30b4-6).
C.P.1.5.1.2 The kind Cause is called every sort of wisdom
(30b4).
Because:
C.P.1.5.1.2.1 The kind Cause provides a soul in the (bodies)
at our level (30b1-2).
C.P.1.5.1.2.2 The kind Cause builds into (souls at our level)
trainer’s skill (to rule bodies, 30b2).
C.P.1.5.1.2.3 Thekind Cause builds into (souls at our level)
medical skill (to rule bodies, 30b2-3).
Because:
C.P.1.5.1.2.3.1 A body can stumble (into injury or dis-
ease, 30b2).
C.P.1.5.1.2.4. The kind Cause puts together other things
in other areas, healing everything (30b3).

30a5-6 I160¢ev ... AaPov, elnep pi) 16 ye 1od mavtog odpa Epyuvyov ov

£tUyyave, Tavtd ye £xov toVte kai ETLmaveny kariova; If the body of
the universe were not actually ensouled—a body having the same posses-

sions as this [body with us] but still more beautiful in every way—the body
at our level [would have its soul] after taking it from where? Protarchus

affirms in answer o08ap60ev &M oBev from nowhere else, giving Socrates

premise C.P.1.3 (the body at our level takes its soul from nowhere if the

body of the universe is not actually ensouled). This premise is conditional:

neither Socrates asking the question nor Protarchus giving his answer
affirms here that the universe has a soul.

Lorenz (2019, 94) translates as follows: “But from where . . . does it
obtain soul, unless the body of the universe turns out to be ensouled,
given that it has the same attributes as our kind of body, but still more
beautiful in every way?” Lorenz’s “unless” clause inaccurately translates

a Greek contrary-to-fact condition, contrary to fact because the tense of
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160  Plato’s Philebus

the verb ét¥yyave is imperfect (LSJ imep II). Many translators suppose
that an English “unless” clause may translate a Greek neutral (as opposed
to counterfactual) “if . . . not” condition. This is inaccurate. An “unless”
clause ought only to translate a neutral “except if” condition (wAnv i, as
at Plato, Apology 18d1). See Geis (1973) and von Fintel (1992).

Mason (2014, 146) interprets these lines to say, “we get our souls from
the world-soul (just as our bodies are derived from the world body).” In
addition to being far from the text, such a reading makes the argument
assume at this point what it needs to prove.

Carpenter (2003, 100) interprets the reasoning as follows: if the cosmic
body were not ensouled, then “our soul, and the very fact that we are liv-
ing organisms, would be no more than merely accidental and contingent—
that is, there would be no explanation at all for the organisation which
makes a body.” The importation of “contingency” is unnecessary and

does not strengthen the argument.

3029-b7 OV ydp mov SokoUpév ye, @ lpdtapye, @ téTtapa ékeiva,

[ee]

népag Kai ATELPOV KAl KOLVOV Kai TO Ti¢ aitiag yévog év dnaot
TETAPTOV VOV, TOUTO €V PEV ToIg Tap’ NHiv yuyv Te mapéyxov Kat
ocopackiav ¢umolotv Kai TTaiocavtog CONATOC iaTpIKiV Kal €v
aMotg dAa ouvtifEy kai dxovpevov tacayv kai Tavroiav co@iav
¢mkaAeiofat, TOV & adTO®V TOUTOV OVIOV €V OAQ TE OVPAV® Kal
Kata peydia pépn, kaitpooiTi KAA®V Kal eiAkpv@dv, €v tovToIg §’
ovk dpa pepnyavijofal Ty T@v KaMioTOV Kal TIHIOTATOV PUoLY
(=C.P.1.5.1). Scholars have struggled with the grammar of this sentence.
Table 3 below gives my analysis (in the style of Bailly 2003). I follow Bury
(1897): “Though the sentence begins with mention of all four yévn, the
true subject of the whole is the fourth only, 10 Tfjc aitiag yévog, which
in the first clause is resumed by ToUto as accusative (agreeing with the
participles mapéyov, éumotodv, ovvtifév, dxovpevov) before the infini-
tive émkaAeioBat, and in the second clause (after the genitive absolute)

as accusative subject to peunyavijofar.”®

. Iam grateful to Mason (2014, 148n6) for defending Bury’s identification of “the true

subject,” correcting my identification of the subject of this passage in Rudebusch (2016).
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Table 3
Analysis of 30a9-b7

1

oV yap mtov dokoTuév ye,
o [pdtapye for I suppose,
Protarchus, that we do not think

ta téttapa éxeiva with respect
to those four

mépag xal AmELPOV KAl KOLVOV
Kal to Thg aitiag yévog €v
amnaot tétaptov évov Bound,
Unbounded, Shared, and the
kind Cause, a fourth that is pre-
sent in all things

tolto that this

€v pev toig [odpaot] map’
MUV Yoy Te Tapéyov Kal
owpaockiav éumolodv kai pro-
viding a soul in the [bodies] at
our level and building in physi-
cal trainer’s skill
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Main clause. Verb of thinking
doxotpév followed by indi-
rect discourse in two clauses
(clauses marked by pév at row 5
and &€ at row 10), an accusa-
tive (toUto at row 4) plus infini-
tive (¢muxaAeioBat at row 8 and
peunyavioBat at row 10) con-
struction.

Accusative of respect limiting
dokoUpév.

Appositive to Td téttapa ékeiva,
naming “those four.”

Demonstrative pronoun in appo-
sition to its antecedent, T0 Tfjg
aitiag yévoc. It is the accusative
subject of the indirect pév and 8¢
clauses after oxodpév begun but
suspended for the conjunction in

row 5.

Conjunction of participial phrases

(expressing actions performed by
the subject, ToUto, which actions
cause the action of the main verb,
émkaAeiofal, of the pév phrase

begun but suspended for the con-

struction in row 6.:

(continued)
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Analysis of 30a9-b7 (continued)

6 mtaioavtogowuatog when a
body stumbles

7 latpkny kal év dMoig dMa
ouvtifev kat dkovpevov tdoav
and medical skill and in other
cases putting other things with
[soul] and giving remedies for
everything

8 «xaimavroiav copiav
émukaieioBauis called every sort
of wisdom

9 TOVY avT®V ToUTWV OVTWYV
€v OA@ T 0UPaV@ Kal KaTd
HeYAAa puépn, Kal TPooETL
KAA®V kai eiAkpvdv since these
same things [as are found at our
level, that is, bodies composed of
fire, water, air, and earth lying
together in a unity] are in the
whole sky in big parts, [which
are] surpassingly fair and pure

10 évTtovTolgd ovk dpa
pepnyavijofat v t@v
KaMoTeV KAl TIHOTATOV
@Uow but that [this, i.e., the
kind Cause] has not devised the

Genitive absolute construction
expressing circumstances (a body
stumbling), causing the action

of the third conjunct, éumolotv
latpknv.

Conjunction of participial phrases

at row 5 resumed and completed.

The pév clause begun at row 4

is here resumed and completed.
The main verb of this pév clause
is the infinitive émikaAeioBat. The
subject is todTo.

Genitive absolute construction
expressing circumstances caus-
ing the action of the main verb
peunyavioBat of the 6¢ clause of
the indirect discourse. Restated
with a finite verb, the participial
phrase reads ta & avtd tadtd
€oTv v OA@ TE 0VpaVE Kai KaTd
peydAa pépm, kai TPooETL KAAQ
Kai elAkpva.

This 8¢ clause coordinates with
the pév clause above, with same

subject toUTo.

1— finest and most precious nature
0— in those [heavenly body parts].
+—
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3029-10 TaTéTTApA EKEIVA with respect to those four. This noun phrase at
first appears to be the subject of the indirect discourse after oxoUpév.
Rather than an accusative of respect, Stallbaum’s (1842) alternative read-
ing is that the sentence is an anacoluthon: ta téttapa ékeiva is the subject
of the indirect discourse at first, and Socrates switches mid-sentence to
a different subject.

3ob1 év dnaot tétaptov évov [Bound, Unbounded, Mix, and the kind
Cause,] a fourth that is present in all things. We have it already from
23c4-5 that the first three kinds are present in all things. An alternative
interpretation of €v dnaot tétaptov évov is that it claims that Cause is
present in the kinds Bound and Unbounded as well as Mix (Delcommi-
nette 2006, 268). This alternative seems at odds with the plain sense of
the text, as well as with 27a8-12 and 27b1-2.

30b1-2 £v pév 10ic [cdpact] wap’ Nuiv yuynv te ntapéyov [the kind
Cause] providing a soul in the [bodies] at our level. As Liebesman (2011,
411) observes, “kinds can inherit properties from their members in much
the same way that ordinary objects inherit properties from their parts.”
The Kind Cause provides souls to bodies in the same sense that it craft-
works Unbounded and Bound to give birth to Mix at 27b1-2—namely,
in having members that are such causes. In arguing for C.P.1=30d1-4
(that the body of this universe has a soul and mental awareness), it would
be circular reasoning to assume the existence of that macrosoul. As I
interpret the argument, there is no such fallacy. The argument assumes
at C.P.1.5.1.2.1 -4 =30b1-3 only the existence of the kind Cause, already
established at 27b1-2. There is similar reasoning about kinds in other
dialogues of Plato. For example, the kind Motion cannot be at rest and so
it must be moving (Sophist 255a). In the same dialogue, arguing dialecti-
cally against those who believe that only the more and less are real, the
Eleatic Stranger infers that what is “perfectly real” must have awareness
and hence soul and hence live and move (248e6-249a2). Certainly such
statements are absurd if Plato has a set theoretical account of kinds and
subkinds. And we should infer that his account of kinds and subkinds
does not identify them with sets (on the nature of kinds, see Muniz and
Rudebusch 2018 and n.d.).
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An alternative interpretation is that a mind in some sense, rather than
the kind Cause, would have to be the subject of the participle mapéyov
providing. Thus, Striker (1970) deletes yux1v te mapéyov providing soul
from the text on the grounds that the whole point of the argument here
is to show that there is such a thing as a divine or world mind and soul,
and such a soul is not established until 30c-d. Frede (1997) proposes a
different emendation. As she reasons, since it seems wrong to say that
awareness gives (tapéyov) the soul to the body, but rather orders it and
maintains it, it would be preferable to emend the text to read something
like katéyov possess or master. Another interpretation of this passage is
Gosling (1975, 99), according to whom the kind Cause is a category. As
a consequence, he cannot understand “supplies” (tapéyov) in a causal
way. As he reads this passage, therefore, “the kind Cause supplies souls
to bodies” means simply that souls are in the category Cause. Likewise,
to say “the kind Cause builds skill into souls” (30b2-3) would seem to
mean simply that skill and awareness are in the category Cause. Since it
is the burden of Socrates’ argument precisely to prove that awareness is
in the “category”—that is, the kind Cause—this interpretation seems to
make the argument circular.

More recently, Rheins (2016, 19 and 36) has argued that the subject
is neither the kind Cause nor an intellect but the cosmos itself on the
grounds that “this subject (which is a cause), cannot be intellect in 30b1-7,
and it is extremely unlikely to be the fourth kind itself, rather than a par-
ticular member of it.” In reasoning this way, Rheins seems not to notice
that, as Liebesman (2011, 411) observes, “kinds can inherit properties
from their members in much the same way that ordinary objects inherit
properties from their parts.” We can say, for example, that the honeybee
pollinates plants or that the human race developed atomic energy in the
twentieth century. The meaning of yévog kind permits totto this (kind
Cause) to be present everywhere (in virtue of its members being present
everywhere) and to devise the nature of the cosmos (in virtue of one of
its members devising the cosmos).

30b2-3 cwpackiav uToLotV KAl TTAICAVTOC CAOUATOC LATPIKNV given
that a body stumbles [into weakness or disease, the kind Cause] builds into
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Commentary 165

[souls at our level] physical trainer’s skill and medical skill. The genitive
absolute ntaioavtog o®partog given that a body stumbles provides an
explanation why the kind Cause builds these things into us.

30b4 1OV’ avT@V TOUTWV these same things [as are found at our level—that

is, bodies composed of fire, water, air, and earth lying together in a unity].
The demonstrative pronoun’s most immediate and natural antecedent is
101 [oddpaot] at 3ob1. Bury’s alternative antecedent is these same [ four
kinds—Bound, Unbounded, Mix, and Cause]. Such an alternative seems
to weaken the subargument for C.P.1.1.1 (3029-b7).

30b6 pepnyavijoOartv. .. @oow [the kind Cause] devises the nature. Tuc

verb here is middle in meaning and transitive. The kind Cause devised
the nature of the cosmos in the same sense that the human race devised
nuclear weapons—namely, in virtue of one or some of its members devis-
ing it (as Liebesman [2011, 411] observes, this sense is to be expected in
generic predication).

As an alternative, Mason (2014, 148) argues that the meaning of
pepnyavioBat here is passive and that the subject of this verb is tnv
@Uow “the . . . nature has been built.” Mason gives two arguments against
a middle, transitive reading, from the meaning of pepnyavijofat and
from the grammar of pepnyavioBat. In the argument from the meaning
of peunyavijofai, Mason observes that the kind Cause is described at
30b1 as v dmaot évov present in all things and rightly points out that it
takes a particular soul to have devised (pepnyavijoBat) the nature of the
cosmos. But it does not follow from this observation and point that the
meaning is passive rather than active. As Liebesman (2011, 411) observes,
“kinds can inherit properties from their members in much the same way
that ordinary objects inherit properties from their parts.” The meaning
of yévog kind permits tovto this [ kind Cause] to be present everywhere
(in virtue of its members being present everywhere) and to devise the
nature of the cosmos (in virtue of one of its members devising the cos-
mos). In the argument from the grammar of pepnyavioOar, Mason
reasons that the verb pepnyavijoBar must have a passive meaning, “since
a middle sense is out of the question here (Plato would of course never
say that soul ‘has built itself” into the cosmos)” (Mason 2014, 147). Mason
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166  Plato’s Philebus

seems not to notice that the middle sense may have, in addition to the
direct reflexive sense (which “represents the subject as acting directly
on himself” [S §1717], for example, “to build oneself”), also an indirect
reflexive sense (which represents the subject as acting for himself, with
reference to himself, or with something belonging to himself” [S §1719],
for example, when the kind Cause devises with things belonging to itself
some nature). LSJ (unyavdopat ILB.1) attests an indirect reflexive sense
for the perfect middle of the deponent unyavdopat in Plato at Gorgias
459d5-6 (meo . . . pepnyavnuévog having devised a persuasion for him-
self) and at Laws 904b6-7 (pepnydvntat . . . 10 1010V Tt has devised the
sort of thing with something belonging to himself). Other such instances in
Plato are Laws 649a3 (pdppaxov oUte avtol pepnyaviueba neither have
we devised a drug for ourselves) and Timaeus 47a6 (pepnydvnvrat. . .
apBuov devised number with reference to themselves).

tovtolg The most immediate and natural antecedent of the demonstra-

tive pronoun TovToLG is uépn parts.

30b7 1@V kaMioTOV kal TipI@TAT®V [the nature] of the finest and most
valuable things. The plural is used because the argument requires that
“the finest and most valuable” refers to three things: soul, awareness, and
wisdom. As an alternative interpretation, Hackforth (1943, 56) states that
the plural indicates that “Plato wavers between a single world-soul . . .
and a plurality.”

30C4—5 AMELPOV TE €V TP TAVTi TOAD, Kal TEPAS ikavov, kai Tig. . .
aitia o0 @avin a great deal of unbounded in the universe and a sufficient
amount of bound [in it], and a cause, not paltry. The substantives dnelpov
unbounded, népag bound, and aitia cause are modified, respectively,
by év 1@ mavti oAV a great deal of [unbounded] in the universe, ikavov
a sufficient amount of [bound in the universe], and Tig . . . 00 @aVAN a
[cause], not paltry. These modifiers show that in this premise the words
dnelpév unbounded, mépag bound, and aitia cause do not refer to the
kinds Unbounded, Bound, and Cause, but to particular members of

those kinds, members that exist at the cosmic level. In particular, the

word aitia cause refers to the wisdom and awareness that order events
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at the cosmic level. This is the first time that that wisdom and awareness,
as opposed to the kinds Wisdom and Awareness, are mentioned in the

course of the argument.

30c6-7 co@ia kai voigAeyopévn ducardtat’ dv (=1 copia kai voig

Aéyorto Swkaudtat’ &v that might most rightly be called wisdom and
awareness. “The present . . . participle with &v represents . . . the pre-
sent optative with av” (S §1846).

30d1 évpeévTi) ol A0G. . . @UoeLin the nature of Zeus. Lorenz (2019, 99),

following Mason (2014, 146), identifies the Zeus in this passage “with
the living, intelligent, and embodied being that is the universe” (99). He
gives no explicit argument for his interpretation, although he mentions a
consideration that could count in its favor: “the expressions ‘a kingly soul’
and ‘a kingly intelligence’ are no doubt meant to refer to the world soul
and its intelligence” (Lorenz 2019, 99). The consideration may be true,
but it would make a weak argument. Just as Socrates identifies himself
with his soul, not his soul and body (e.g., at Phaedo 115c2-d6), it is safe
to assume that Socrates likewise identifies Zeus with the soul govern-
ing the body of the universe, not with that soul and that body. Socrates’
account of personal identity, therefore, gives us one argument that Zeus
is the agent ruling the universe, not the agent ruling and the body ruled.

There are two more arguments. The second is that Socrates presents
conclusion P.1 as the answer to the question raised at 28d5-9, which asked
“whether the force of unreason and chance manages things altogether
and the so-called ‘whole’, or, as those before us used to say, awareness
[voUc], that is, a sort of amazing knowing [ppdvnoig], arranging [it],
steers [it] along?” The question, then, is not “What is the nature of the
universe?” but “Who or what rules the universe?” And Zeus, with his
revealed nature, is the answer to this question. Thus, Zeus is the ruler
of the universe, not the universe.

The third argument is that, although Socrates introduces Zeus’ name for
the first time in the Philebus here in his conclusion at 30d1, he has already
referred to the traditional deity in asking the question. He did this when

he cited the view of traditional wisdom that “voUgis king of heaven and
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168  Plato’s Philebus

earth for us” (28¢7-8). In that wisdom tradition, the “king of heaven and
earth” can only refer to Zeus (see, e.g., Homer, Iliad 15.192-93), a Zeus
who is traditionally associated with voUg (e.g., in Hesiod, Zeus has “great
voU¢” [Theogony 37]; “itis not possible [even for Prometheus] to deceive
the voug of Zeus” [Theogony 613]; and “it is not possible in any way to
escape the volig of Zeus” [Works and Days 105], a “Zeus who knows ever-
lasting arts [a@Oita puijdea eiddc]” [Theogony 545]). Protarchus shows he
accepts these sorts of elements of traditional wisdom when he answers
Socrates’ question as to whether unreason or awareness is the ruler.
For Protarchus’ answer is “it does not appear to be reverent” to say that
unreason might rule the universe (28e2). Finally, Protarchus (at 34e5,
36a4) and Socrates (at 60a4) both invoke Zeus by name using traditional
expletives. There is no evidence, therefore, to suppose that Socrates and
Protarchus have come to a nontraditional pantheistic view of Zeus as the
ensouled universe in this dialogue; there is much evidence against such
aview; and such pantheism would not give Socrates a better argument.
It is better, then, to interpret Zeus to be whatever rules the universe,
beit chance or awareness. It is conceivable for Greeks to think of Zeus in
this sort of open-ended way. For example, Hecuba describes that deity
with the following formula: “Zeus, whether necessity of nature or voUg
of mortals” (Euripides, Trojan Women 886).
30di-4 €v pev tf] Tol Alog €peig PUaeL faatAkny pev Yuynyv, factiikov
0¢ voiv €yylyveoBar Sia tny tig aitiag SUvapwy A kingly soul and kingly
awareness are inbred, through the power of Cause, into the nature of Zeus.
See note to 28a-30a for my identification of the argument for this conclu-
sion (C.P.1). AsLinterpret it, the conclusion answers the question asked
at 28ds-9: Is it awareness or chance that rules the universe? Seen as an
answer to that question, this conclusion does not posit the existence
of a new entity Zeus but establishes, rather, the kingly animation and
wise awareness of whatever it is (call it “Zeus”) that rules the universe.
30d3 ka0’ ot @irov ékdaotoigAéyeoOat according to whatever [is] pleas-
ing for each to be called. This reverence toward the naming of gods
recalls 12¢3—4: xai viv v pev Appoditny, omr éxeivy pilov, Tavty
npooayopeVw and now I address Aphrodite in whatever way is dear to her.
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30e-31a: The cosmological argument shows that Awareness belongs to the
kind Cause

3oe1 yevovotngIfollow T and the consensus of the ancient commentators
(Porphyry, Proclus, Olympiodorus, Hesychius, and Suidas) in accepting
yevovoTng at 30e1 as an apparent neologism. Hesychius glosses it as 0
YEVYNTKOG someone genetically related, Suidas as yevvitng fj ovyyevigi
€yyovog either parent or sibling or offspring, Olympiodorus as ovyyevi|g
kindred.I coin a word, “genus-man,” to make the Greekless reader aware
of the neologism. (Another apparent neologism occurs at 15a6; see note
there.) Examples of how the suffix -tn¢ works:

gpog love épaotng lover
Opog mountain opéotng mountaineer
KOAQOLG chastisement KOAQO TG chastiser

I agree with Stallbaum (1820) that Plato coined it as part of the “well-
made jest” (faceto lusu) referred to in Socrates’ next speech (30e6), the
jest being this riddle: “This flawless argument belongs to the human
beings of old, who have provided an answer to my inquiry [the inquiry
begun at 28a], that awareness is a ‘genus-man’ of the Cause of all things,
stated of the Four, of which it was, for us, one. Now you have our answer”
(30d10-e3). In other words, the question was: Which of the four kinds
contains Awareness? The answer is: Of the four kinds, one, the kind
Cause, contains Awareness as a subkind or “genus-man.”

The alternative in manuscript B is to read two words, yévoug Ti|g,
instead of the single word yevovotrnc. This produces awkward grammar
instead of a neologism. The feminine definite article tfig would take the
feminine noun anéxpiow answer as antecedent, meaning: “This flawless
argument belongs to the human beings of old, who have provided an
answer to my inquiry [the inquiry begun at 28a], that awarenessis a kind
of the Cause of all things, stated of the [answer] of the Four, of which it
was, for us, one. Now you have our answer.” The proposition affirmed
by this text is not significantly different.

Other alternatives resorted to by modern editors are to cut trouble-
some words from the text to eliminate the riddling speech. Thus, Burnet
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170  Plato’s Philebus

(1901) follows Badham (1878), who brackets t@v tettdpwv v v Nuiv €v
toUto as “a marginal note on which all correction is thrown away.” If we
interpret 30d10-e2 as riddling, there is no need for such an emendation.
The elaborate and riddling composition do not seem out of place in the
Philebus. Plato alludes to a children’s riddle at Republic 479c¢ that was
apparently similar in style to his speech here.

30e2 @V of which. Although manuscripts B and T both omit Gv at 30e2
(although it is added in the margin to T), I retain this relative pronoun
in my translation, following the majority of the manuscripts (see Bury
1897, 58 for discussion). The alternative, to make v fpiv €v todto [of
which] this [i.e., Cause] was one for us an independent clause, is more
awkward and less lucid, but does not significantly change the meaning.

PART III. CLASSIFICATIONS OF PLEASURE
AND KNOWING

1. Having agreed to the One-Many Thesis, we can use the Divine
Method and the kinds produced by the Fourfold Division to classify

the forms of pleasure in order to answer the Happiness Question.

31a—c: The kind Pleasure comes to be in the kind Mix. The classification will

be in terms of location and circumstance.

The text at 31a—c does not claim that the kind Pleasure is a member of the
kind Mix (it is a member of the kind Unbounded, 31a8-10). This text makes
a claim about the location where pleasures come to be: in organisms that

are members of the kind Mix.

31a1 Niv at present. An alternative is Dies (1949) and Delcomminette (2020),
both of whom follow Bekker’s (1817) emendment to voig awareness,

making it the explicit subject of the verbs éoti and kéxtnTat.

3122 Ta vUV the things now is an accusative of respect, so that the subject is
understood to be voig awareness, echoing 30d10-e1. An alternative read-

ing makes T viv the nominative subject of éoti are and kéxtnTat possess.

3123 dednAwtarit has been shown that Awareness belongs to the kind Cause
and has the power to order, arrange, and rule the cosmos by producing

mixes of Unbounded and Bound.
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31a7-8 voig pév aitiag v ovyyevig kai tovtov oed0v 10l yévoug
Awareness is kindred of Cause and basically of this kind. In other words,
Awareness is a subkind of the kind Cause. It is rare to have the genitive
aitiag instead of dative as complement to cuyyevG.

31210 €v avT® @’ féavtod in itself from itself. The a@’ éavtod leaves open
that the kind Unbounded—specifically, its subkind Pleasure—might
have bounds in itself from another.

31bg avt®v them. Plural not dual form is small evidence that Socrates has
switched from referring to each of the two kinds, pleasure and pain, to

each of the pleasures.

31c2 "Ev T® xow® . .. yéverin the shared kind. Although pleasure and
pain are of the kind Unbounded, they arise in the kind Mix.

31c6 "Eotatr tadt’ eig Svvapwy. The eig vvapy might be an idiom—
these things will be [recalled] to the best of my ability—but it might also
describe Socrates’ process—these things will be [recalled, each] in [its
distinctive] power. Protarchus perhaps recognizes the word play with
his reply KaAdcg eineg you said [that] in a pretty way.
® Oavpdore my wonderful [man]. Socrates uses this adjective twice in
addressing Protarchus, and Protarchus uses it once in responding to
Socrates. It is a common vocative in Plato, used thirty-eight times. A
synonym is Oavpaotdg, which is Socrates’ favored adjective for describ-

ing the paradox of one and many.

31c11 appoviav harmony. Socrates put Uyleta health by name into the
kind Mix at 25e7-8. Bury (1897) asks, “But when had harmony been so
classed?” It was undeniably so classed at 26a2—4, even if not by name.

31d: How the kind Pleasure is one: in organisms, from the circumstances of
disintegration and restoration. Organisms (i.e., ensouled bodies) are a mix
of bound and unbounded. While the right proportions of that mix disinte-
grate, there is pain. While the right proportions are being restored, there is

the pleasure of restoring.

Hackforth (1945, 83) interprets the thesis to say that only filling, not restora-
tion in general, is pleasant, and he sees 42c9—d8 as not merely a restatement
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but as a change in thesis, as fillings there come to be recognized as possibly
painful. Delcomminette (2006, 413) more charitably interprets the present
passage (31d4-32d5) as already a general scheme in terms of disintegra-
tion and restoration rather than filling and emptying. Certainly, filling and
emptying can both be processes leading toward or away from harmony in

an organism’s nature.

31e-32b: Bodily pleasures. The easiest kind of pain as disintegrating and

pleasure as being restored is in the body.

31d1 KaMNov eineg you said [that] in the prettiest way. Socrates makes
superlative Protarchus’ preceding term of praise and applies it to Pro-
tarchus, I suppose, for his accurate recall of the conversation (see note
to 31¢6).

31dio pnOijvau be stated, agreeing with the passive verbal adjective Aextéov
at do.
OU OAiywv mepi peyiotwv in a few [words] about the longest [topics].
Not “weightiest” (Frede 1993)—Socrates does not think pleasure is the
most important thing. Socrates here completes his account of pain as a
one and pleasure as a one, acknowledging at the same time the unbound-
edly many particular instances of disintegration and restoration within
organisms. Following the Divine Method, he will turn next to identifying

different kinds of pleasure.

31e3 Ta dnpooid mwov xai wepLpavi) [it is easiest to understand] the common
and obvious things. Pain and pleasure as disintegration and restoration
are easiest to understand in the body. Socrates begins here to collect the
first subkind of pain and pleasure, which he completes at 32b6-7. It is
harder to see the disintegration and restoration in the other subkinds,

31e10 @Oopa...xdiAvoiga destruction and a disintegration. Burnet (1901)
and others bracket kai AVoig on the grounds that AVoig and @pBopa are
synonyms. But they are not. A disintegration is a specific kind of destruc-
tion. Some things, like pains, are destroyed by order not disintegration.

32a1 1j...mAnpovoa dOvapigdovi the power, when filling . . . [is] a plea-
sure. When 60vapig is modified by an attributive participle (as here and also
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at29c¢3, Suvdapeltq] . . . olion, the power being [active]), it refers to the acti-
vated power, in contrast to when it is modified by the genitive substantive—
for example, 1 Tiig TANpOOoEWG OUVaLs the power of filling—which refers
to the power whether or not activated. Likewise, when dUvapg takes a
complementary infinitive, it refers to the mere power, not necessarily in
action, as at 58d3-4 (tig. . . SUvapg épav a certain power to love). Only
the active and not the inactive power is a pleasure.

32a6 piyovgt). .. tijgypdTntog g from freezing cold the solidifying of
the fluids. The noun ntii€ic is modified by two genitives: piyovga genitive
of source (S §1410) and UypdtnTOC an objective genitive.

32a7 @mOvtwv when [the harmony] comes back. As Bury (1897) says, the
prefix here (and in the one other occurrence of this verb) means back
not away. The prefix has this same function in am6dooig at 32a3.

32a7-8 Swaxpwvopévwv when [the things] go back and separate. 1 follow
Stallbaum (1842), who takes this to be an ellipsis for a genitive absolute.
For the subject of the verbs, he supplies t@v 0Oyp&v, the fluids, from
vypoéTNTOG at a6-7.

32a9 av @i [the argument] which states, subjunctive) plus accusative
(v . .. @Bopav) plus infinitive (efvar). The subjunctive plus dv expresses
generality in present time (S §2545¢). Listening to Socrates speak, one
would at first suppose that the accusative 10 . . . €idog the form is the
accusative subject of the indirect discourse, but by the time he finishes
the sentence one would realize it must be Oopav destruction, so that
eldog¢ is an accusative of respect.

3229-b1 10 ... Epyuyov yeyovog €idog the form that has come to be
ensouled. Neither forms nor kinds come to be. Socrates is using the word
eidoc figuratively to refer to the members of the kind Living Thing. See
introduction: Genos, Phusis, and Eidos.

¢k Tijg aneipov kai néparog (ensouled) out of the (association) of
Unbounded and Bound. The feminine definite article has no obvious
antecedent, but one might supply a word like xowvwvia (as at 25e7) or
Ket€ig (27bg). Stallbaum’s (1842) alternative, followed by Bury (1897) is
to emend the ti|g to Tod [out of ] the [kind Unbounded)].
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32b3 v &’ eig TNy avt®v ovoiav 636v the first v goes with 686v way
the second with ovaiav state of being. v abt@®v ovoia its own state of
being will possess appovia tijc pUoewg (harmony of its nature, 31d4-5)
orxata @vow (according to nature, 32a8) relative to the specific Epyuyov
eidog life form.

32bs tomov yé tiva €xewv (Socrates’ logos at 32a9 seems) to give, at least,
someidea. Getting “some idea” or “a first sketch” (une premiére esquisse,
Delcomminette 2006, 303) of X is contrasted with getting X capdg
clearly at 61a4. Socrates will later make this initial account more pre-
cise: the processes of destruction and reintegration must be perceived
by the soul.

32b6-7 ToUt0... v eldog. .. Nonng te kai Ndoviig this [to be] one form
of pain and pleasure, namely, 6Tav 10 €k Ti)g dmelpov kal TEPATOg KATA
@Uow Epypuyov yeyovog idog @Beipntat, Thv pév @Bopav Avmny eivay,
v &’ €ig TV adT®V ovaoiay 686V, TadTnV 8¢ ad TdA TV dvayxmpnow
ndvtwvndovny whenever the life form [that, out of Unbounded and Bound,
has come to be according to (its own) nature] is destroyed, the destruction
is a pain, and the road back to its proper state of being, this return, is a
pleasure for all [creatures]. This is the first form of pleasure and pain,
involving both body and soul. The second form (£tepov €idog, 32¢3-4)

will be in the soul alone.

32b7 évtoutoigToicmaleowv éxatéporgin each of these experiences [events
of suffering and enjoying [—namely, the events of starving and eating
(31e6-8), thirsting and rehydrating (31e10-32a2), overheating and cooling
down (32a2-3), getting too cold and warming up (32a6-38).

32b8 KeioOw let it be posited, answering the deliberative 110 peba at bé.

32¢-35d: Pleasures of anticipation. Socrates defines memory, recollection, and
perception and argues that pleasures of soul depend on memory. He argues
that desire cannot be a matter of the body. The soulin addition to feeling pain
of desire can at the same time feel the pleasure of hope for replenishment.

Socrates argues that 16 ye Etepov €ldog T@V 8ov@V, O Tig Yuxijg avThg
Epapev givat, St pviung mav éotL yeyovog the entire second form of
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pleasure, the one belonging to the soul itself, arises from remembering [as
well as from expectation]. In answer to Protarchus’ II&¢; how? Socrates
gives an explanation. I identify the premises of this explanation as follows.

P1. Of the various effects on the body, some are extinguished within the
body before they reach the soul, leaving it unaffected (32d2-4).

P2. Of the various effects on the body, others go through both body and
soul and provoke a kind of disturbance that is peculiar to each but also
common to both of them (32d2-6).

P3. Definition of perception: Perception is that shared movement when the
soul and body share in being moved in a single shared effect (34a3-5).

P4. Definition of escaping notice: Let us say that the bodily effects that do
not go through the soul escape the notice of the soul, while those that do
go through the soul do not escape the notice of the soul (33d8-10).

Ps. Definition of nonperception: Whenever the soul is unaffected by the
disturbances of the body, instead of saying that the state of escaping the
notice of the soul is forgetting, call it nonperception (33e10-a1).

P6. The state of escaping notice, as defined here, is in no way the process
of forgetting (33e2-3).

Because (inference from P6.1 indicated by yap because at 33e2, while &
and and 01 now at 33e4 coordinate P6.1 with P6.2 and P6.3):

P6.1. (Definition) Forgetting is the departure of memory (33e3).

P6.2. Inthe case in question here, no memory has yet occurred (3,2%).

P6.3. It would be absurd to say that there could be any losing of some-
thing that neither is nor has come to be (33e4-5).

P7. Definition of memory: Memory is the preservation of a perception
(34a10-11).

P8. Recollecting differs from memory (34b2).

Because (inference indicated by Socrates” answering Protarchus’ To
notov; [differs] with respect to what?):

P8.1. Definition of recollection: recollection occurs in two cases:

a. When the soul takes up again, as far as possible, within herself, without
the body, that (movement) which she had once undergone together
with the body (34b6-8).
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176  Plato’s Philebus

b. When, after the loss of memory of either a perception or something
learned, the soul plows up again this memory for itself (34b1o-c1).
Pg. All these cases of recollection (namely, either [4] the soul taking up
again without the body that motion it had undergone with the body,
or [#] when that motion has been lost, the soul plowing it up again) are
also memories (34c1-2).
P1o. Every impulse and desire and source of action of the whole animal
belongs to the soul (by means of memory) (35d2-3).

Because (inference indicated by dpa therefore, 35d1):

Pio.1. (Inevery case of impulse and desire) the soul (of an animal thatis
in any respect empty relative to something fuller) does contact filling
(relative to something emptier) (35b11-c1).

Because (inference indicated by &pa therefore, 35b11):

P1o.1.1. There is no source from where one, beginning empty, could
be in contact with filling, neither through perception of this (emp-
tiness) that one is at present undergoing, nor prior memory that
one ever underwent it (35a6-9).

P10.1.2. In some way some part of the one who thirsts is connected
with filling (35b6-38).

Because (inference indicated by dpa therefore, 35b6):

P10.1.2.1. The one desiring desires something (35b1).

P10.1.2.2. Ananimal that is empty desires the opposite of what
undergoes (35a3—4). (I take this premise to be restated twice: at
35b3, “What it desires is not what it undergoes”; and at 35¢c12-13,
“The impulse leads toward something opposite to the things
being undergone.”)

Because (inference indicated by dpa therefore, 35a3):

P10.1.2.2.1. Whenever something thirsts, it is empty. 34e9-11
(I take this premise to be restated at 35b3—4, “It thirsts, and
this is being empty.”)

P10.1.2.2.2. Thirstisa desire for filling with drink. 34e13-35a1 (I
take this premise to be restated twice: at 35a4, “Being empty,
itloves to be filled,” and at 35b4, “The [empty animal] desires
filling.”)
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Commentary 177

P10.1.3. Because it is impossible that the body (could be in contact
with filling at the time it is desiring) (35b9).
P10.1.3.1. Because (ydp) it is empty (35b9).

My interpretation of the argument supporting 33c5-6 is supported by
34c4-8: the reason why he has said “all these things” is “in order that we
might somehow grasp as completely and clearly as possible the pleasure
of soul apart from body, and at the same time desire, for through these
[statements] both pleasure of soul apart from body and desire are likely
to be revealed.”

Plato distinguishes different items in his analysis, such as desire and
pain. I follow Aristotle in my interpretation. Aristotle criticizes Plato’s
pleasure-as-repleting theory in the Nicomachean Ethics (1153a13-15, see
Rudebusch 2009b). But he “takes it for granted” (bnokeioBw) in his Rhetoric
that “pleasure is a kind of movement, [a movement that is] both an ongoing
restoration of the normal nature and perceived” by the soul (1369b33-35). In
his Rhetoric, Aristotle follows the distinctions drawn in the Philebus when,
for instance, he defines orexis (anger): “Let anger be a desire for revenge, [a
desire] accompanied by pain caused by perceived disrespect” (1378a30-31).
Aristotle does not identify orexis as a pain but accompanied by pain, just
as in Plato’s analysis. It follows at once from this distinction that although
the pain parching is bodily, the desire thirst is as psychological as anger:

Anger=desire for revenge, always accompanied by pain caused by
perceived disrespect, and usually accompanied either by the antici-
patory pleasure of hope that there will be revenge or the anticipa-
tory pain of fear that there will not.

Thirst=desire for drink, accompanied by pain caused by perceived
parching, and usually accompanied either by the anticipatory plea-
sure or pain of hope or fear that there will or will not be quenching.

Thirst as much as anger will affect one’s judgment, in particular judg-
ments about the choice of risky actions for the object desired. The history of
backcountry hiking in the Grand Canyon, for example, shows that the thirsty
as well as the angry often choose foolhardy actions, because of judgment

impaired by desire. Thus, thirst is something that “affects judgment and is
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178  Plato’s Philebus

attended by pleasure and pain”—which is precisely Aristotle’s definition
of td0n feeling in the Rhetoric (1378a20-21).

A thought experiment illustrates the distinctions drawn in the Philebus.
Imagine me at some time in the past parching. The parching is a process in
which the body is drying out. Next imagine me, still in the past, quenching,
a bodily process of rehydration. Now imagine me at present, again undergo-
ing the bodily process of parching and in a psychic state of awareness of the
parching. The state of awareness of the depleting is a necessary condition
for the bodily depleting itself to be a pain. But it is not itself a depleting and
thus not itselfa pain. Socrates in the Philebus begins by defining pleasure and
pain as processes of depletion and repletion (31d-e) but refines the defini-
tions later so that pleasure and pain are perceived depletions and repletions
only (43b7-c6). Add another psychic state, a memory of a quenching that
refreshed me in the past. The memory of past quenching itself is neither a
depleting nor a repleting and hence neither a pleasure nor a pain. Only now
can you add another psychic state to my condition: thirst—that is, the desire
for drink. Thirst, understood as desire for drink, is a kind of psychic “contact”
(épamteofal, 35b11) of the soul with an object. In particular, thirst (which is
intentional) is not the same as parching (which is not intentional). The pain
is bodily and is a process of depleting; the desire is not a process of depleting
and is not physical but psychic. Socrates distinguishes the mere pain of a
perceived bodily depleting process from the intentional psychological state
of desire at 34e9—d3. While the body all by itself can “empty” (xevoUtat,
35b9), “the one desiring desires something” (35b1), and “it is impossible that
the body” have this form of contact with such an object of desire (35b9).
Indeed, neither the present perception of one’s bodily emptiness nor the
memory of past events of parching could establish such contact (35a6-9).
Nothing but memory of past repletion could make possible the soul-contact
with the object of desire that occurs in events of desire (35c1-2). To make it
easier to think of the object of my desire, put into my field of vision a glass
of water, add a bodily process involving light rays reflecting from the water
stimulating my eyes, and add, as a result of that process, a psychic state of
perception of that water. Add another psychic event, an expectation that my
parching pain will continue into the future: call it fear. If we postulate that
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fear depletes one’s psychic equanimity as parching depletes bodily homeo-
stasis, then we can understand why Plato calls fear a pain. Although fear of
continuing bodily depletion is a pain, it is a psychic pain, not a bodily pain,
and itis distinct from the bodily thirst. Imagine one more psychic event, an
expectation of future quenching of my present thirst: call this zope. I take
it that this expectation might restore psychic equanimity, which explains
why Plato calls hope a pleasure. The psychic pleasure hope is obviously
distinct from the bodily pleasure of quenching. Socrates and Protarchus
agree that fear and hope are each a “form of pleasure and pain” (1dovijg
KAl AUTNG . . . €180¢, 32¢3-6).

According to this analysis, the desire thirst has the following features.
Itis:

For perceived drink—that is, a sort of contact by the soul with object
of desire.

Made possible by memory.

Always with pain of parching, but not itself this pain.

Sometimes with pain fear, but not itself this pain.

Sometimes with pleasure hope, but not itself this pleasure.

In Plato’s analysis, all the following are distinct: bodily pain (say, parch-

ing), perception of thirst, memory of restoration ending that pain (i.e.,

quenching), fear (i.e., pain of anticipating continued parching), perception

of drink, and hope (i.e., pleasure of anticipating quenching).

32C1 TO p&v [sc., ipoodoxnpual mpo t@V déwv éAmildpevov that the
one [sort of anticipating], being felt before the pleasures, [is pleasant and
confident]: “as one may hope a hope, so might a hope be hoped” (Bury
1897). An alternative is to take éAmilépevov as middle instead of pas-
sive and to read it as appositive: the anticipating, [where] one (sort of)
anticipating is an expecting for one’s own purposes.

32¢3-5 "Eotiyap obv 1000’ )dovijg xai AVnng £tepov £i80g, T0 ywpig
To0 OOPATOG AVTI|G TH)G Yuyi)c Sia Tpoadoxiag yryvopevov this is
another form of pleasure and pain, the form that arises from anticipa-
tion, through the soul itself apart from the body. The contrast between
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180  Plato’s Philebus

the two types is not between pleasures in body and soul, but between
pleasures in organisms (¢v toig {®oig, 31d4-5) through restoration and
in soul itself through expectation (a0Ti|g Tiig Yuxi)g dia mpoodoxkiag,
32¢4). An alternative interpretation (Delcomminette 2006, 304) is that
the distinction is between pleasures that happen at the same time as
the restoration (whether in body or soul) and pleasures that happen at
a temporal distance (@ distance) from the restoration. Delcomminette
raises difficulties for the body/soul contrast but not for the organism/
soul contrast.

It is possible to understand an event of expectation as enjoyable just
in case it is experienced as filling a psychic lack. As hunger is a bodily
lack, so the prospect of not eating in the future is a psychic lack, a lack that
might be felt as insecurity. The expectation of eating, if pleasant, would
fill some such psychic lack.

32¢6-8 £V ydp ToUTOLG. . . EIAIKPIVESLY TE EKATEPOLG YLYVOUEVOLG. . .

kai apeiktolg AVnng te kai 8ovii¢ for in these [cases of anticipatory
pleasure and of pain], each of the two [i.e., cases of anticipatory pleasure
and cases of anticipatory pain] arises both pure and without mixture of
pain and pleasure. 1 interpret toutolg these to refer to only anticipatory
pleasures and pains and to interpret “pure” to mean not a mix of pain
and pleasure.

An alternative interpretation (Delcomminette 2006, 308) is that
“pure” means not a mixture of pleasure and knowing. Delcomminette
(2006, 307) recognizes that the reading I choose seems compelled by
the text (il semble qu’il faille comprendre). But he raises two objections
to this interpretation. (1) The words “pure” and “mixed” have not at
this point of the discussion been introduced yet in precisely this sense.
(2) Anticipatory pleasures are mixed with pain: “there is no sense in
anticipating a restoration except when one lacks harmony” (2006, 308).
The reply to the first objection is that the text supplies the sense of
“pure” immediately, with the coordinate clause dpeiktolg AVmng te kai
Ndovijc without a mixture of pain and pleasure. To reply to the second
objection, I agree that anticipatory pleasures are replenishments of

psychic lacks, just as pleasure in general is a replenishment of lack—but
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Commentary 181

those lacks need not be perceived, and when unperceived the pleasure
is unmixed with pain.

The turn to anticipatory pleasures marks the second turn of dialogue.
The first turn of the question showed that it is false that pleasure is the same
as the good and false that only pleasure is good (see note to 11d2). The false
pleasures of anticipation will show that it is false that all pleasures are good.
Katd ye v v 86€av according to my opinion modifies éppaveg
£oe00a1 o mepityvSoviyv the [question] about pleasure will be distinct
while word order suggests that @¢ doxel as it seems modifies eihucpvéary
TE £KATEPOLC YIYVOPEVOLG Kal ApeikToLg AUTIN G T Kaifjdoviic each of the
two arises both pure and without mixture of pain and pleasure. The three
expressions of personal opinion have bothered some commentators. I have
followed Hackforth (1945) in interpreting them. Hackforth translates the
first two as “I think, if I may put my own view” and takes the third to repeat,
after the parenthetical remark, that this is a mere statement of Socrates’

view (as opposed to a claim dialectically elicited from the interlocutor).

32d2 £Tép® TIVITOV IPOEIPNUEVMV . . . YEVAV to another of the kinds we
mentioned earlier. It will turn out (at 62d—e) that the whole kind of know-
ing (previously mentioned at 31a), will be welcomed. In the end, they
won’t welcome the whole kind of anticipatory pleasures, even though
they are pain free, because some such pleasures are false (as Socrates
shows at 36e—40Db).

32d5 g since. This clause—going to the end of the sentence—gives the
reason why pleasure and pain, like hot and cold, are only sometimes
welcome: the pleasures and so on are not goods themselves, but they
in some circumstances acquire goodness. Note the contrast between
ayaba 6vta being good and Seydpeva Ty @V Ayabdv @vow accepting
the nature of the good.

32d6 éviote...Eotv Ote But sometimes . . . there are times when. Bad-
ham (1878), followed by Bury (1897) and Hackforth (1945), found this

an “intolerable tautology,” in Bury’s (1897) words.

32d9 (@¢) Burnet (1901), following Badham (1878) wishes to excise. But

such a @g can be causal, introducing a reason here (after a parenthetical
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182 Plato’s Philebus

einep clause) for the exhortation évvonowpev let’s consider: “Since (if
the account being given is really so) there is pain when organisms are
disintegrating and pleasure when they are being restored, let’s consider

about things that are undergoing neither disintegration nor restoration.”

3324 tavmnv It would be odd for an accusative to be the object of pepvijofat,
for which we expect the genitive case, as at 33a3. As Bury (1897) says,
“There are some instances of pepvijoBat with accusative in poetry (e.g.,
Aeschylus, Choephoroe 492; Sophocles, Oedipus Tyrannus 1057), though
this rare construction is certainly strange here.” Instead of this rarity,
one might take it as modifying kpiowv decision. “One or more words may
separate the demonstrative from its noun” (S §1317): TpoOg yap v Ti|g
Ndovijg kpiow ol opkpov pepvijoBat tavtny €00’ Nuiv 1j pi for toward
this decision it is no small thing for us to bear in awareness or not. Such
separation—here, of three words—often marks Socrates’ style of speech in
this dialogue. For tavtnvin an irregular word order, see note to 62a7-b2.

33b1o-11 doynpovyolv avtdv EkATEPOV yLyvOpeVOVY Eotiy each [thing,
i.e., the feeling of either pleasure or pain] is, to say the least, unseemly

of them.

33b11 todto this—namely, the unseemliness of a divine life that is under-
going a feeling pleasure or pain. This pronoun is the direct object of
émokepopeba we’ll look at, npooBeivat to add (c2), and mpooBrjcopev
we’ll add (c3), and the unseemliness is the implicit subject of 1j is at c1.

33¢5-6 TOYEETEPOV EIBOCTAOVHOOVAV . . . S1a pvijung @y £0TLYEYOVHG
the other form of pleasures has all come to be through memory. The peri-
phrastic perfect é0t1yeyovog=yéyove. As at 32a9-bi, neither forms nor
kinds come to be. Socrates is using the word €idoc figuratively to refer
to the members of the kind. Likewise, to speak of all as opposed to part
of an €idog form is figuratively to refer to the items that share that form.
See introduction: Genos, Phusis, and Eidos.

33¢c9 avainmrtéov [wemust] takeup [a question] plus accusative (Mviunv . . .

Kai . .. ailoBnow). The verbal adjective can also mean recall, as at Laws

1 864b, and so there is wordplay here, as Stallbaum (1842) noted (“facetus
0— verborum lusus” an elegant play of words).
+H—
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Commentary 183

33d2 @®gg posit that plus accusative plus participle instead of the usual
infinitive (L.SJ B.IL.5): ta pév . . . kataoPfevvipeva . . . édoavta . . . Td
0t ... iovta. .. évubévra some are extinguished . . . , permitting . . .,
while others, going . . . , setup . . .

TV ... tadnpdtwv of the things undergone [but not necessarily “expe-
rienced”] Genitive of divided whole with ta pév . . . ta 8¢ (S §1317).

33d4 Twva... 1810V te kai kowvov Exatép something specific to each and
shared by both (direct object of évtifévta). Perception involves two events
like “shaking”—the specific sort of psychic movement a soul can undergo
and the specific sort of somatic movement a body can undergo, yet the

two events must share something in common in the act of perceiving.

33e2 To AeAn0évar With respect to the [state of | having gone undetected (S
§1153f), or with respect to the [expression] “having gone undetected” (S
§1153g). Gosling (1975) (following Hackforth 1945) treats the To not as
making an articular infinitive but as making the word a name of itself:
“When I say ‘oblivious.”

The Greek verb AavBdvw to go undetected and the noun A10n forget-
ting are cognate. This is what Socrates is noticing and why he will at
33e10-34a1 introduce a different term to avoid confusion.

33e4 91 now a “temporal connective” (Denniston 1966, 238-39).

33el1l 1jv which. Grammatically, the feminine singular antecedent of fjv
ought to be v dnadf) yuynv the unaffected soul, but sense requires us
to understand the antecedent as tnv tijg vy andOeiav the soul’s state
of being unaffected.

3423 Tod(¢) ... v YuynvKaito odpa . . . kai kiveloOai passive articu-
lar infinitive, accusative of respect but with respect to soul and body being
indeed moved.

év évindOer . . . kowi] ytyvopevov participle circumstantial to xiveloBat
[the movement] occurring in common [to soul and body] in one effect.

34a10 Xetnpiav toivuv aiocOjoemg v pvyuny memory is a preservation
of perception. We learn at 34b11 that memory might also be the preser-

vation of a pudOnpa thing learned. In computer terms, a memory is not
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184  Plato’s Philebus

a storage location on a hard drive but an item, such as an image (i.e.,
perception) or song (i.e., thing learned) that is saved to that location.
Once saved, that item might then be displayed on a screen or played on
aspeaker (i.e., become an object of awareness). The noun pviun occurs
eleven times before this with a more ambiguous meaning. An instance of
the meaning an item in storage that can be brought to awareness occurs at
19d2: things “lie side by side in” a pvnjun, as if two shapes in an image or
two lines in a song. A different meaning occurs at 20b3, where a pvijun
is received from a god. I take it that in this context the uvijun is still of
course coming from the hard drive of the soul. The gift, in this context,
cannot be the item stored, since that is already in Socrates’ possession.
Instead of the item in storage, the gift must be the event of remembering.
Socrates disambiguates in this passage, calling the item in storage pvijpn
and the event of remembering avauvnoig recollecting (34b2-9). With
this disambiguation, the noun pvnun is changed (as Socrates predicted
at 33e8) to a more precise meaning.

34b2 Aéyopev [don’t] we say that plus accusative plus participle. In the
rare cases when this verb of speaking governs a participle instead of an
infinitive, the participle marks that the indirect statement is considered
a matter of fact (Kiithner 1904, 72, “Anmerk. 2”).

34b11 O0tav...avamohjon ... avtn) verb whenever it [the soul] plows up
[a memory] again. “This rare word seems partly chosen for its likeness
in sound to the preceding amoAéoaoa: it is a metaphor from ploughing”
(Bury 1897).

34c1 avapvioeig (kai pvijpac) recollectings (and things recollected). The
conjunction neatly distinguishes process from product. Recollection
differs from memory in this account as subkind from kind. Any case
of a recorded perception-motion is a generic memory (34a10-11). The
cases of the soul either actively taking up that motion again within itself
without the body, or, having lost that motion, plowing it up again, are
specifically the kind of memory we call recollection. As Delcommi-

nette (2006, 327) says, “This memory [which is a recollection] has the

same nature as that which was originally preserved by the [faculty of]
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memory, but its origin is different: whereas the latter was the result of a
perception, the former is the product of the soul working alone [travail
de I’ame seule].” Alternative interpretations suppress xai uvrjpag and
memories (e.g., Burnet 1901) or revise the received text (e.g., Bury 1897;
Dies 1949; Waterfield 1980, 57). For a defense of the received text, see
Dixsaut (1999b, 254).

34c10 maoav (tv) pop@nv. Burnet (1901) follows Badham (1878) in bracket-
ing the article, “as the meaning should be every not the whole” form (Bury
1897). There is no need to bracket, if we accept that Socrates sometimes
uses the word “form” figuratively to refer to a kind or the members of a
kind. See introduction: Genos, Phusis, and Eidos. Accordingly, “to exam-

ine the whole form” might mean to examine every subkind of that kind.

34d5 AmoAloUpev ... kal Tavtd ye we will lose [something] with respect to
these issues at least. Burnet (1901) brackets xai, but it has a place in the text
as an intensifier of Tadtd (see Denniston 1966, 320: “kai{ with substantives”).

34e3-4 IIpog timote dpa TavTov PAEYAVTEC. . . EVI TPOCAYOPEVOUEY
ovopaty; After looking at what same thing do we refer to (these things,
although differing so greatly) by one name? This speech signals that Socrates
is going to collect a kind. See introduction: Genos, Phusis, and Eidos.

34e7 EKTAOV aUT®V from the same things [hunger, thirst, etc.] This prepo-
sitional phrase is “added by way of exegesis to "Exei0ev” (Bury 1897).
avaraPopev let us take up. “IIaAw [again] with avaAdPwpev [lef us
take up) is not tautologous, since the preposition [€x from] does not
necessarily imply ‘resumption’ (Bury 1897).

34e9 Awpi) ...t Something thirsts. Indicative third person singular Supdao:
note that this verb is irregular—8uyfj instead of duypa. This appears to be
direct discourse after the leading verb Aéyopev (for a similar example,
see S §2590).

34a13-3522 Ap’ 00V 10 Siyog. . . pEvaAnpdoewg Now thirst is a desire?—
Yes, for drink.—For drink, or for being filled with drink?—For being filled,
Isuppose. Burnyeat (2004, 86) sees here a correction of Republic 437e4-5,

where Socrates argues that thirst is a desire for nothing other than drink.
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186  Plato’s Philebus

3526 €otwv (ov) Omdé0¢ev is there [anywhere] from which. The antecedent

of a relative adverb like mtov after £ot1v is omitted (S §2515).

3526-9 O TO TPATOV KEVOUUEVOG . . . tOTOTE EMabdev [there is no source
from where] one, beginning empty, [could be in contact with filling, neither
through perception of this [emptiness] that one is at present undergoing,
nor prior memory that] one ever underwent it. My interpretation of this
passage follows Delcomminette (2006, 333): rather than trying “to fur-
nish an explanation of the empirical formation of the first desire,” the
premise is making a claim about “the possibility of desire in general.”
The role this premise plays in the argument is apparent if one notices
that, logically, this proposition is equivalent to: “One who is empty could
be in contact with filling in only two possible ways, either by sensation
from his body or by memory.” The linked premises are as displayed in
the note to 32c—35d—there is contact (P10.1.2 =35b6-8) and the contact
is not from the body (P10.1.3 =35b9)—from which the conclusion (P10.1)
follows. The Greek verb épdntort’ av could be in contact (at a7) is a
potential optative and expresses a merely hypothetical condition. The
premise does not take a stand whether or not organisms begin life empty.
The alternative interpretation (e.g., Tenkku 1956, 189; Hackforth 1943,
66n1; Waterfield 1982, 921; La Taille 1999, 69—70) takes this premise to
make the claim that organisms do actually begin empty and without
desire. Such an interpretation is not required by this premise, given
the potential optative at a7. Such an interpretation contradicts other
premises of this argument, such as 35a3-4, which claims that anyone
who is empty desires filling. As Delcomminette (2006, 333) points out,
such an interpretation also “is in contradiction with the conclusion that
Socrates draws from his analysis of desire . . . that desire is ultimately
the source [en définitive le principe] of all [animal] movement” at 35d2-3.
There is also a question as to whether the argument concerns processes

of becoming full or empty, or states of being full or empty. The present
tense verbal forms xevoopevog and mAnpotofat appear to indicate pro-
cesses rather than states (see Rudebusch 2006). But it is odd to describe

one who thirsts as in the process of emptying, rather than in an empty
state, and it is difficult to give a reading of P10.1 (=35b11-c1) in terms of
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Commentary 187

becoming rather than being empty to begin with. Delcomminette gives
a third alternative. After setting out the problems with both the pro-
cessive and stative interpretations, he concludes that the word “filling”
“is ambiguous” (comporte une ambiguité), signifying sometimes the state
of fullness and sometimes the process of filling, “an ambiguity that is
fundamental to the structure of desire itself” (2006, 336). Delcomminette
attributes to Plato an account according to which “the same desire” is
both for this particular drink and for the good (2006, 340). As a fourth
alternative, I propose to interpret “empty” and “filling” as relative terms,
relative in the same way as the more and less and the intensely and mildly
(24c1-3). I define those paradigms as duos of powers possessing antisym-
metry, transitivity, and the unbounded, powers that inhabit different
domains, such as the domains of food or drink in an organism. Taking
that analysis as paradigmatic, I interpret emptying and filling here not
as mere processes of food or drink coming to be present or absent, but
as ordered states—in particular, processes ordered by antisymmetry,
transitivity, and the unbounded. In this way, my interpretation might
avoid the problems raised for the interpretations of “filling” as a reference
to a mere state, a mere process or an ambiguous term.

35d2—3 Yuyijc oVpnacav Tv te opuv kai Eémbupiav kai Tnv apynv
toU {®ov mavtoc Every impulse and desire and source of action of the
whole animal belongs to the soul [by means of memory].

In the note to 32c-35d I identify the argument for this premise (P10).
Gosling (1975, 104-5) identifies a different argument for it as follows:

P1o. “Desire is a psychic function.”
Because:
1. “Something about the desirer apprehends replenishment.”
Because:
1.1. “The first experience of deprivation is just that, with no apprehen-
sion of replenishment.”
1.2. “Desire is for replenishment not for the state of deprivation.”
2. “A full description of the physical state has no bearing on statements

about desire; for that we need reference to memory, knowledge, etc.”
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Because:

2.1. “The body has no apprehension” of replenishment.

2.2. The body, “far from having any contact with replenishment, isin a
state of deprivation, the very same state experienced by the man who

first feels thirst, where it has been agreed there is no desire.”

Gosling (1975, 105) objects to premise 2.2 of his interpretation of the
argument: “Itis not clear . . . that sensation or thirst as the first experi-
ence of deprivation is hereby shown not to be mental.” But his premise
2.2 is not in the text. His objection thus seems to be a reason to reject
his alternative interpretation, not to condemn the argument of the text.

Delcomminette (2006, 334) interprets the main structure of this
argument as I do, though he only mentions P10 =35d2-3, P10.1=35b11,
P7=34a10-11, P§ =34b2, P8.1.a=34b6-8, and P8.1.b=34b1o-c1. But he
embeds this whole argument in a proof by contradiction (un raisonnement
parlabsurde, 2006, 333) with an unstated conclusion, which he supplies:
“As a consequence, in order to explain the possibility of desire, we are
obligated to suppose that to begin with, we are filled [remplis]: the state

of repletion necessarily must precede all emptiness.”

35b11 TNv yuynv dpa tijg TAnpooemng épantecOan [It remains that,

in every case of impulse and desire] the soul [of an animal that is in any
respect empty relative to something fuller] does contact the filling [rela-
tive to something emptier]. This conclusion P1o.1 follows from its three
supporting premises (P10.1.1-3; see note to 32¢-35d). An alternative
statement of this proposition (e.g., Hackforth 1945) is that, rather than
“contact,” the soul apprehends filling. The condition denoted by the
Greek verb in question (¢@pdmntecBar) is one that body as well as soul is
capable of (35b9). Since only souls apprehend, Hackforth’s alternative
faces an objection. I take it that the condition of being in contact with is
the very same condition as that described just above, as a shared condition
of body and soul, when either is disturbed, as it were, by a motion that
might penetrate merely the body or both body and soul (P3=34a3-5),
a motion that can be preserved in soul alone (P7=34a10-11). On my
supplied qualifications to “empty” (relative to something fuller) and
“filling” (relative to something emptier), see note to 35a26-9.
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36b6 €v tovtolg (Toig xpovoig) If we excise T0ig xpovolg the times, the
text will read: in these [respects]. If we leave the text intact: at these times
[he appears simultaneously to feel pain].

36b13 anAdgadverb simply. Literally “without folds,” a playful oxymoron
with Sutholv twofold.

False pleasures

36C—E. SOCRATES AND PROTARCHUS DISAGREE WHETHER

PLEASURES CAN BE FALSE.

In general, we call a thing false when its appearance and its reality dis-
agree. Socrates establishes that pleasures are false in this general way by
showing several distinct subkinds of such falsity: pleasures that are false
representations; pleasures that are false in magnitude; merely apparent
unreal pleasures; and the way in which the mixed condition of pleasure
and pain can be false.

The discussion of false pleasure takes up a new question about pleasure.
(An alternate interpretation is that false pleasures are a third kind of plea-
sure in addition to restorative and anticipatory.) At 31a7-10, Socrates sum-
marized the main conclusions of the discussion to that point: Knowingis in
the kind Cause, while Pleasure is in the kind Unbounded. He marked the
transition to the next topic with the words: “After this it is necessary for us to
consider, when [knowing and pleasure] come to be, both in what things and

from what circumstances each comes to be. Pleasure first” (31b2-4). Having
determined that the kind Pleasure as a whole comes to be iz the kind Mix
(31c2-11), while the two subkinds of pleasure—restorative and anticipatory—
come to be in, respectively, animal organisms (31d4-6, restated 32a9-ba2,)
and souls (32¢3-5), Socrates says, “Let us make use of this investigation of
these circumstances [i.e., the circumstances of anticipatory pleasures and
pains] for this.—For what?—For whether we will say that these pains and
pleasures are (1) true, (2) false, or (3) some true and some false” (36¢3-7). As
Iinterpret it, this use of the investigation of the circumstances involved in
anticipation (namely, in order to see whether such pleasures and pains are
all true, all false, or some true and some false) is not a third subkind of plea-

sure alongside restorative and anticipatory, but a new question. Likewise,
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Delcomminette (2006, 350) says, “the distinction between true and false
pleasures is not a subdivision of . . . anticipatory pleasures, but is rather a
new global division of pleasure.” In order to make the point that the division
of pleasures into true and false is a new global division of pleasures, it is not
necessary to deny (as Delcomminette [2006, 350] implausibly does) that the
antecedent of the demonstrative phrase “these pains and pleasures” (36¢6)
is the proximal demonstrative phrase “these circumstances” (36¢3), which
in turn must refer to “the doubly painful circumstance”at 36b12-3, as well
as the circumstance of simultaneous pleasure and pain at 36b8-9. (Del-
comminette 2003 presents a briefer, English version of his interpretation.)

Much of the secondary literature has focused only on the false anticipa-
tory pleasures of Philebus 37-39. In contrast, Bravo (2003) tries to give a
coherent reading to the whole discussion of false pleasure. The deep con-
nection he proposes underlying Plato’s use of “true” and “false” throughout
the Philebus and Republic is the single theme of truth as correspondence
in the spheres of epistemology, ontology, and morality (167-74). His account
of the correspondence in epistemology is between representation and object;
in morality between what is and what ought to be; and in ontology between
athing and itself. Mooradian (1996) criticizes the standard representational
account endorsed by Bravo. Mooradian (1995) provides argument support-
ing Bravo’s assertion (2003, 173) that “the ontological falsity of pleasure
gives rise [da lugar] to epistemological falsity.”

36d4 Adyov... o0 mavv opikpov éneyeipew to stir up a not very small
account. The litotes o0 tdvv opkpov not very small is translated, for
example, as “very considerable” (Fowler 1925) or “weighty” (Frede 1993).
Here Socrates marks the beginning of his discussion that pleasures can,
like judgments, be both true and false.

36d6-7 mai ‘keivov tavdpocson of that man, “with no clear referent” (Nails

«wc

2002, 257). The possibilities are “‘son of Philebus’ because Protarchus
was his student, or ‘son of Gorgias’ because Gorgias is a great figure
discussed later in the dialogue, or ‘son of [some man of mark]’” (Nails
2002, 257; following Fowler 1925). Socrates refers to Protarchus as @ mai
KaM\iov son of Callias at 19bs. Burnyeat (2004) reviews yet other inter-

pretations and defends that the reference here is to the intellectual father
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Philebus. The only parallel use of the expression in Plato is at Republic
368a1-2, maideg éxeivov 1ol avdpog, which likewise arguably refers to
an intellectual not biological father. Protarchus described himself as
tod Adyou Siadoyov the successor of [Philebus’] argument (1926-7). At
18a1-2 Philebus asked about the relevance of Socrates” argument that
every investigation should search for one and many; here Socrates would
be referring to that Philebus to justify his asking about the relevance of
the current change in topic to false pleasures. There are other allusions
to the Republic in the Philebus (for the three Burnyeat lists, see notes to
20b6-7, 34€13-35a2, and 66a4).

36e1 dua téhovg aei permanently (LS téhog I1.2.¢) like S tavtog 1ol
Piov deiat 39e5-6. For an account of Socrates’ permanent wonder about
falsity, see Theaetetus 187d-200c and the discussion in Rudebusch 1990.

36e7 oUdapdc adverb in no way. Given the parallel with thinking devel-
oped below to establish this conclusion, Socrates seems here to endorse
the conclusion that ifwe think a false thought, we are in no way thinking.
This paradoxical result is a lengthy side issue. Although Socrates, perhaps
by the principle of brevity just stated (36d9-10), does not defend such a
paradox here, he establishes it in the Theaetetus. See note to 36e1.

37A-41A. FALSE REPRESENTATIONS THAT ARE PLEASURES.

Socrates begins by disambiguating the language of pleasure and thought,
distinguishing in the case of the believer both the object (the thought) and
the act (the thinking) and likewise distinguishing in the case of the enjoyer
both the object (the pleasure) and the act (the enjoying, 37a1-b4). Then he
elicits further parallels between thoughts and some pleasures (37b5-e9), but
fails on the basis of these parallels to get Protarchus to see how there can be
false pleasures. Even when pleasures arise in company with false thoughts,
Protarchus calls only the thoughts false, not the pleasures (37e12-38a2). And
so, Socrates develops a model of both the objects believed—namely, words
written in the “book” of the soul—and of some objects that are enjoyed—
namely, pictures painted there. With the model, he argues that there are
false pleasures—namely, the pleasures that are false pictures in our souls.

These false pictures are objects of the act of enjoying in the same way that
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false thoughts are objects of the act of thinking. I identify the argument in
the note to 40b6-7.

37a2 £€otv... 1t do€alerv The accent on £otiv marks it as existential
not copulative; the infinitive is a verbal noun (S §1970). The indefinite
pronominal adjective Tt instead of the definite article 16 changes the
meaning: not the opining exists but some opining exists. Hackforth (1945)
gives an idiomatic English translation: “there is such a thing as holding
an opinion?”

37a2-b3 £otwv yap mov i do€alewv . . . 16 ye vtwcijdecbat dijhov g
oVdémoT’ amolel. There is such a thing as thinking . . . it is clear that
the enjoying will never be nullified. This passage as a whole argues for
the conclusion that there are agreed parallels between pleasure and
thought—namely:

. 'There is such a thing as thinking (37a2-3).
". There is such a thing as enjoying (37a5).
. [In cases of thinking] there is something that is thought (37a7).

oo e ™

".[In cases of enjoying] there is something that the one enjoying enjoys
(3729).
c. The thing that thinks, whether it thinks rightly or not, does not ever
nullify the thinking (37a11-12).
¢’. The thing that enjoys, whether it enjoys rightly or not, will never
nullify the enjoying (37b2-3).

Penner (1970, 171-73) distinguishes between the process of believing
or being pleased and the product—that is, what one believes or enjoys,
and claims Plato is not fully aware of the ambiguity. But 37a2-9 (namely,
statements a, a’, b, and b") draws this very distinction and seems to show
full awareness of the process/product distinction.

Delcomminette (2003, 216) rightly points out that the parallels drawn
here are not themselves an argument that false pleasures exist, but instead
merely a statement of analogous features of pleasure and thought. Never-
theless, the analogy here developed establishes the precise sense in which
the argument for 40b6—7 proves that pleasures are false. Strictly speak-
ing, the act of enjoying is no more false than the act of thinking. What
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is false is the object of the thinking—namely, the false thought, and the
object enjoyed, that is, the false pleasure.

Plato states the analogy using forms of the Greek verbs §o0&aCetv (to
think, judge, consider, opine or believe) and fjdec0at (to be pleased
or to enjoy). An English translation of the analogy ought to reflect the
following points. At 37a5 (=a”) and 37b2-3 (=c¢”), the act of enjoying is
complete. An act is complete if to engage in the process of acting entails
achievement of the product of the act. For example, at each moment
where one enjoys, one already has enjoyed (see Aristotle Metaphysics 9.6
and Rudebusch 2009b for a defense of Aristotle’s distinction between
complete and incomplete acts). The analogy requires, therefore, that the
cognitive act mentioned at 37a2-3 =a and 37a11-12=c also be complete.
But the acts of judging and considering are incomplete: so long as I am
judging, I have not yet judged; so long as I am considering, I have not
yet considered. The analogy thus rules out the English verbs “judge” or
“consider” as translations here of o€dewv.

Delcomminette proposes the verb “consider as” (considérer comme,
2006, 352n6), which expresses a complete action and is acceptable: as
soon as I consider X as Y, I have considered X as Y. But the verb “consider
as” is very awkward in translating 37a2-b3. Worse, to consider X as Y
seems a subkind of §o€Gewv rather than equivalent to it. Verbs of think-
ing also express a complete action—as soon as I am thinking/believing/
opining something, I have thought/believed/opined it. Thus, such verbs
are a better translation of o€dCev.

In 37a7=Db and 37a9 =b", the thing believed (expressed by a substan-
tive formed from the present neuter passive participle of the verb, 10
do€alopevov) and the object of pleasure (expressed by the object of
the verb 1j8etat, which takes the dative case) are analogous. When
Protarchus agrees to the analogy, the language used does not specify
whether the thing believed and the object of pleasure are in the aware-
ness (say, a thought and a sensation) or in the world (say, a man, or
a meal). Accordingly, the translation should permit this ambiguity.
“Tom is the man for the job? Is he your thought?”—“Yes.” Delcommi-
nette (2006, 354-56) argues that the passage refers unambiguously to
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internal thoughts and experiences rather than external objects, but his
premises are all taken from passages following the present passage. It
is not safe to assume that Protarchus in agreeing here already foresaw
a future disambiguation.

3727 10 80Ealopevov éati T (the accent on €oti marks it as copulative
not existential) the thing being opined is something?

3729 16 ye @ 0 d6pevovijdetar [sc., Eotit; the thing by which the thing
enjoying enjoys [is something]. Notice the parallel to a7: just as there is an
object of my thought (any thought is “of” something), there is an object
of my pleasure (any pleasure is “of” something).

37b2—3 10 Nd6pevov . .. o0démot’ dmoAel The thing that enjoys, whether
it enjoys rightly or not, will never nullify the enjoying. At 40b6-7 Socrates’
account of false pleasure will conform to this condition, that the enjoying

really occurs even if the thing enjoyed is incorrect.

37b5-8 “Ot® motE 00V 81} TPON® . . . <okemtéov> One question to investi-
gate is how does thought manage to be true or false, while of pleasure there
is only truth [as conventional wisdom claims], even though in both cases
the thinking and the pleasing are equally real? Mooradian (1995) rightly
interprets Protarchus, like Protagoras in Plato’s Theaetetus (156b), to hold
that pleasures are inevitably true. Most likely, Protarchus assumes that a
pleasure is frue when the thing perceived as pleasant really is pleasant for
the one enjoying it. For example, the pleasure I feel from possessing gold
is true when the gold, which I perceive as pleasant, really is pleasant for
me. Conventional wisdom cannot imagine how I could make a mistake
about the pleasantness of gold for me. The anti-Protarchan argument
for 40b6-7—that there are false anticipatory pleasures—is analogous to
the anti-Protagorean argument that there are false perceptions of the
future (7Theaetetus 178b-179d).
An alternate interpretation is that Protarchus denies that pleasures
are either true or false. Thus, for example, Migliori (1993, 211): “for

[Protarchus], true and false apply only to items with cognitive content

1 [questioni con una valenza gnoseological, such as beliefs, and not to the
other things,” such as pleasure or pain. This alternative conflicts with
0— g p p
+H—
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the text at 36¢6-9 and 37b7=and is no more charitable to the text than
the Protagorean interpretation.

37b8 <okemtéov>. I propose that we let Protarchus’ oxentéov at bo finish
the sentence that Socrates has begun, so as to avoid adding oxentéov,
as Burnet (1901) does, at b8. This avoids emending the text.

37d2-4 "Av 8¢ ye movnpia . . . ;ovnpav 8¢ xai ndoviyv If some bad state
should attach itself to either of them, then the thought becomes a bad one
and the pleasure becomes bad, too. For example, suppose I am thirsty in
the desert and find water that is poisonous, yet I believe it safe to drink.
Here the bad state of being poison belongs to the water, so that the thought
(including both the proposition that it is safe and the act of thinking it)
becomes bad for me, and the pleasure (including both the poisonous
water and the enjoyment of it) becomes bad for me.

37d7 dvopOotnraioyn ifit [the judgement] possesses rightness. Here is the
familiar Platonic semantics: “Fx” is true if x possesses F-ness. Elsewhere
the semantics is a premise in arguments that forms exist. (1) To say,
“Simmias is taller than Socrates but shorter than Phaedo” is to say, “both
tallness and shortness are in Simmias”; so “each of the forms exist” and
“the other things [e.g., Simmias], by partaking of these, bear the name
[e.g., ‘the taller’] derived from these” (Phaedo 102b). (2) If one does not
allow that “for each of the things that are there is an idea that is always the
same . . . he will destroy the capacity for meaningful discourse”; so there
are forms (Parmenides 135b—c). (3) “One soul is righteous and another
unrighteous, and each becomes righteous by the presence [rtapovoia]
of righteousness, and opposite by the opposite, and the capacity for
becoming present or becoming absent assuredly is something, so there
is a form righteousness” (Sophist 247a-b).

37d8 tavtov 8& ndoviv and [is] pleasure the same thing (that is, the same
conditional holds true for pleasure). Bury (1897) takes ta0tov as adver-
bial: and pleasure equally.

37e1-3 "Av 8¢ ye apaptavopevov . .. ovd’ opOd¢g doEalovoav If the
thing believed is mistaken, then the thought that makes that mistake is
not right and does not judge rightly. Delcomminette (2006, 354) argues
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that the clause “the thing believed is mistaken” (apaptavépevov 1o
dofalbopevov) suggests that “the thing believed” (106 §o&alépevov)
refers to the content of the belief and not an external object of belief:
“If t0 60&alépevov corresponded to the object of the belief, what
could it mean to say that this object makes a mistake [se trompe]?”
But the Greek participle apaptavopevov (mistaken), can have either
a middle or passive grammatical voice. In the middle voice the par-
ticiple t0 do€alopevov would naturally refer to the subject of the act
of thinking: the thing thinking. But the passive voice would suggest
that the thing believed was the object of the act of mistaking. In this
voice 10 6o&alépevov would naturally refer to the thing believed. The
English past participle “mistaken” is ambiguous in precisely the same
way. For example, a mistaken man might either be one who has made
a mistake or a man about whom the mistake is made. So, Delcom-
minette’s argument (that 10 do€alépevov cannot refer to an external
object of belief) fails.

37€7 TLTOV KAA®V Ovopdtmv in support of “fine names” v. “names of
fine things” Bury (1897) cites Cratylus 411a2 and Theages 122d6. I add
Philebus 43b1-2.

38a1 tote Aéyopev at that time we say [that the thought is false]. T follow
Burnet (1901), who accepts Stallbaum’s (1842) change from the manu-
scripts: TOT éAéyopev at that time we were saying.

38a8 avoliag want of understanding or folly is in the manuscripts. Burnet
(1901) and most others following Cornarius (1561) emend to ayvoiag
ignorance.

38bg-10 "Emetatpv tavtaig. . . aAAn0ei kai wevdei 86En Pleasure and
pain often come in the train of true and false thought. As Delcomminette
(2006, 355) remarks, this proposition takes for granted the existence of
false thought, disregarding the theoretical problems with false thought
raised at Theaetetus 188b—-200c. See Rudebusch (1985) for discussion of
the theoretical problems. If Socrates at a deeper level of analysis rejects
the possibility of false thought, that rejection will not affect the parallel
he develops here between thought and pleasure.
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38b12-13 £k pvijung te kai aicOoewc §6Ea NHpiv kai 1o dSradofalerv

Eyyelpeiv yiyvetar éxdovote [i] Opining and [ii] the act of undertaking
to maintain an opinion comes to be for us out of memory and perception.
In terms of the example that immediately follows, (1) §6€a opining is
when in this case he says to himself éotwv dvOpwmnog it is a human being
(38ds5-6) and (2) the act of undertaking to maintain the opinion includes
his setting himself the question Timot dp’ €oti1T0 TApa tHv té€Tpav 1000’
éatdvat pavtalopevov Und T 8vOpw; Whatever is this appearing to
stand by the rock under a sort of tree? (38c12—du).

38b13 Swado€alewv to maintain an opinion. Bury (1897) infers that

“Sradoalew [is] silent (or mpog avtov) StaAéyeabay, just as 66&Ea is
unspoken Adyog” from Theaetetus 190a: 10 30EAlewy Aéyey kaAd . . .
oy tpog avtov I call thinking silent speech to oneself. The tendency of
interpreters is to translate the present infinitive dtado€dlew as to form
an opinion rather than, as I propose, to maintain an opinion. “Form a
definite opinion” is the translation of LS], who follow Bury (1897) and
are followed by many translators (e.g., Hackforth 1945, Gosling 1975,
Waterfield 1982, and Frede 1993 and 1997). But the prefix d1a is com-
mon, and commonly expresses that the action of the connected verb is
performed through a space or time. For example, in the common verb
SaAéyeoabal the prefix entails to maintain a speech and because of its
frequent use comes to be associated with an idiosyncratic meaning,
speech between people. Likewise, in StavoeioBat the prefix gives the
meaning to maintain in thought (at, e.g., Theaetetus 189e8, see note to
38e2 below). The compound Siado&alewv is extremely rare; hence the
prefix should function without acquired idiosyncrasy and would here
indicate that the holding of the thought is extended through time. In
support of an idiosyncratic meaning for the prefix fo form an opinion, LSJ
refer to Ilamblichus” On the Mysteries 4.6, lines 16-17, where Iamblichus
writes that we must not make the gods the cause of any bad thing, mepl
oU tdvteg “EMnvég te kai BdpPapot tavavtia aAndédg dadoédlovary
since such a view is opposite to the opinion that all Greeks and barbarians
truly maintain. In this occurrence, lamblichus is using the verb to speak

of an opinion that the Greeks and barbarians maintain (rather than a
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thought that they are in the process of forming). Thus, this occurrence
does not support the idiosyncratic meaning LS] wish to give the verb.
Asanother alternative, Bury (1897) explains the prefix as meaning here
“to distinguish belief from belief.” Diés (1949), followed by Migliori (1993,
217), translates §6Ea Npiv kai to StadoEdlewv Eyyelpeiv as “opinion in us,
spontaneous or reflective” (en nous lopinion, spontanée ou réfléchie).
The spontaneous/reflective distinction is not what the Greek says; nor
is it suggested in the illustration at 38c5-7 or the explanation at 39a2-3.

38b13 yiyvetatis the reading of manuscript T. Burnet (1901) follows manu-
script Vat., ytyve0’, a contraction for which TLG finds no other instance.

> 31

38ci2 dp’ EoL [what] then is [the thing appearing]? Here €07T( is written
€otibecause it follows dpa—a case not listed by S §187b).

38d10 mpoaeinol he might say in addition Bury (1897) finds the prefix “a
strange use” and proposes that here it means say instead. LS] lists only
two meanings: either say in addition or call X (accusative) Y (accusative).
Kyle Lucas suggested in a conversation that there is a sensible way to
take the prefix in its ordinary use as say in addition. To understand the
suggestion, imagine that the subject of the thought experiment, having
said to himself that the object in view is a man, then asks himself, “But is
itaman in the flesh or a man carved by shepherds?” The subject chanced
to speak the truth (¢mtvy®cg) in calling the object a man, but in saying
in addition that the man was a statue he went astray (apevey0eic).
Interpreters have taken Socrates to speak of two alternative possibilities,
one in which the man thinks the truth and the other in which he thinks
falsely. But it fits the text better to take Socrates to be describing a single
temporally extended possibility, in which the subject first thinks a truth
and then, going off the rails, thinks something false.

38e2 évreivag i Qv afler fitting [his thoughts] into vocal sound (LS]
V.2). The word évteivac fitting or framing suggests that the silent speech
to oneself might have a different structure or grammar than the vocal
speech. This would be a refinement on the equation of thought with

silent speech to oneself that Socrates stated in the Theaetetus (tobto yap
pot ivddMetat Stavooupévn otk dANo Tt Staréyeobal, avtn fautnv
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EpTOOA KAl ATTOKPLYOPEVT), Kal @dokovoa kal ob @dokovoa [the soul],
while it maintains this in thought, seems to me [to do] nothing other than
converse, itself questioning and answering itself, and affirming and deny-
ing, 189e7-190a2; and Ovkolv &l 10 Aéyew pog autov doalew éotiv
then if to think is to speak to oneself, 190cs; and that the Eleatic Stranger
stated in the Sophist (OvxoDv Stdvola pev kai AGyog TavTove AN O uev
€VTOG TG Yuyiic mpog avTnv StdAoyog dveu pwVi|g ytyvopevog TolT
adTo NIV Enwvopdodn, diavowa; Then thought and speech are the same
thing; except the train of speech that happens in the soul, to itself, without
sound—to this we give the name “thought,” 263€3-5).

3921 GUpTITTOVO EiC TAVTOV [memory] falling together [with perceptions]
into the same thing. Socrates provides a metaphor to explain how memory
and perception might “fall together into the same thing” at Theaetetus
193c: a memory, say, of Theodorus, is like a wax imprint in the aware-
ness, while a perception of Theodorus is recognized when it is matched
correctly with the imprint, like a foot thrust into a shoe.

39a1-3 ‘H pvipn taic aiocOnoeot ovpunintovoa €ig TavTtov KAKEIVA &
nepi tadt’ éoti td tadijpata @aivovtai . . . ypagew. Memory, as it
falls into line with perceptions [ falls into the same thing with percep-
tions”], and those effects concerned with [the lineup of memories and per-
ceptions] seem to write. The conscious experience of forming a thought
is likened to putting pen to page and writing a sentence, which in turn
is caused or “written” by both the matching of perception to memory
and the associated effects in the soul of that matching. Here is an illus-
tration in terms of 38b12-13. Suppose I have a memory of rustic statues
made by herdsmen. When out in the country I perceive from a distance
a man standing near a rock under a tree, I might falsely judge that the
object I am perceiving is a statue. I may or may not formulate this judg-
ment as an assertion. At the time of judgment, my soul is like a book.
The writing, as it were, in the book happens as follows. The memory of
a statue ovumintel eig tavtov (39a1) with the perceptions of that man
under the tree. (Socrates uses a pair of metaphors for this mismatch of

perception with memory at Theaetetus 193c5-6, where the memories
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200  Plato’s Philebus

are described as imprints in the wax tablet of the awareness, and the
misapplication of perception to wax imprint is like putting one’s foot into
the wrong shoe. See Rudebusch 1985, 531 for discussion.) The memory,
aligned—indeed, in this case misaligned—with perception, may give rise
to feelings (mabrjpata, 39a2): perhaps fear that there is no one nearby,
or hope for solitude. Socrates proposes that it is the aligned memory
and the associated feelings () pvijpn . . . kaxeiva @ nept talt’ ol td
nabnipata, 39a1-2) that together somehow write words and paint pic-
tures in the book of the soul.

3922 maO@npara things undergone or effects [by the soul, such as the suf-

fering of depletions or enjoyment of refillings]. This word, with its syn-
onym ndfog, has a precise meaning in this dialogue, referring to the
things that a body or soul undergoes—namely, being moved as opposed
to moving something else. For translators, the problem is that English
has only an obsolete verb with this meaning: to suffer as opposed to
acting, an obsolete noun affection as opposed to action, and the noun
effect, which correlates better with cause than act, and feeling, which
is appropriate only for the effects actually experienced or “felt” by the
soul. As prior examples of maBnpata, Socrates has already mentioned
(1) perceptions (34a3-5, 33d1-5), (2) depletings like thirst and hunger
(35d5-6, e10, 32a1-3) and likewise replenishings, and so by definition
(3) pleasures and pains (32b6-7), and finally (4) expectations, whether
fearful or hopeful(36a1-5, see also 32c1-2). Thus, the mtabfjpata in this
case might be fearful or hopeful expectations, other pleasures and pains,
or still other perceptions circumstantial to the units formed from the
perceptions falling in with memory. Gosling (1975) plausibly argues that
fears and hopes cannot be included in the possible mafrjpata on the
grounds that in the present passage Socrates is explaining how expec-
tations arise as a result of pictures and words, so that the expectations
cannot belong to the creation of the words or pictures. In his own words,
they are “based on the logoi” and “not the stimulus for them.” In the con-
text of Socrates’ present analysis, then, these maOnjpata that are nearby
when perception fits into memory are most likely bodily pleasures and
pains like drinking or thirst.
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Commentary 201

The nepltadt éotithat are associated with these things are the plea-
sures and pains in orbit, as it were, around the thoughts formed when
sense perception conjoins with memories. If we take the neuter plural
pronoun tadt(a) to refer to the units formed when perceptions “fall in
line with” with memories, we produce a reasonable sense for these words.
For more on this theory of thought formation, see Theaetetus 191c—d,
where the faculty of memory is like a wax tablet, into which perceptions
imprint memories (like “a signet ring pressing into wax”) and the expla-
nation of thought formation at 193¢ as matching a new sense perception
to an old memory imprint (like “putting your foot into a shoe”). In the
recent example, the perception of the thing under the tree forms a unit
with memories of statues, the unit being a single thought or statement:
“That thing under the tree is a statue.”

39a4 toUTO TO MAONpa this effect. Apparently, this singular noun refers

to the unit formed from both memory, falling in line with perception,
and the circumstantial affections. The singular noun indicates these
things are conceived as a single author, as it were.

39b3-7 £repov Inpiovpyov. .. év i yuyi) toVteV ypa@eL At such a time

[to continue the comparison of soul to book], another artisan comes to be
in our souls: a painter with the writer who draws images of his words in
the soul. Here is an illustration:

1. Suppose I am reading a handwritten letter with a passage that is
not clearly legible. The illegible manuscript passage is parallel to
the blurry percept of something near a rock under a tree (38c5—7).

2. I might well ask: “What are those letters, the ones that look like a
backward letter C and a lowercase undotted I next to the legible
series A, T, 0?”—parallel to the question: “What could that be that
appears to stand near that rock under a tree?” (38c9-di).

3. Parallel to memory are the grammatical and orthographic com-
parisons I might bring to bear on the illegible passage.

4. Just as sometimes “memory falls into line with perceptions” (39a1),
grammar and orthography might produce a match with the per-
ception.
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202  Plato’s Philebus

5. In imagination, the soul’s “painter” supplies a mental image that
enhances the perception. In that painted image, the painter has
replaced the blurry perception of something near arock under a tree
with an enhanced image in which it is @ man near a rock under a
tree (39b3—7). Likewise, after grammar and orthography produce a
match, I might “paint” or draw an enhanced version of the blurred
manuscript. In the enhanced version, two blurry letters—what looks
like a backward letter C and a lowercase undotted letter I next to the

legible series “ato”—are now legible as the letters P, [, a, £, o.

The illustration is parallel to 38c5-e7, which concerns the present and
past. The painting of the man near a rock under a tree is an enhancement
of a blurry image of something near a rock under a tree, presently visible
or remembered from the past. My parallel drawing of the word “Plato” is
an enhancement of a blurry manuscript that itself is presently at hand
or remembered from the past. Socrates extends his example to cases of
the future at 39d7-e2. In future cases, there is no perception, present or
remembered, to enhance. Yet it is possible for the soul’s inner painting
of a bounty of gold to be inspired solely by words (“If I win the lottery, I
shall berich!”) Likewise, it is possible for the reader’s soul to paint a legible
word, “Plato,” without seeing the original illegible manuscript, solely on
the basis of a verbal description (what looks like a backward letter C fol-
lowed by an undotted lower-case letter I and then a legible string: “ato”).

39c1-2 i) ToUTo 0UK EGTLYLYVOpPEVOV TTap’ NWUIV; 07 is this process not possi-
ble for us? 1 take toUto yryvopevov this thing coming to be as the subject
of ovk €0l is not possible. Smyth’s (1956, §2091) alternative translation
is “or is not this something that takes place in us?”—taking the present
participle ytyvopevov as “a simple predicate adjective . . . with eiui.” The
accent of £oTL permits either analysis (S §187b).

39¢4-5 aipev @V aAnddv §0E®V kai Adymv gikdveg aAnbeic, ai 8¢
TV Yevd®dV Yevdeic the images of the true judgments and statements
are true, and those of the false ones false. Socrates’ question and Pro-

tarchus’ assent at 39c4-5 are conditional, expressing what happens in

general under certain conditions. Socrates will proceed in his argument
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(identified in note to 40b6—7) to establish the actual, not the conditional,
existence of false images and hence false pleasures.

Carpenter (2006, 141n20) gives the alternate interpretation that Pro-
tarchus at this point already agrees that there do exist false pictures.
Her alternative faces two problems: it seems to ignore the conditional
context of Protarchus’ agreement, and it requires her to interpret the
argument for false pleasure to be interrupted by an argument for an
unrelated conclusion (that good human beings for the most part enjoy

true pleasures, and that bad human beings enjoy false ones).

39d1 at...ndoval kai Avmat éAéyOnoav Rare use of passive voice of
Aéyw followed by @g plus indirect discourse (LSJ I11.2): “the pleasure
and pains . . . were mentioned, that they might precede . . .” That s, we
said . . . that the pleasures and pains . . . might precede . . .

39d1-5 OvkoDVv aiye dia tiigyuyijc avtijgdovaikai Abmat EAéyOnoav
¢v 10ig Ip600ev MG PO TAOV d1d TOD CAOPATOC 1|OOVAV KAl AvTDV
npoyiyvowvt’ av, @c0’ fuiv cvpPaiver To mpoyaipev te kai
npoAvneioOat epi TOV péNovta xpovov eilvat yryvopevov; As we
said earlier [at 32¢3-5], the pleasures and pains from the soul itself come
to be beforehand [that is, as expectations, 32c1-2] before pleasures and
pains from the body, with the result that enjoying and suffering happen to
us beforehand, coming into existence with reference to the future. Without
this premise’s recall of the earlier conclusion (at 32¢3-5) that expectation
is one form of pleasure, the argument for 40b6-7 would show only that
some expectations in us are pictures that are false and would fall short of
its conclusion that some pleasures in us are pictures that are false. This
passage makes its point in terms of the distinction between al fdovai
objects that are enjoyed as opposed to T0 tpoyaipewv the enjoying [ before-
hand]. With the inner picture, Socrates presents a model. The inner
picture is the pleasure enjoyed. The picture comes to be beforehand,
before the predicted future that it represents. This premise affirms that
there is an entailment relation between the existence of an inner pleasure
beforehand and the existence of an enjoying of that pleasure, an enjoying

that, like the picture, comes before the predicted future, which is why
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Socrates calls it ipoyaipetv enjoying beforehand. Without this entailment
relation, the argument would show only that some objects within us are
pleasures that are false, but would leave unsupported the conclusion at
4oc1-2 that we actually enjoy those objects. La Taille (1999) consistently
distinguishes act from enjoying in his translations.

The main alternative interpretations of this proposition do not
clearly distinguish the object enjoyed from the enjoying: Diés (1949),
Hackforth (1945), Gosling (1975), Waterfield (1982), Benardete (1993),
Frede (1993, 1997), Migliori (1993), and Muniz (2014). This lack of fidel-
ity to the text raises a further problem with this alternative: it cannot
make sense of the entailment relation, which takes on the trivial form
“p—p.” Certainly the triviality is not reduced by taking the entail-
ment relation to be from a-pleasure-anticipating-another-pleasure to
a-pleasure-anticipating-a-pleasure-in-future-time (as suggested by the
language in Dies 1949, Hackforth 1945, Gosling 1975, Waterfield 1982,
Frede 1993 and 1997, and Muniz 2014). Hackforth (1945) states that
this premise is intended to prove that it is possible to have judgments
and images not based on sense experience, a statement without basis
in the text. Gosling (1975) resorts to translating the result clause as an
“in other words” clause, but such charity to the author comes at the
price of infidelity to the text.

My translation takes the prefix mpo- pre-, which is attached to the
verbs ytyvowT’ come to be, yaipew enjoying, and AvnetoOai suffering, to
be a temporal adverb, indicating that the action of the verb to which it
is attached occurs beforehand. In the case of the verb ytyvowt’ come to
be, the prefix is cognate with a preposition tp0 before, specifying before
what the action occurs. In the case of the verbs yaipetwv enjoying and
AvmeloOausuffering, the prepositional phrase epi tov péMovta xpovov
with reference to the future specifies the temporal reference for the prefix.
Such a treatment of Greek prefixes, especially when they produce a rare
word, as in these cases, is the most natural translation.

Delcomminette’s alternative interpretation of the prefix mpo- pre- is
that, when attached to the verbs yaipew enjoying and AvmeloOau suffer-
ing, “they show that the object enjoyed [ce a quoi prend plaisir] by the
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one who has a pleasure of anticipation is nothing else than the object that
will be enjoyed in the future. In other words, the content of the pleasure
of anticipation is identical to that of the future pleasure. The only thing
that distinguishes them is the time of their occurrence” (Delcomminette
2006, 384, hisitalics). An earlier version of this alternative, unremarked
by Delcomminette, is Harte (2004, 123-24), who argues that the same
two prefixed verbs “show” (2004, n. 12) that “an anticipatory pleasure
is understood to be an advance instalment of the pleasure anticipated,”
such that “this anticipatory pleasure is not a pleasure in the anticipated
pleasure; it is (an advance instalment of) the anticipated pleasure” (ital-
ics and parenthetical remark are Harte’s). These authors give no basis
in Greek grammar for their contention that the prefix shows that the
prior action is identical in all but time to the posterior action, and this
alternative should be rejected as fanciful. I suppose that authors pro-
pose it because they believe the natural reading fails to yield a sound
argument for false pleasures. My interpretation of the argument, which
follows Frede (1985), has shown their belief to be false. I find the Harte/
Delcomminette reading uncharitable in any case, because (1) Socrates’
example at 40a9-12 makes clear that the object of the prior enjoying
is a picture of gold and the object of the posterior enjoying is gold, and
(2) itis uncharitable to suppose that Socrates mistakes a picture of gold
for gold.

The analysis of the result clause (at 39d3-5, introduced by ®00’) is as
follows. The noun phrase 10 tpoyaipetv te kai npoAvneioOal the enjoying
and suffering beforehand is the subject of the verb oupBaivet, which takes
the personal dative f)puiv: happen to us. The prepositional phrase epi tov
puéNovta xpovov with reference to the future modifies the subject. The
infinitive eivat to be [pleasure or pain] or to exist is most naturally read
as complementing the participle ytyvouevov becoming, and ytyvopevov
certainly modifies the subject. Thus, a precise translation is: “with the
result that enjoying and suffering happen to us beforehand, coming into
existence with reference to the future.”

An alternative translation is Diés (1949): “Didn’t we say earlier that
the pleasures and pains that come from the soul alone [venus par I’dme
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seule] are able to precede the pleasures and pains that come from the
body, so that it turns out that we have pleasures and pains beforehand
about the future?” This translation takes the verb ovppaivet to have an
impersonal subject (“it turns out”), taking as its complement a subor-
dinate clause where the subject is T0 Tpoyaipewv te xal TpoAvmeiofat
the enjoying and suffering beforehand, the verb is etvau is with a dative
of possession Nuiv for us. The dative of possession is correctly translated
into French or English by swapping subject and object and changing the
verb from “is” to “have,” so that the subordinate clause reads, “We have
pleasures and pains.” The problem with this translation is that it leaves
the participle ytyvépevov becoming untranslated. This same problem
afflicts the translations of Hackforth (1945), Gosling (1975), Waterfield
(1982), Frede (1993 and 1997), and La Taille (1999).

Benardete (1993), followed by Muniz (2012), also translates the verb
ovpPaivet with an impersonal subject (“the result is”), this verb taking
the v for us as an indirect object as well as governing a subordinate
clause where the subject is T0 Tpoyaipelv te kai mpoAvneioOat the enjoy-
ing and suffering beforehand, the verb is elvai is, and the complement is
the participle ytyvopevov becoming. The resulting construction is rea-
sonably translated into English with the verb rendered as an existential
quantifier, “there is,” and the participle as the noun “occurrence.” Hence,
Benardete’s translation: “The result for us is that there is the occurrence
of anticipatory enjoyment and anticipatory pain about future time.”
Although this translation is acceptable, it must strain to fit the word
order of the text (according to Benardete’s translation we might expect
the ytyvépevov to precede, not follow, the eivat, and both words to
precede the 10 Tpoyaipewv).

Some recent alternative translations.

Hackforth (1945): “We said previously, did we not, that pleasures and
pains felt in the soul alone might precede those that come through the
body? That must mean that we have anticipatory pleasures and anticipa-
tory pains in regard to the future.”

Gosling (1975): “Well, then, earlier we said of the forms of pleasure and
distress that were purely mental that they preceded physical pleasure or
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distress. In other words we feel pleased or distressed in advance about
the future.”

Waterfield (1982): “In fact didn’t we say earlier that the pleasures and
pains of the soul by itself might occur before the pleasures and pains of
the body? Doesn’t it then follow that, where the future is concerned, we

can feel pleasure and pain before the event?”

Benardete (1993): “Wasn’t it stated in the previous account that the plea-
sures and pains through the soul itself, prior to the pleasures and pains
through the body, would first come to be, and the result for us is that
there is the occurrence of anticipatory enjoyment and anticipatory pain
about future time?”

Frede (1993): “Now, did we not say before, about the pleasures and pains
that belong to the soul alone, that they might precede those that go
through the body? It would therefore be possible that we have anticipa-
tory pleasures and pains about the future.”

Migliori (1993), who gives a paraphrase rather than a translation:
“Socrates recalls that it was already stated that pleasures and pains of
the soul [propri dell’ anima)] are able to take place before bodily ones,

as anticipations of the hoped-for or feared future”

Frede (1997): “Did we not say before, about the pleasures and pains of
the soul itself, that they might precede those that go through the body,
so that it happens that, concerning the future, we enjoy beforehand [im
voraus freuen] or perhaps experience pain?”

La Taille (1999): “Wasn’t it said earlier that the pleasures and the pains
felt from the soul itself [ressentis par I’dme seul] were able to precede
the pleasures and pains felt from the body, so that it turns out that we

[il nous arrive] enjoy or suffer beforehand with regard to time to come?”

Muniz (2012): “Was it not said a little while ago that the pleasures and
pains that come to us by means of the soul itself [por intermédio da
propria alma] would be able to occur before the pleasures and pains
that come to us by means of the body, so that it turns out, for us, that, in
relation to future time, there is the occurrence of anticipatory pleasures
and anticipatory pains?”
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39d7-e2 II6tepov ovv Tad ypdppatd te kal {oypapnpata, & opukpd
npdtepov ETiBepev év Nulv yiyveoBal, mepl pev Tov yeyovota kat tov
TapévTa xpovov EoTiv, Tepl 0& TOV péMNovta ok EoTv;—Z@odpa ye.
Then, are the texts and pictures, which a little before now we posited to
come to be within us [at 39a4-7 and 39b6-c2], about the present and past,
but not about the future?—Extremely much [about the future]. This pas-
sage, which provides premise P2 in the argument for 40b6-7 (see note to
that passage), is made possible by P2.1=39c10-12 in the same argument:
if the process can occur with reference to the future, then the product
likewise might refer to the future. That the internal texts and pictures
are extremely much about the future follows from 39e4-5=P2.2 (such
texts and pictures about the future are expectations) and P2.3 (we are

full of expectations all our lives) in that argument.

39e10-40a1 A righteous, reverent, and completely good man is loved by the
gods, while an unrighteous and thoroughly bad man is completely hated by
the gods (premise P4.1in argument for 40b6-7). Socrates does not state
precisely how being loved/hated by the god entails enjoying true/false
pleasures that are pictures of future states. The vulgar might assume that
the process is a kind of magic (the gods supernaturally intervene in nature
so that bad things do not happen to good people). By the dialogue’s end,
the philosophical will understand that a man’s goodness is correlated
not only with being loved by the god but also with the ability to predict
and produce (without special divine intervention) the successful mix of
pleasures that gives one grounds for realistic hope.

40a6-7 AdyorLpnv giow €v EkAoToIg U@V, ag éAnidag ovopalopev
there are statements in each of us that we call hopes. The masculine noun
Adyotis the antecedent of the feminine relative pronoun ag rather than
the masculine relative olic. With a verb of naming (here 6vopdlopev)
it is common for the relative to “agree in gender and number, not with
the antecedent but with a following predicate noun” (here the feminine

noun éAnidac; see S §2502e).

40a6-9 Our internal texts and pictures about the future are expectations
(premise P3 in argument for 40b6-7). This premise is a restatement
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of 39e4-5=proposition P2.2. Often Plato’s natural language restates
premises that only play a single role in the structure of the argument.
However, this premise is restated twice in the argument because it is
used in two different inferences in the argument (supporting also the
inference to proposition P2).

40a11 éveloypa@nuévov avtov €@’ avt® yaipovia opodpakabopd he
sees him/[self] painted into the picture, rejoicing in himself exceedingly. Some
editors unnecessarily propose changing the avtov him to avtov himself.

“The personal pronouns are sometimes used in a reflexive sense” (S §1222).

40b2 T0ig... ayaboig. .. tapatiBecOa [things that have been painted]
for good human beings to set before themselves. The middle infinitive
after the dative substantive here defines its datival meaning of purpose
(S §2001, 2004).
40b2-4 ToVtwv oUv TdTEPA POPEV TOIG pev ayaboig Mg TO TOAD Ta
yeypappéva napatiBeobar aAn07 1 1o Beo@iheic eivay, Toig 8¢ kaxoig
®G av <t0> TOAV TovvavTtiov, fj ui @dpev;—Kai pdAa patéov. Shall we
affirm or deny that, for the most part, true texts and pictures are set before
good human beings, on account of their being loved by the gods, but for
the most part (affirm or deny) oppositewise for bad human beings?—Very
much indeed one must affirm. With his affirmation, Protarchus provides
premise P4 in the argument leading to the conclusion stated at 40b7:
Wevdeic 8¢ avtal these [pleasures painted for bad human beings] are
false. An alternate interpretation of the argument (Guthrie 1978, 220;
Carpenter 2006, 14n20) is that this affirmation is not necessary to the
argument. But without premise P4, the other three premises—many
internal pictures are about the future; some such pictures about the
future are expectations; and some such expectations are pleasures—
entail only that there exist pleasures that are pictures of the future and
fall short of the conclusion, that some pleasures are false.
Socrates does not specify whether the images are false because (1) the
bad man will not get the immense wealth, or because (2) the bad man,
getting the wealth, will not after all enjoy it. It is a problem for Harte’s

interpretation (2004) that Socrates needs the more specific premise 2,
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yet neglects to say so. Harte argues that her interpretation is defensible,
all things considered, on the grounds that the more faithful, less specific
reading of this premise fails to escape Protarchus’ objection that “the
falsity in question applies only to some associated belief” (2004, 122),
and on the grounds that the less specific reading of the argument will
not “steer Plato clear of the various confusions” attributed to him by,
for example, Gosling (1959). Harte (2004, 122) assumes that Protarchus’
objection is not met by the most natural reading of Plato’s argument.
Although she refers to Frede (1997), she ignores Frede’s point that Plato
in fact does block this objection by distinguishing the process of thinking
or enjoying—which is false in a derivative sense—from the thought or
pleasant thing that is the object of the thinking or enjoying.

Plato has blocked this objection [that a process is false only in a sec-
ondary sense] with his painstaking distinction (at 37a) between the
enjoying itself and the thing enjoyed [dem Sich-Freuen selbst und dem
Worliber der Freude). The lengthy analysis of how beliefs come to be
and the identification of hopes as beliefs establish the inference that
the “object” of pleasure [das “Woriiber” der Lust]—the intentional
object be false in precisely the same way as the object of thinking.
If someone’s enjoyment consists in the assumption (and the corre-
sponding picture) that he will get huge wealth, then not merely the
picturing but also the enjoyed assumption—the picture—proves to
be false (40a). The process of enjoying is admittedly false only in a
secondary sense, but that [secondary falsity] is equally true also of
thinking: the thinking—the process that takes place in our head—is
“false” or misdirected because the beliefis false, because the relevant
facts do not obtain. In the same sense in which one speaks of “falsely
thinking,” one can also speak of “falsely enjoying.” However, the
“pleasure that . . .” rather than the mental process of enjoying is true or
false in the prime sense. [Primdr wahr oder falsch ist dabei aber nicht
der seelische Vorgang des Sich-Freuens, sondern die “Freude iiber . . .”]
Plato will not say more, and he does not need to assert more for his
argument. (Frede 1997, 250; likewise, Frede 1993, xlv)
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That Harte fails to recognize Frede’s point is surprising, since Harte
herself makes the process/product distinction about pleasure (2004,
112), endorses Socrates’ parallel between belief and certain pleasures as
“clearly right” (2004, 114), and happily speaks of the “false pleasures the
wicked enjoy” (2004, 125)—false pleasures that are, in terms of Plato’s
analysis, precisely the pictures painted in their souls. Having established
that these pictures are false, Plato has no need to infer that the mental
event of enjoying these pictures is false in any but the derivative sense,
exactly parallel to the primary falsity of beliefs and the merely derivative
or secondary sense in which the event of thinking is false. Thus, there is

no need for Harte to avoid the most natural reading of Plato’s argument.

40b4 mOAV Tovvavtiov it is much the opposite. The impersonal oAU
tovvavtiov with this meaning occurs at Isocrates, Areopagiticus 76.3
and Lysias, In Agoratum 51.8. Burnet (1901) follows Stallbaum (1842)
in inserting <t0>, perhaps to get the meaning for the most part it is the

opposite, but the addition seems needless.

40b6-7 OvkoDV kai T0I¢ Kakoig dovai ye o0&V fTTOV NTApELIOY
¢loypapnpévar, Yevdeic 8¢ avtai mov. Painted pleasures are present
to bad people no less [than to good people], but they tend to be false [while
those present to good people tend to be true]. This statement is conclusion
C in the analysis below. For a simpler presentation of the argument, I
interpret conclusion C to be restated twice, at 40c4-6 (There are false
pleasures in human souls that are quite ridiculous imitations of true ones,
and also such pains) and 40c1-2 (Worthless people for the most part enjoy
false pleasures, while the good enjoy true). As an alternative, one might
interpret these three statements as two or three different premises with
some sort of inferential relation between the following: “false pleasures
are present to bad people”; “bad people enjoy false pleasures”; and “there
are false pleasures in human souls.” I identify the argument for the single
conclusion C as follows.

P1. As we said earlier (at 32¢3-5), the pleasures and pains from the soul

itself come to be beforehand (that is, as expectation [as said at 32c1-2])

before pleasures and pains from the body, with the result that enjoying
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212 Plato’s Philebus

and suffering happen to us beforehand, coming into existence with ref-
erence to the future (39d1-5).

P2. Our internal texts and pictures (postulated at 39a4-7, b6-c2) are
emphatically about the future as well as present and past (39d7-e2).
Because:

P2.1. We go through the painting process (described at 39b3-e3) about
the future as well as present and past (39c10-12).
P2.2 All (texts and pictures about things future) are expectations about

that time (39e4-5; restated at 4026-9).

P2.3. We are throughout life full of expectations (39e5-6; restated at
40a3-4).

P2.3.a. Example: Often a man sees (in an inner painting) a bounty
of gold belonging to him, many consequent pleasures, and also
himself, painted in, in intense joy about it (40a9-12).

P3. Our internal texts and pictures about the future are expectations
(4026-9; restatement of 39e4-5).

P4. The texts and pictures (that are expectations of many things in the
future) inside good people are mostly true; inside bad people are mostly
false (40b2-4).

P4.1. Because arighteous, reverent, and completely good man is loved by
the gods, while an unrighteous and thoroughly bad man is completely
hated by the gods (39e10-40a1).

Iinterpret conclusion C as validly following from its four premises.
To make the validity of the inference to C easy to see, I provide the fol-
lowing order and simplification of the four premises:

1. Some pleasures are expectations. (P1)

2. Such expectations are texts and pictures about the future. (P3)

3. There are many such texts and pictures about the future (i.e., plea-
sures) in human souls. (P2)

4. Some of these texts and pictures (i.e., pleasures) are false. (P4)

Taking 39c7-8 (“If we have stated this [account] correctly, let us
go on to consider the following [proposition based] on this account”)
to announce the beginning of the argument proper for C, I interpret
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37a2-39c¢5 as background information for the argument to conclusion
C rather than as premises. I take 40c4 (“according to our present state-
ments”) to indicate the inference to the final statement of the conclu-
sion P. One alternative interpretation would be to incorporate some
or all of these propositions into the argument for C as premises. I do
not see a significant difference between such an alternative and my
own. Another alternative interpretation is that there is 7o argument
for conclusion C: “Plato offers . . . metaphors in lieu of arguments”
(Russell 2005, 177). One might give the following argument in defense
of the metaphor-not-argument interpretation. (1) The conclusion of
my formal argument is a restatement not an inference from premise P4
(“Texts and pictures in the soul can be true or false,” 40b2-4); and (2)
premise P4 itself is only metaphorically true. Likewise, my argument
for C has no more cash value than a metaphor. I reply that both premises
of this argument are false.

Premise (2) of this argument is false. Protarchus admits that thoughts
are true or false (36d1-2), that true and false thoughts are words in the
soul that may be correct or incorrect representations of reality (38d5—
e4) or texts in the soul that may be true or false (39a3-7). None of these
admissions need be interpreted as more metaphorical than any propo-
sitional account of thought. And likewise, Protarchus’ admission that
images in the soul associated with true thoughts and statements would
be true, while those of false thoughts and statements false (39c4-5)
can be treated as being as literal as any discussion of imagination. And
just as sentences can be literally false, images also can be. Accordingly,
premise P4 (“Some people have inner texts and pictures that are true;
others false”) ought to be interpreted as literally true.

And premise (1) of the same argument is false. Premise P4 says noth-
ing about pleasures and does not on its own establish proposition P.
Other premises necessary to establish C are P1 (“Some pleasures are
expectations” =39d1-5), P2 (“There are inner texts and pictures about
the future” =39d7-e2), and P3 (“Expectations are inner texts and pictures
about the future” = 40a6-9). Likewise, the conclusion C is more than a
restatement of premise P4.
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Following Frede (1985, 1993, and 1997), I interpret the “false” and
“painted” pleasures in C (yevdeic ndovai, 40c1, c5) as objects that are
enjoyed (as opposed to enjoyments of objects), such as Socrates’ apt
example of the false picture a man might enjoy, a picture of himself in
the future surrounded by gold. Frede’s interpretation enjoys numerous
advantages over the alternatives.

1. Frede allows us charitably to evaluate the argument for conclusion
C as sound.

2. Frede shows why Protarchus’ earlier objection (at 37e12-38a2)
fails. Protarchus had objected that merely to show that a pleasure

follows in the train of a false thought will not entail that the plea-
sure, in addition to the thought, is false. Protarchus is right about
the following sort of example (suggested by 37d1-e12, see note to
37d2-4). Suppose that I falsely believe, while thirsty in the desert,
that this water is safe to drink and consequently find it a pleasure
to drink. In this case, although the pleasure follows in the train of
the false thought, the pleasure does not become false: neither the
poison water nor the enjoyment of it is false, even though the plea-
sure might be bad and incorrect for me. Nonetheless, Protarchus
must assent to conclusion C, since there Socrates identifies a dif-
ferent sort of example, according to which one falsely believes that
one shall in the future enjoy immense wealth, and one enjoys an
imaginary mental picture of that future. In this case, the picture
enjoyed is indisputably false, and the enjoying of it is in a derivative
sense false, precisely parallel to the falseness of a statement and in
a derivative sense the believing of that statement.

3. Frede allows us faithfully to interpret the argument for conclu-
sion C exactly as presented in the text, without needing to supply
additional premises.

4. Frede conforms to Socrates’ disambiguation of action and object
at 37a2-b3.

5. Frede resolves the issue raised at 37b5-7, establishing a precise
analogy between false thought and false pleasure.
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6. Frede can easily give a sense to Socrates’ claim in C that such
pleasures are “ridiculous imitations” (40c5-6). A false picture of
my future—say, of me happily surrounded by gold—is a ridiculous
imitation of a true picture—say, of me in poverty or of me miserable
while surrounded by gold. In contrast, there is no easy way to see
how the enjoying of a false pleasure is a ridiculous imitation of the

enjoying of a true pleasure.

The main alternative interpretation of the argument is that the false
pleasures of conclusion C are episodes of enjoying pictures, as opposed to
the pictures themselves. For example, Gosling (1975, 218): “The pleasure
is most plausibly identified with the picturing.” Gosling and Taylor (1982,
438) claim that this interpretation, which makes an “identification of
pleasure with enjoyed activities,” is “defensible” on the grounds that “it
is in fact a possible sense of the plural hédonai, as it is the most natural

%

sense of the English ‘pleasures.”” Despite its bare lexical possibility, this
interpretation fails to enjoy any of the advantages listed above for Frede’s

interpretation, instead having the following disadvantages.

1. On this interpretation the argument for conclusion C is vulner-
able to the objection raised alike by Gosling (1959, 1961), and 1975,
215-19) and Kenny (1960), for example. The objection is that the
argument errs in moving from “bad people enjoy some false pic-
tures” to “bad people falsely enjoy some pictures.” As Gosling (1975,
218) puts this objection: “The pleasure is most plausibly identified
with the picturing [i.e., the act of viewing the picture], but all that
can strictly be said to be false is the picture.”

2. The Gosling/Kenny objection stated as disadvantage 1 shows that,
on this interpretation, the argument fails to meet Protarchus’ objec-
tion, raised at 37e12-38a2. As Migliori (1993, 224n112) rightly objects
to Gosling: if Plato conflated picture and picturing, “why did he
not give more weight to [non vale piti] Protarchus’ objection? Why
does a false thought become a false pleasure?”

3. On this interpretation, unless we attribute an equivocation to the

text between pictures and enjoying pictures (as do, e.g., Gosling and
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Taylor [1982, 438]), we must, like Kenny (1960), supply a suppressed
premise (namely, that pleasure in false pictures is false pleasure).
Dybikowski (1970), also assuming that the argument aims to show
that enjoying (rather than pleasure) is false, attributes a different
equivocation to the text, between picture and object depicted.

4. Thisinterpretation, which identifies the pleasure with the picturing
rather than the picture, does not fit with Socrates’ disambiguation
of enjoying and object enjoyed at 37a2-b3.

5. This interpretation does not produce a precise analogy between
this type of false pleasure and false thought, an analogy affirmed
at 37bs—7.

6. This interpretation does not easily give a sense to Socrates’ claim

in C that such pleasures are “ridiculous imitations” (40c5-6).

Another alternative interpretation of this argument is put forward by
Hampton (1990, 58), who supplies a premise not found in the text: “The
pleasures of wealth themselves are false in comparison to the true plea-
sures of which they are poor imitations.” For this reason, according to
Hampton, Plato condemns as also false the anticipatory pleasures of
anticipating such pleasures. And there is no need to attribute such a prem-
ise to the argument. As my (Fredean) interpretation shows, the argument
derives its conclusion without such a premise. Worse (as Delcomminette
[2006, 388] notices), the supplied premise would have Socrates beg the

question, since it assumes what it needs to prove.
40¢6 xal...d¢ and [pains] for that matter (Rijksbaron 1997, 206).

40ds5 TV TOUT®YV AvtioTpo@ov £Ewv év éxeivorg the analogous condition
of these in those. Although there is no certainty about this line, I find it
plausible, as Bury (1897) suggests, that ToUtwv refers to Tavtd (di, the
“reality and groundlessness” of false judgments) and éxeivoig to the
activity of judging and to the judgment. Socrates is asking Protarchus
to discern that enjoying a false picture is like thinking a false thought.
The taking pleasure, like the thinking, really exists. But the picture (i.e.,

the pleasure being enjoyed), like the thought, is false.
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40d7-8 fvptvyaipev viocaei t® . . . yaipovtienjoying always really
exists [as we now recognize], imperfect of truth just recognized (S §1902).

The sentence construction is analogous to 40c8-10.

41B—42C. PLEASURES FALSE IN MAGNITUDE.

A second way for pleasures to be false is when they seem greater or less
than they are, as happens when people mistake what will give them more

pleasure.

41b3 eioiv they exist Nonenclitic accent marks this verb as existential not
copulative. This is an editorial change. The manuscripts have einep yé
elow ifindeed [pleasures] are [false in another way].

41b5 ToDTO 8¢ 10 déypa Ewc av kéntaw wap’ Nuiv until we are familiar
with this idea [namely, the second way in which pleasure can be false—
literally, “until this doctrine lies down beside us”]. Hackforth (1945) and
Frede (1993) take the lying beside to entail that the idea is “established”
or “accepted” rather than merely familiar. In its other six occurrences in
Plato, the verb has that meaning in connection with law, where it occurs
three times ([1]“laws are just [and (2), two lines below, ‘good’] to the
state that made them, so long as they ‘lie, i.e., are in force” [Theaetetus
177d1-5]; and [3] at Laws 841b6 something would “lie,” i.e., be in force in
the law). But in three other occurrences the verb has no such meaning:
(1) at Sophist 257c2 the verb is used for the relation of denotation between
word and object: “the utterances ‘lie about’ the things”; (2) Parmenides
148e7—if something “touches” itself, it must “lie” next to itself; and (3)
Republic 477a7—a thing “would lie between being and not being.” It is
true that “to lie in the law” means “established,” but it does not follow
that if a thought “lies alongside us,” it is established. Bury (1897) is not
wrong to take kéntat here to mean merely “propounded as a thesis for
discussion,” not “established.”

41c2-3 diya ... KAl Y@pic THGYUYNG. . . SteiAnmtan has been taken apart
from and separate from the soul in [what it undergoes]. The xai suggests
both 6iya and ywpig are prepositions taking the same object. The verb’s
prefix 81(¢) with dative complement indicates the “place where”—that
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is, the respect in which body and soul are twofold and separated. As Bury
(1897) notes, the relevant prior discussion was at 35a-c.

41c5-6 TO p&v EmOupotv NV 1) Yoyl TOV 100 oOpatog évavtiov E€ewv

the thing desiring the opposite of the actual conditions of the body is the
soul. (The Nv is, an imperfect with present meaning, is used to refer to a
topic previously discussed: the “philosophical imperfect,” S §1903.) There
is a problem interpreting this proposition. It appears to entail that if the
actual condition of the body is pleasant restoration, the soul then desires
the opposite, which is pain! This cannot be correct; the object of desire is
always pleasure. My interpretation is based on 35b11, which states that “in
every case of impulse and desire the soul of an animal that is in any respect
empty relative to something fuller does contact filling relative to something
emptier.” Accordingly, even when an animal’s body is providing pleasure
to the body—that is, when the body is refilling—the animal’s desire will be
for filling relative to something emptier. Hence, even at this time the soul is
desiring the opposite of certain actual conditions of the body.

An alternative is Delcomminette (2006, 399), who sees here “an allu-
sion to the fact that, insofar as every pleasure is insufficient for procuring
happiness, the act of feeling a given pleasure in its incompleteness [dans
son incomplétude] is no less able [than the act of feeling a pain] to stir up the
desire for a pleasure more intense.” Whereas the text at 35b11 establishes
that every desire is for something fuller relative to something emptier,
Socrates nowhere establishes the implausible claim that every desire is for
the happiness that is not attained by the given pleasure. The text at 35b11
recognizes the fact that so long as I desire to drink, even while enjoying
drinking, itis insofar as I remain thirsty to some degree. Delcomminette’s
interpretation, in contrast, is that everyone who enjoys drinking feels a

further desire for the happiness that is unsatisfied with drinking pleasure.

Another alternative is Hackforth (1945, 78). When the body is provid-
ing pleasure, “what we desire then cannot be anything but the mArjpwotg
[ filling] of the awareness itself, namely the pleasure of acquiring knowl-
edge, of which we shall hear later (52a).” This interpretation, like Del-
comminette’s, attributes an implausible claim to Socrates—that, when

I enjoy the bodily pleasure of drinking, I must simultaneously desire
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a mental pleasure—on the basis of nothing to which Socrates can be
referring in context.

41c6-7 dwa mabog on account of what [the body] undergoes. The word
order—that 81a tdBog qualifies both v dAynd6va and tivandoviv—
in this passage is “somewhat peculiar,” as Bury (1897) says.

41d1-2 Tiyvetaitoivuv...d0vdac, kai tovtev aicOioeic. [In cases of
desire,] pains and pleasures exist side by side, and there are simultaneous
perceptions of these things that are opposite to each other. This passage
draws a subtle distinction between pleasure, a (perceived) restoration,
and the perceiving itself, which is of the restoration. In terms of Socrates’
prior example of the man suffering from poverty who enjoys a mental
picture of himself rich in the future, the pains of poverty (say, the lack
of proper food and drink) exist side by side with the pleasure, which is
the picture at present in his soul (32bg-c1). The man simultaneously
perceives his present bodily lacks and at the same time, in the picture,
the things that are opposite to these lacks—namely, the pleasure of sat-
isfying those wants (35b11).

41d2 TOUTOV... ¢vaviiov o0o®v [perceptions] of these [pleasures and
pains lying side by side], which are opposites.

41d9 €itnv third person dual optative eipi[the two] were. The optative eitnv
is governed by the perfect €lpntat at ds, repeated at dio. The perfect is
a primary tense (S §1858). The rule for use of the optative: “No verb can
be changed to the optative in indirect discourse except after a secondary
tense” (S §2610). Despite this rule, in context the perfect €lpntat refers
to past time, permitting the optative, just as when present tense refers
to past time (the historical present, S §1858a).

41e2-3 TO BovAnpua. .. PovAetar the intent intends to [figure out]. “The
intent intends X” is an unusual expression in English, though Protarchus
has no trouble understanding it in Greek. Just as a script can tell us
what to say or a map can tell us where to go, an intent can tell us what
to do—in this sense a script scripts, a map maps, and an intent intends.

Just as previously for judging Socrates explicitly postulates an inner
scribe who writes out a judgment, and for imagining an inner painter
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who paints an image for our soul to consult, enjoy, or fear, likewise
also here, though implicitly, there seems to be an inner homunculus of
intention that produces a written or painted intent that guides the soul.
Gosling (1975) correctly identifies the agent of the intending as the intent
in an idiomatic translation (“the aim of our judgment s . . . to decide”).

41e4 tic paA ov which [pleasure or pain is] more [pleasant or painful] or
[happens] more [often]. Protarchus repeats the adverb paiov, perhaps
in the same sense, nine lines below. Frede (1993) translates them “more
intensive . . . more so0”; Gosling (1975) translates them “more . . . more in
evidence”; and Hackforth (1945) translated the lines “degree . . . greater
degree.”

42a2-3 €vAUmalg &’ dpa kaidovaic ovk €0TL TAVTOV TOVTO YLYVOUEVOV;
Then, isn’t it the same thing that happens in pains and pleasures? The
sameness has to do with eyesight: 10 méppwBev xai Eyyvbev . .. ta
pey€0n v aAndeiav dpavilet kai wevdi molel So€dlewv the nearness
and farness hide the truth about the magnitudes and cause false opinions
(41e9-42a1). The standard interpretation of the nearness and farness is
that, “whereas in the case of eyesight the distance is distance in space,
in the case of pleasures and pains the distance would be distance in
time, as for instance when one compares a pleasure today with a pain
or pleasure tomorrow” (Russell 2003, 183).

Delcomminette (2006, 401-2) objects that

such an interpretation does not take account of the fact that this passage
was introduced by recalling the mechanism of desire, when Socrates
had strongly insisted on the copresence of the desired pleasure and the
pain or pleasure of the body at the time of the desire, such that they
were able to be placed side by side and compared. Therefore, it is not
the temporal interval [éloignement temporel] that causes the exaggera-
tion or under-estimation of the considered pleasure, but rather, as
Socrates expressly says, the fact that they . . . accept the more and less.

The “copresence” premise of this objection is false. Just as there is a
difference between gold and a picture of gold, so also there is a difference

between a present anticipatory pleasure (which, in Socrates’ example:
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P2a=40a9-12, is a picture of gold) and a future, desired pleasure (the
gold itself). It is false that the desired pleasure (wealth) is copresent with
the present pain (poverty), and it is uncharitable to interpret Socrates
to make such a confused claim. What Socrates says in the passage refer-
enced by Delcomminette (41d1-3) is that “whenever we desire” (6nétav
ntadta, i.e., “whenever desires are in us,” 41c1), two actions occur (the
Greek uses the finite verb y{yvetat there occur with two complementary
accusative-plus-infinitive constructions, tapakeioBat Avmag te xai
Ndovdg pleasures and pains lie side by side, and aiocBfjoeig yiyveoBat
perceptions arise). The first event is that dpa mapaxeioBat Avmag te
kai Ndovdg pleasures and pains lie side by side at the same time. As has
just been shown, what lies in the soul at the same time beside a present
pain (such as poverty) is an anticipatory pleasure (such as a picture
of gold), not the desired pleasure (such as gold). The second event is
that aioOnoewg dpa . . . yiyveoOar simultaneous perceptions arise. The
perceptions are ToUTwV of these things—that is, of the pleasures and
pains lying side by side. In the case of anticipatory pleasures, it goes
without saying that a perception of the picture is also a perception of
the thing pictured. Socrates specifies that the perception is o0o®Vv of
beings, beings that are tap’ AMNAag évavtiov opposite to each other.
And it goes without saying that what is opposite to the pain of poverty
is not the copresent anticipatory pleasure, a mere picture of gold, but
the future, desired pleasure of the gold itself. Hence, we should not
interpret the things that are the objects of the present perception, the
things that are opposite to each other, to be copresent, but to be a present
pain and a future pleasure, where the future pleasure is perceived in a
picture that is present with the pain. Such an interpretation is at least
as faithful to the text as the premise of Delcomminette’s objection, and
far more charitable.

The objection leads Delcomminette (2006, 402) to an alternative
interpretation: “To examine a pleasure ‘from afar’ does not signify
to consider a pleasure at some interval in the past or future, but to
consider it in comparison to [a partir de] its opposite—that is, in com-

parison either to a pain or to a less intense pleasure.” Mere “contrarity”
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(contrariété)—that is, “the opposition of the bigger and the smaller”—
explains the error. He gives an example to illustrate how this occurs:
“The color gray is able to appear white when it is compared to black.”
This alternative seems uncharitable. Certainly mere juxtaposition of
two opposites can lead us to mistake the absolute value of one of the
opposites, as the gray example shows. But the error that Socrates is
concerned with is an error of relative value (41e2-6). The question would
not be “How white is that color?” but “Which color is whiter than the
other [mtpog AMNAag, 41e3-4]?” And a mere juxtaposition would never
lead us to believe that black is whiter than gray.

Hampton (1990) rightly points out that no (false) exaggeration will
occur without a comparison of pleasures and pains. She infers that a
comparison of pleasures and pains requires a multipart soul, conclud-
ing that this second type of falsity must presuppose a multi-part soul in
which rational and appetitive thoughts coexist. Her inference is invalid:
a comparison of pleasures and pains requires only one part of the soul,
a prudential part intent on minimizing pain or maximizing pleasure.

4229 avenipnAaocav were filling up [the pleasures and pains with what they
are undergoing]. If it were the case that only false judgments passed on
their falsity (while true judgments did not pass on their truth), then the
secondary “defiling” sense infecting (as in Gosling 1975, following Hack-
forth 1945) would be fitting; but since the condition passed on might be
truth as well as falsity, better to translate with the primary meaning fill
up, which is an apt metaphor.

42b2-46 d1a 10 ... O0cwpeioOal, kai dpa tBépevar tap’ arqjAag on
account of their being viewed . . . while at the same time being placed side
by side. The mental comparison takes place at the same time as they are

being viewed.

42C—44A. MERELY APPARENT PLEASURES THAT ARE NOT REAL AT ALL.

Socrates argues that a third type of false pleasure occurs when someone
mistakes the neutral condition of being pain-free for pleasure. Socrates sug-
gests that this third type of false pleasure is “even falser” than the above, both
in “appearance and reality” (42c6—7). As Hackforth (1945, 81) rightly says:
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This third case differs in an important respect from the two others. In
both of those there was a real pleasure or pain, containing an element
of falsity; but now there is no . . . real pleasure or pain; this case is not
covered by the formula of 37b [“the thing enjoying enjoys, whether rightly
or wrongly; it is clear that he never destroys the act of really enjoying”].
On the contrary, we have what Protarchus “and everybody else” had
asserted to be impossible, the case when a man [thinks he enjoys, butin
no way enjoys] and [thinks he suffers pain, but does not suffer].

Likewise, Delcomminette (2006, 421): “This type of false pleasure shows
the existence of [nous met en présence de] people who believe that they enjoy
during the time when they do not enjoy at all.” Unfortunately, Delcom-
minette contradicts this correct interpretation by affirming nonetheless
that in such cases people “really and truly feel pleasure” (prend bel et bien
plaisir, 2006, 420), that “the act of experiencing pleasure is not what is
false in this case” (2006, 421), and that to have such a pleasure is “to take
pleasure in something that is not a pleasure” (2006, 422).

Gosling (1975, 214) objects that if Plato considers such nonpleasures to
be false, then he would be guilty of “straightforward equivocation.” But the
fact that Plato speaks of false pleasure in a number of ways is not sufficient
reason to charge him with equivocation. The fallacy of equivocation only
occurs if Plato asserts an argument that illicitly trades on different meanings
of the same word. Gosling (1975) identifies no such argument. Frede (1993,
1997) is surely right that Plato here is cataloguing different manners of calling
pleasures “false.” But he is also engaged in the philosophical project (with,
for example, Rorty 1970) that attacks the widely held thesis that human
beings have incorrigible access to their own episodes of pleasure and pain.
42a5 "Evavtiov 81 10 viv 1® opkpov EunpocOe yéyovev the [falsity]

now is opposite to the [falsity] a little earlier. Gosling and Taylor (1982,

445) give the following illustrative example of the second type of falsity.

“If T am dissatisfied with my job I may think that another job will be

more satisfying than this one 7s; having made the change I discover to

my chagrin that the new job is not more satisfying than the old one was.”

Using this example, they raise the following objection. “Since we have
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no independent criterion either of how unpleasant my present job is in
fact, or of how pleasant the alternative is in fact, we have no ground for
the judgement that I exaggerate either the one or the other.” Without
an independent criterion, they argue, the most that “we can say is that a
certain anticipation—that is, of how one will view the relative pleasant-
ness of the two jobs—is falsified by the event, and hence that the pleasure
in that anticipation was ill-founded. But that is precisely the first case of
false pleasure of anticipation, where the falsity of an anticipation infects
the pleasure in that anticipation with its falsity.” The premise of their
objection is true: we have no independent criterion either of how unpleas-
ant my present job is in fact, or of how pleasant the alternative is in fact.
But Socrates does not need such independent criteria to establish that
the pain (the present job) and the pleasure (the future job) are falsein a
way that infects my thoughts. All he needs is that one of these pleasures
might be more but appear less than the other. Socrates establishes the
fact that there is a relationship between them of more or less at proposi-
tion 41d8-9. According to my interpretation, “pleasure accepts the more
and less” entails that for all x and y pleasant things, there are relations
(less pleasant than, more pleasant than) between x and y. Likewise, one
pleasure is in fact more pleasant than another, whether or not we have
criteria of the fact. (Frede [1997, 263-64] appeals both to “ordinary lan-
guage” [im Alltag hiufig . . . zu sprechen] and to Jeremy Bentham, rather
than to 41d8-9, to defend Socrates’ inference.) And the text at 42b2-6
establishes the fact that, while being more, one of these can appear less,
since future pleasures are capable of being represented in pictures, and
hence can be represented as more or less than they in fact are.

The first kind of false pleasure was a mental picture (of future gold or a
job, say), illustrating and hence infected by the prior falsity of a thought
about the future (a thought such as “I shall inherit” or “I won’t have to
speak to so-and-so at that job”). The second kind of false pleasure is not
the mental picture but the future gold or job. There is a fact of the matter
about whether this future object is more or less pleasant than some present
pain (poverty or the present job), as the text at 41d8-9 establishes. And
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there are pictorial representations of this pleasure on account of which
it appears falsely. The ability of the pleasure to appear falsely gives it the
power to infect thoughts with its falsity, opposite to the first case (thoughts
such as “wealth is more pleasant than poverty” or “working there is more
pleasant than working here”). My interpretation follows Mooradian (1995).

42C2 EMLTOUT® . .. YLYVOUEVOV [the part] coming to be on this [appear-
ance]. The manuscript has the accusative dual form toUtw, which has
been corrected to toUtw. I follow the Badham (1878) reading, endorsed
by Bury (1897): “That much then, by which either appears greater than it
really is, that apparent and unreal quantity, you will cut off [from each],
and you will neither say that the appearance itselfis a right appearance,
nor will you venture to call that part of the pleasure and pain which is
founded upon it [tovT®, i.e., the apparent but unreal quantity], right
and true.” An alternative manuscript has éni totto pépogin 42c2, which
Frede (1993) follows and translates: “you will neither admit that this
appearance is right nor dare to say that anything connected with this
portion of pleasure and pain is right and true.”

42d3 ovpPaiverytyvépeva come to be as a result. The verb oupPaiverand
the participle ytyvopeva have the same neuter plural subjunctive AUmat
Te Kai AAyndoveg kai 6dvvat kai tdvl’ 6mdoa toladt dvopata Eyel,
regarded as a collective (S §958).

42ds otavkaBotijtarwith implied neuter plural subject whenever [they]
are becoming restored [into their proper nature]. This present indefinite
temporal clause is part of the indirect discourse after dnede€dpeba
we accepted, depending on the accusative-plus-infinitive construction

TavTny . .. Vv katdotaow Ndoviv that this restoration [was] a pleasure.

42e4 oV KWAVeLEnE it doesn’t prevent me. This is the text of B. Manuscript
T has o0 xwAVoeLg pe you will not prevent me. Burnet (1901) emends to

KWAVELS you do not prevent me.

42e8 £& avtol [consequence] of this. Namely, as Protarchus will inquire
(42€9) and Socrates confirm (42€10), of the body not changing in either

of the two ways.
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4333 deiyap dnavta dve te kai kAt el for all things are always in flux
up and down, a seeming quotation from memory of Heraclitus (Diels
Kranz B 59; 60; A 1[141, 24], citation from Frede 1997).

4326-7 VMEKGTIVALTOVAOGYOV Empepopevov To0TOV fovAopar [ want to
get out from under this speech that is bearing down on [us]. “The Heracli-
tean Ayogislikened to a charging foe—warrior or warship” (Bury 1897).

43bs5—6 dAiyov...Td ... Towavta . ..nav0’ all such things but a few,
OAlyov a genitive of quantity (S §1399).

43b8 kdtm te kai dvm yryvopevar circumstantial participle going on “up
and down.” See note to 43a3 for quotation.

43d4-5 ovk av €in 1o pij AvnieioOai mote Tavtov T@ yaipew To be free from
pain is not ever the same thing as to feel pleasure. This thesis is restated at
44a9-10. I interpret the argument for it is as follows:

P1. Because there are three (modes of) life: pleasant, painful, and what is
neither (43c13-d2).
Because (inference indicated by "Ex 81 tovtwv 110®pev from these things
let us posit, 43c13):
Pi1.1. The middle (or neutral) manner of living could not be either pleas-
ant or painful (42e11-12).

Pi.1.1. Because (inference indicated by &1 then, 42e11) in the middle,
the body would be neither undergoing disintegration nor restora-
tion (42€9-10).

Pi1.2. Thereisa (mode of) life that is free of pleasure and pain (43c8-12).

Because (inference indicated by Ovxobv el tabta oUtw therefore, if
these things are so):

P1.2.1. (Restatement of 31d4-6) Pain coincides with the disinte-
grating of an organism’s nature (42c9-d3).

P1.2.2. (Restatement of 31d4-6) Pleasure is the same thing as th
restoring of that nature (42d5-7).

P1.2.3. Only big (hence perceived) changes cause pleasures and pains,
not moderate or small changes (43b7-9, 43¢c4-6).

P1.2.3.1. Because (inference indicated by toivuv therefore, 43b7) in
almost all cases, we and other living creatures do not notice or
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Commentary 227

perceive such processes as growth and other things we undergo
(43b1-6).
Protarchus’ assumption that “necessarily everything is changing in
every way in us” (43a1-3) is not a premise of the argument. Socrates
mentions the assumption in order to discount it, not infer from it.

43e1 TpL@v SvT®v oUv {uiV, @vTivev BovAetif we have three [names]—
whatever you wish. Smyth (1956, §2527) cites this case (as “43d”) asarare
instance of a pronoun before fovAeiattracted to the case of its anteced-
ent, but §oTig is not subject to attraction (S: §2524). As an alternative,
I understand the same tacit accusative noun ovopata names as in the

antecedent clause: if we have three [names], [names] of whatever you wish.

43e8 Aeyopevoc [the middle life] being said [to be pleasant or painful]. This
assessment of proper speech replies to the man who speaks about these
matters at 43d10 (Bury 1897; Delcomminette 2020).

4426 ®aoiyovv Protarchus only grants that they say this, not that they
believe it—hence the next few questions by Socrates.

442a9-10 There are people who falsely believe that they are pleased when they
are merely free from pain. Gosling and Taylor (1982, 450-51) object to
this proposition as follows. First, they affirm that ill people and others
whom Plato describes unmistakenly “do find a certain state enjoyable
just because it is a state of freedom from distress. There is no misiden-
tification involved here, any more than there is a mistake involved in
finding a cool shady room pleasant just by contrast with the heat and
glare outside.” Second, taking themselves to have established the reality
of such pleasures that are not processes of restorations, they conclude
that such pleasures in states “provide further evidence of the inadequacy
of [Plato’s] general account” of pleasure as a process of restoration.
Gosling and Taylor’s objection is unconvincing. They are right that
the existence of such neutral states being pleasures is inconsistent
with Plato’s theory of pleasure as restoring. The force of their objec-
tion depends on their assertion that in illness the pleasure of recovery

is true, and the only evidence they provide to regard such pleasures as
true is the similarity they see between the pleasure of recovery and the
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228  Plato’s Philebus

pleasure taken “in a cool shady room . . . by contrast with the heat and
glare outside.” But the pleasures of the cool shady room are restoring
processes, not neutral states. My overheated body takes pleasure as it
restores itself by cooling down just to the neutral point of body tempera-
ture, after which further cooling is felt to be unpleasant. Likewise, the
overstimulation of my eyes by the glare produces pleasure as my eyes
find relief in the shadows just to the point where I am relieved and become
indifferent and, perhaps, bored with the lack of bright color and light.
I admit that mere contrast as such might be painful—for example, the
contrast of light and dark caused by a strobe light. Such a pain is easy
for Plato to explain: something like a headache is induced and magni-
fied by the strobe. Likewise, I admit that some might find the same
strobe effect to be pleasant, merely as contrast. But it is not difficult for
Plato to explain such visual pleasure as relieving, with its stimulation,
something felt as a kind of visual boredom, hence discomfort. In neither
the case of the cool shady room nor the strobe light, therefore, do I find

a convincing objection to Plato’s argument.

44210 ToU ) AvmeloOat kai To¥ yaipew . .. ékarépov The sentence is
awkward enough that some suggest emendations. Accepting the text,
I analyze the articular infinitives to stand in apposition to éxatépov:
[the nature] of each of the two, of feeling no pain and of feeling pleasure.

44a11 Mv is, an imperfect with present meaning, used to refer to a topic
previously discussed: the “philosophical imperfect” (S §1903).

44B-51A. HOW THE MIXED CONDITION OF PLEASURE

AND PAIN CAN BE FALSE.

Socrates argues that there are two ways that mixed pleasures are false,
either by failing to be a net pleasure at all or by appearing greater than they
are. Socrates does not refer to mixed pleasures as a fourth (or fourth and
fifth) kind of falsity. Perhaps this is because the first kind of falsity in mixed
pleasures—a thing falsely seeming pleasant when not—is the same kind of
falsity as in type three, albeit that the neutral state is different from the
mixed state, while the second kind of falsity in mixed pleasures—a thing

falsely seeming to be just pleasure when really a pleasure-and-pain—is the
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same kind of illusion, produced by a contrasting background, as in type
two. But there is a problem for such a reading. It is at odds with Socrates’
criteria for classifying kinds of pleasure and knowledge at 31b2-3: “in what”
(év @) itis present and “through what pathos” (Sia t{ tdBog) it comes to be.
His criteria do not include by the way it seems (e.g., seeming pleasant when
itisn’t). According to Delcomminette (2006, 427), “the division between
mixed and pure pleasures is a new, exhaustive, division [nouvelle division
exhaustive] of pleasure according to a new criterion” (in note 2 on that page

he reviews alternative interpretations).

44b1 1) 800 péva or only two. When the audience first hears this ellipsis,
they will supply words from the first alternative: 1j [sc., aipdpefa map’
UV tad T etvar] 8Yo uéva or [shall we choose that the forms of life avail-
able to us are] only two. By the time Socrates finishes the sentences, how-
ever, the words to supply come from the phrase standing in apposition:

N [aipodpeba tadta tpocayopevecBat] §Vo uéva or [shall we choose to
call the forms of life by] only two [names].

44b2 avto tovto dyaQov Ov this very thing [i.e., freedom from pains] being a
good. This circumstantial participle seems to be causal, giving the reason
for calling a pain-free life pleasant: since it’s good, we call the pain-free life
pleasant. The missing premise in this enthymeme would be the hedonist
thesis that a good thing must be a pleasure.

44b3 mpooayopeveaOar for our purposes to call [pain something bad and
release from pain good] a middle infinitive depending on the deliberative
subjunctive aipopeda shall we choose? To take mtpooayopeveofat as a
middle infinitive is Gosling’s (1975) reading: “or that there are only two,
first distress, which we would say was a human evil, and secondly release
from distress, which being itself good we should call pleasurable.” An
alternative is Hackforth (1945), who takes tpooayopevec0ai as a passive
limiting the substantive drtaA\aynv “and release from pain being called
pleasant” (S §2004). Frede (1993) follows Hackforth: “liberation from
pain, also called pleasure.” The advantage to Gosling’s reading is that it
explains the double accusative in the pév clause, while the alternative
must supply the participle of being, “pain being an evil.”
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44b6 toU¢ moAepiovg the enemies [of Phileban hedonism]. The available
historical data underdetermine who these enemies might be. Among
many other alternatives (see Bury 1897), recent candidates have been
Speusippus and his school (Schofield 1971; Dillon 1999) and Plato himself
at an earlier time (Frede 1997, 268-71).

44c6 dvoyepeid PUOEWG. . . Alav PEPIONKOTOV . . . KL VEVOHIKOT®V
[divining not by expertise but by a sort of | disgust belonging to a not ignoble
nature of human beings who intensely hate the power of pleasure and who
consider it to be nothing healthy. The noun @Voewc natureis a genitive of
possession. As Badham (1878) analyzes, the genitives pepionkétov and
vevopkotwv depend on puoewc. The pleasure haters are pdAa Setvoug
Aeyopévoug Ta tepl puow said to be terribly clever at natural science,
ol 10 tapdmav 1dovag ol aowy elvar who deny that pleasures exist at
all (44b9-10), pavtevopévolg divining (44c5-6) their attitude toward
pleasure oV téyvy MG T Suoyepeia not by expertise but by a sort of
disgust (44c6), human beings pUoewg ovx dyevvodg of a not ignoble
nature (44c¢6), LeplonkOTwy TNV TG 1180Vvijc SUvapLy kal vevopkoTmv
o08¢v VyLég who have developed a hatred of the power of pleasure and
have come to the view that it is nothing healthy (44c7-8).

As an alternative to “disgust,” Pearson (2019, 258) refers to these
natural scientists as “unspecified ‘stroppy’ characters (duschereia).”
Duschereia (Suoyépela) is an abstract noun: it means “stroppiness,” as
Pearson’s British-English translation has it, or “orneriness,” a North
American equivalent, or “cantankerousness,” the more common or
generic English word. The plural adjective is duoyepeic, and indeed
Socrates refers to them as ot Suoyepeig at 44e4.

The abstract noun duoyépela names a possible part of human nature;
the adjective duoyepric describes the person who has such a nature; the
process verb Suoyepaivm refers to the activity that proceeds from such
anature, and the noun dvoyépaopa is a cognate accusative of the verb,
naming a product of that process. LS] permits us to extend Pearson’s
sort of translation to all four words, listing the following meanings. For

the abstract noun, harshness (SvoyépeiaIl.1, citing 44¢6), for the adjec-
tive, ill-tempered, unfriendly (Suoyepr|c IL1, citing Sophocles, Electra

215-110667_ch01_1P.indd 230

13/09/22 12:41 AM



Commentary 231

929); for the verb, cause annoyance (dvoyxepaivm I1.1, citing Sophocles,
Oedipus at Colonus 1282), and for the cognate accusative of the verb,
harsh judgments (Svoyépaopata L1, citing 44d2).

Despite LSJ’s explicit recommendations for two members of this
word family, translations like “harsh” or “stroppy” face a problem in
interpreting 44c5-8, where Socrates would be saying that these stroppy
people divine their attitude toward pleasure—an attitude that hates the
power of pleasure and that views pleasure as nothing healthy—not by
means of rational expertise but by means of cantankerousness. Now, my
cantankerousness might help me divine without expertise that the world
and everything in it deserves my hatred, and that nothing in the world is
healthy. But such cantankerousness does not explain why I would single
out pleasure for my ill temper.

Asit happens, LS] gives an alternative translation, which fits the con-
text of the Philebus better. For the abstract noun, LS] lists loathing, nausea
(—and I add disgust—for Svoyépewa I1.2, LSJ citing Plato, Protagoras
334c), for the adjective, fastidious (that is, disgusted, SuoyeprigIL1, citing
Plato, Republic 475¢); and for the verb, be disgusted at (Suoyepaivo 1.1,
citing Plato, Theaetetus 195¢). Although LSJ does not list such a meaning
for the cognate accusative of the verb, Suoyépaopata, the meaning expres-
sions of disgust fits the context of 44d2 at least as well as LS]’s proposal
there, harsh judgments.

A translation like “disgust” is superior to a translation like “stroppy”
or “harsh” in giving us a satisfactory interpretation of 44c5-6. Socrates
would be saying that these fastidious people divine their view of pleasure
not by means of rational expertise but by means of disgust. Socrates would
then be referring to a school of natural scientists who share feelings of
disgust at pleasure. While they give a scientific explanation of all pleasures
as mere releases from pain, they go further and deny that pleasure exists
at all. On their account, avto ToUTO AVTHG TO EMaywYOV yorjtevpa this
very seductiveness of it (i.e., of release from pain) is bewitchment, not plea-
sure (44c8). Their scientific explanation of pleasure as release from pain
is insufficient to explain their overall view that pleasure is to be hated,
that it is nothing healthy, that it is bewitchment and not pleasure at all.
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Itis their disgust, not their rational analysis, which explains their overall
view, hating pleasure and divining that there is nothing healthy in it.
The means by which these fastidious scientists arrive at their overall

view anticipates Nietzsche’s means for arriving at his negative view of
Plato, of Christianity, and of Schopenhauer—he “needs no refutation
[Widerlegung]” because he “smells the decay [riecht die Verwesung].”
In other words, visceral disgust rather than cerebral analysis explains
Nietzsche’s overall view of these three philosophical systems. In con-
trast, Nietzsche’s stroppiness by itself can give no explanation of his
overall view. It is by means of his disgust, as opposed to his stroppiness,
that Nietzsche divines his attitude and view of Plato and the others.
In the same way, when Socrates says that a school of natural scientists
makes divinations about pleasure by means of duoyépeta, we do better
to interpret the means of divination to be disgust rather than stroppiness.

44c8 atto toUTo avTiigTo ¢maywyov yontevpa this very seductiveness
of it [i.e., of release from painlis bewitchment.

44d7 Metadioxkmpev let us pursue, a metaphor from battle. In a battle,
one might directly chase after a fleeing enemy, or one might chase after
an ally who is chasing a fleeing enemy. Here the chase goes after the
pleasure haters, who are themselves chasing after pleasure as they fight it.

44e7-8 €ikaito Ti)gNdovijc Yévog idelv fjvtivd ot E€xeL pVow if [we
were to wish] to see what sort of nature the kind Pleasure has. A kind has
a nature in virtue of having a form (as well as its members), and any
form has a nature (as assumed at, e.g., 44e1). See introduction: Genos,
Phusis, and Eidos.

4521 dxpotdrag kai o@odpotarag [If one wants to study pleasure, to
see what kind of nature it has, one ought not to look at small-magnitude
pleasures, but at those that are] most extreme and most intense. A finan-
cial model of pleasure gives a charitable and faithful interpretation of

9. Ecce Homo “The Birth of Tragedy,” §2. See Richardson (2004) for a defense of Nietz-
sche as a kind of natural scientist, a “neo-Darwinist,” and the notes on p. 258 for more
quotations documenting Nietzsche’s preference for fastidiousness—whether we call
it a sense of smell or an aesthetic judgment—over refutation as a means of reaching
philosophical evaluations.
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the distinctions Socrates draws. As pleasure is a process of restoring
health in an organism, let income be a process able to restore financial
well-being for a human being. Then call a process of income extreme or
large if it involves the accumulation of an extreme or large amount of
money. And call a process of income intense if the accumulation occurs
in a very short period of time. By analogy to this model, a pleasure will
be extreme or large if the perceived restoration is extreme or large, and
intense if the restoration occurs very quickly.

4524 aimpoyewpoiye the [pleasures] at hand [for purposes of the argument]
at least. The limitative ye implies that Socrates believes there are greater
pleasures that are not at hand: there is a sense in which the pleasures
of healthy people are “greater,” as Socrates is about to mention. As an
alternative, Frede (1993) reads mpdyeipol as “immediate” to the person
feeling pleasure, which is perhaps a less obvious meaning for the word
and does not improve the sense of the passage.

45a7-9 peiloug eiol kal yiyvovral mept ToUg KAUVOVTaG €V Taig VOooIG i
nepl vywaivovrag [bodily] pleasures are larger when people suffer from
an illness than when they are healthy. Socrates takes care to distinguish
this statement from the statement that healthy people feel more bodily
pleasure, all things considered, than the extremely ill. The financial
model of pleasure again (see note to 45a1) gives a charitable and faithful
interpretation of Socrates’ distinction between larger pleasures in an
organism that enjoys less. A process of income might produce a large
and intense gross income but a small, nonexistent, or even negative net
income when the expenses associated with the income are taken into
account. By analogy to this model, the very same process of restoration
might be a large gross pleasure but a small, nonexistent, or negative net
pleasure when destructive processes associated or “mixed” with the plea-
sure are taken into account (likewise at 45c1-5: Tag peyiotagndovag the
greatest pleasures, Thelw yaipovow enjoy more, and péye0og . . . Ndovi|g
magnitude of pleasure).

45bg amomAnpovpévwv neuter passive, limiting dovag: [pleasures] of
things being refilled. If there is a sense in which pure pleasures are greater
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than pleasures mixed with pains, then the sick only have greater plea-
sures of refillings: the healthy might have greater pleasures when all
pleasures are considered. As an alternative, Hackforth (1945) says “the
genitive . . . could only be [a genitive of comparison] governed by peilovg”
and thinks the genitive must be emended to the masculine nominative
amomAnpovuevol. As another alternative, Frede (1993 and 1997) without
comment appears to take the genitive to be absolute, taking as subject
the singular évdeiq (returning as the plural év8el®dv), so that it indicates
a temporal condition, which gives a good sense: the sick, when [their
lacks] are being refilled, have greater pleasures [than the healthy]—in her
1993 translation, “Do they not feel greater deprivations, and also greater
pleasures at their replenishment?” Frede’s analysis of the genitive as
absolute appears to follow Gosling (1975), who perhaps translates better
in leaving the subject of the replenishing undetermined in his transla-
tion: “being more closely acquainted with want, they surely get greater
pleasure from replenishment.” Gosling also translates the number of
évdeiq accurately as singular, “want,” rather than using Frede’s plural
“deprivations.”

45¢c1 0pO®C av @awvoipeda Aéyovteg wc. It is most natural to take the
participle Aéyovteg to be complementary to pawvoipeda might we evi-
dently be speaking correctly, [saying] that . . . Asan alternative, some take
Aéyovteg as circumstantial: might we appear correctly, saying that . . .
This seems to be Gosling’s (1975) reading: “Should we seem justified in
saying that . ..” (Likewise, Hackforth 1945 and Frede 1993, although
their translations are freer.)

45c2—3 ovUK €igVyielav GAN eigvooov iovtag Ol okoTELV it is necessary
to examine [those] going into sickness not health. This translation takes
i6vtag as the direct object of oxomeiv with an implicit definite article for
the participle (likewise with Aeyopévoug at 44bo, for example). For eiut
plus gig: i6vteg eig tag opoiag going into similar [wrestling grips, 13d7-8].
For &ig plus abstract noun: Thucydides, Histories 5.30.5.4, iévat €g TNV
Evppayiav. Alternative translations tend to follow Bury (1897), who

takes {6vtag as circumstantial to an intransitive oxomelv: it is necessary
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to make an examination by going into sickness not health. It might seem to
tell against his reading that, as the subject of oxoneiv, we would expect
a singular instead of plural participle, in agreement with the subject of
the protasis at 45c1, T someone. But he defends his alternative: “the
plural after such an universalizing pronoun is common: cp. Republic
536a, Prot. 345e, etc.”—and 45e9-10.

45c3 ) pe Ny dtavoovpevov One might expect here instead of a participle
the infinitive SiavoeioOat: hence Badham (1878) proposes emending the
text to pun pe Stavdov. But LS (iyéopat I11.2) recognizes “an attributive
word” after 1yfj as well as an accusative-plus-infinitive construction:
that you do not regard me [as] intending (to ask you).

45d2 dei€erg you will be showing [the way]. The verbs €mopat (I follow [the
way]) and Seilxvup (I show [the way]) likewise occur as antonyms at
Plato, Republic 432c3-5, Sophocles, Ajax 813-4, and Xenophon, Cyro-

paedia 5.2.13.5, for example.

45d3 UPperwantonness is an antonym to cw@poovvn soundness of mind
(occurring at 55b3).

45e3-4 mepipontovg anepydletar [pleasure] produces [human beings]
crying out or makes [human beings] notorious, a pun.

45e9-10 mpogAdpevov. .. éAéyopev Notice the switch from singular
to plural: it is necessary that some indefinite one, after choosing, exam-
ine in what way we say they are biggest. Socrates restates this point at
46a2-3 (“Consider what there is about the pleasures of such diseases”),
and refers to it at 46b3-4 (“the object of the present inquiry”). In this
inquiry, Socrates elicits Protagoras’ answer about one of these pleasures
at 46a12 (“This is something mixed”), and he elicits Protarchus’ answer
about the whole class at 46b6-7 (“the [so-called ‘pleasures’] that have a
share [of pain] in their mixture”).

46a5 Tag (1dovac) TdV aoynpuoévwv the [pleasures] of the unseemly [ones].
The genitive voonpdtwv might be masculine, feminine, or neuter. Bury
(1897) (followed by Gosling 1975) proposes we supply the feminine noun
voonpdtwv: unseemly illnesses. This voonpdtwv readily comes to mind,
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because it likewise limited jdovdg just three lines earlier. But there are two
problems making good sense of that reading. All illnesses are doyfuwv
(disfiguring) in the sense that itches are, so doyfjpuwv voonudtmv seems
redundant on this reading. And surely the Svoyepeic hate above all not
pleasures of disease but pleasures of wantonness. Likewise, Stallbaum’s
(1842) reading, that doynpwv is masculine and refers to ot doyfpoveg
(unseemly people) seems to give a good sense to the passage, since the
“itches” that are cured by nothing more than “such actions as rubbing the
skin” (1@ tpifewv kai 6oa totatta) will then refer to the Suoyepeic-hated
pleasures. The verb tp{Bewv can mean masturbate (Henderson 1991, 176).
As an alternative, doynuwv might give the same sense if we read it as
neuter, unseemly things. Finally, we might read it as a feminine partitive
genitive (Tag 1@V doyiuwv 10ovav) pleasures taken from the unseemly
pleasures. This appears to be Frede’s (1993) reading: “those pleasures of a
rather repugnant type.” On the identity of the Suoyepeig, see note to 44b6.

4629 ovk ANANGdedpeva pappaewc [whatever such things] not in need
of another treatment. While rubbing alone may be a pdppa&ig treatment,
itis not an laotg remedy for scabies or dermatitis. Socrates’ qualification
seems to show that his topic—what the harsh-living pleasure-haters hate
most of all—includes not the types of skin-rubbing that relieve the itching
of skin disease (for which ancient medicine had other treatments, such as
described in the note to 46e2) but the types of skin-rubbing that provide
sexual pleasures to those itching for them. The Socrates of the Gorgias
takes it to be a natural movement of thought to begin by asking about
the one ywpdvta kai kvnow@dvta itching and scratching (494c6-7) and
continue to 6 T@V xvaidwv Plog the life of kinaidoi (494e4), who were
passive male partners in anal sexual intercourse.

462a12—-13 ZUPPEKTOV TOUTO . . . yiyveaOai T kaxdv this mix is some-
thing bad. Hackforth (1945, 90) gives an alternative interpretation. Since
Hackforth sees no reason why the pleasant factor should be regarded as
bad, he proposes reading nd0og a thing undergone for xaxév bad. The
resulting translation, in effect, is: “the relief from itching by rubbing,

and all of that sort that needs no other remedy, is a mixed experience

215-110667_ch01_1P.indd 236

13/09/22 12:41 AM



Commentary 237

[of pleasure and pain].” But, as Migliori (1993) points out, Hackforth
faces a problem (in addition to needing to emend the text): there is rea-
son for Protarchus and us to regard this experience as something bad,
since it is structurally the same as the experience of scratching an itch;
moreover, even though we are capable of scratching itches, we all avoid
getting such skin conditions. As the pleasure haters say, rightly, about
this case: there is “nothing healthy” (44c¢8) about it. Hence, we rightly
regard the overall experience as something bad.

46b1 OV pev &1 DANPov ye Evexa not for the sake of Philebus. Freer trans-
lations do not seem to improve the meaning: Gosling (1975), “to please
Philebus”; Frede (1993) “with the intention of alluding to Philebus”;
Hackforth (1945) “with any reference to Philebus.” Gosling is closest
to the text and, I think, gives the best sense. After Protarchus, with the
decorum of an Athenian youth, refers to the sexual pleasures as “some-
thing bad,” Socrates reminds him of Philebus, his character and practice.
On Greek sexual morality see Dover (1974 and 1989).

nape0£puny a causative middle (S §1725) I did [not] cause [this argument]
to be set out. It is Socrates’ characteristic method not to himself set out

an argument but to cause his interlocutor to set it out.

46b2-3 1@V tavtag énopévev With Bury (1897) I take tév to be femi-
nine: the [pleasures] that follow on these [rubbing pleasures]. Frede (1993),
in opposition to Bury (1897), Hackforth (1945), and Gosling (1975), trans-
lates the participle as masculine men “who cultivate them,” rather than as
feminine, pleasures following on them. Frede’s alternative faces a problem:
Protarchus’ reply indicates that Socrates is examining the ovyyeveig
relatives, not one particular form of pleasure together with the human
devotees of that pleasure.

46b8—c4 There are three kinds of mixtures of pleasures and pains— (1) bodily
mixtures just in the body, (2) mixtures of pleasures and pains from both body
and soul, and (3) soul mixtures just in the soul—and sometimes the [gross]
pleasure and [gross] pain taken together amount to [net] pleasure; other
times [net] pain. The point of the three-part distinction is to show how

widespread such kinds of falsity are. It is not surprising that Protarchus
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wonders, at the conclusion, if there are any true pleasures—that is, plea-
sures not contaminated with pain—at all (51b1-2).

46¢6-7 ‘Ométav...T¢. .. ndoyn whenever someone undergoes. This first
generalization illustrates at p&v xatd 0 odua €v avTolg Tolg COUATLY
mixtures of pleasure and pain within just the body (46b8-c1). Illustra-
tions of mixtures within just the soul, and then mixtures coming from
both body and soul, will follow. According to Delcomminette (2006,
426), “the false pleasures of the first two species [namely, false pleasure
of anticipation and of estimation] are found again explicitly subsumed
under [explicitement subsumés sous] [this] species of mixed pleasures.”
It is true that in this passage, false pleasures of anticipation, which are
false because they are false pictures of reality, are shown to be false in
yet another way: as mixtures. Indeed, a pleasure can be true as a picture
but will still be false because mixed with desire and pain.

46¢9 TO 81 Aeyopevov mkp® yAvky pepetypévov the so-called “sweet
mixed with bitter.” Peponi (2002, 139-44) explains Aeydpevov, “so-
called,” as calling to mind in Plato’s readers the epithet for eros in love
poetry in for example Sappho (yAvkOmkpov bittersweet, Fragment 130)
and Theognis (mikpog xal yAvkig bitter and sweet, Elegiae 2.1353). As
Peponi says, “eros in its physical aspect is essentially recalled but hardly
ever mentioned in this part of the Philebus” (2002, 136).

46d1 ovvraow [makes a wild] straining. This word occurs only one other
time in Plato, when Diotima uses it in defining eros (1) cUvtaoig Epwg &v
KaAoito the suntasis . . . may be called eros, Symposium 206b2-3). LS]J
lists the primary meaning as tension, rigidity. Although Henderson (1991)
does notinclude it in his list of obscene words, it might have the meaning
tumescence in both passages, as well as the transferred meaning vehement
effort, exertion (the meaning that LS] lists for these two passages). At this
point Socrates is speaking in general of the bodily condition where there
is firmness that is caused by swelling. As examples of this condition, he
will include both pruritus caused by disease (when pain predominates
over pleasure in relieving the itch) and male sexual arousal and orgasm

(when pleasure predominates over pain in relieving the “itch”). Scientific
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understanding of the time connected itching with sexual pleasure. For
example, Hippocrates explained the pleasure tpifopévou . . . 1ol aidoiov
of the penis being rubbed as &yonep xvnouog just like itching and scratch-
ing (De Semine 1.7-8). See Peponi (2002, 153-56) for further discussion.

46d7-47a1 Editors and translators have proposed many emendations and

alternatives for this passage. Before going into the details, I give in this
note my edition of the passage followed by an account of how the dif-
ferent clauses fit together.

Aéye &1 tag pév, dtav mheiovg ATmat t@v 1100veAV yiy v vTai—Tag Tiig
Yopag Aeyopévag vuvdn tadtag eivat Kal Tag T@V YapyaAloudv—
OméTay évtog to LEov 1) kal Td @Aeypaivov, T tpiyet 8¢ kal Tf) kKivijoet
un €@uevijtal Tig, T 8’ EMIoATg O VoV SLayén, TOTE PEPOVTEG €lG TTOP
adTd xal eig tovvavtiov dropiaig petaPpdMovteg, Eviote aunydvoug
Ndovdg, toté 8¢ Tolvavtiov, T0lg £€vTOg TPOG TA TAOV EE®, AVTAG
ndovaic ovykepaobeioag, ig OmoTEP’ AV PEYT), TAPETYOVTO TGO TA
ovykekpiuéva Pia Srayeiv ) ta Stakekpiuéva ovyyelv—kal Opol AvTag
ndovaic mapatiBévat.

The main verb of the sentence is Aéye 61 Do say (i.e., do remark or do note),

and it is followed by indirect discourse to the end of the sentence. The
indirect discourse contains a temporal antecedent and its consequent.
The sentence is complicated by two parenthetical remarks juxtaposed
after the statement of the temporal antecedent. As Barbara Jane Hall has
remarked, these juxtapositions in the text mirror the juxtapositions of
pleasure and pain in the analysis. The temporal consequent begins and
ends the indirect discourse, and is the main accusative-plus-infinitive

construction after the verb of speaking, Aéye.

Tag [sc., pei€eig] pév . . . kai opod AVmag Hdovaic mapatiBéval, some
[mixtures] . . . put pains quite close beside pleasures.

Taking the accusative tag [sc., pei€eig] puév with the accusative
napatifévar to my knowledge was first proposed by Burnet (1901), who
inserted hyphens to mark off the intervening eight lines of text. Gosling

215-110667_ch01_1P.indd 239

13/09/22 12:41 AM


grudebusch
Highlight

grudebusch
Sticky Note
Indent rather than outdent this paragraph, matching the indent in the paragraph below beginning, "Taking the accusative ..."


240  Plato’s Philebus

(1975) seems in his translation to follow Burnet. Diés (1949), Frede (1993
and 1997), and Peponi (2002, 152) have no place for the accusative tag
uév in their translations, since they take the infinitive mapatiBévar as
articular, coordinate with t® . . . dtayeiv and ovyyeiv. For example,
Peponi (2002, 152) translates, “they provide themselves with . . . distress
mixed with pleasure, . . . due to . . . the juxtaposing of pains along with
pleasures.” Bury (1897) raised a problem for such readings, in addition
to leaving the accusative tag pév untranslated: “This is saying that they
do a thing by doing it”—which is meaningless. There is a meaning with
Burnet’s reading: when pains outweigh pleasures, such mixtures put
pains close beside pleasures: in Socrates’ example, the heat application
places greater pain on the skin’s surface close beside the lesser pleasure
of internal relief. The predictable contrasting the tag de statement is left
unstated: when pleasures outweigh pains, such mixtures put pleasures
close beside pains: in Socrates’ example of that mixture, the greater
pleasure of sexual orgasm is placed close beside the lesser pain of teasing.

In my statement of the temporal consequent the three dots of elision
stand for the remainder of the indirect discourse. That remainder begins by
stating the temporal antecedent, a subordinate clause introduced by dtav.

6tav nAglovg Almat t@Vv 8ovav yiyvevral, when pains come to be
greater than pleasures.

If this were all Socrates had said, the connection between the antecedent
and consequent would not be clear. It would not be clear why, in certain
mixtures, when pains outweigh the pleasures, the pains are put “quite
close beside pleasures.” The two parenthetical remarks make that con-
nection clear. The first parenthetical remark is a short specification of
the mixtures Socrates has in mind when pains are greater than pleasures
of the indefinite noun phrase. This remark is the second accusative-plus-
infinitive construction (taytag eivar) after Aéye.

Tag Tii¢ ydpag Aeyopévag vuvdn tadtag eival kai tag T@V
yapyaAop®dv [do note that] these are [the mixtures] of the itch men-
tioned just now [i.e., the mixtures] of tickling irritations.
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The second parenthetical further describes the itch and a desperate
response to it.

ométav (1a) £vtog To LEov 1) kal tO Aeypaivov, (1b) T tpipet 8¢ kai
) kvijoet p) Epvijtai TG, ta & EmutoAf|g povov Saxén, Tote (2a)
PépovTeg el TUp avTA Kai el Tovvavtiov amoplalg petaBdMovteg,
éviote (2b) apnydvougidovdc, téte 8¢ (3) TOvVavTioV TOIG EVTOC TTPOG
A TV E€w, AUag dovaig ovykepaocheioag, eig 6mdTEP’ AV PEYN,
napéoyovto, when (1a) the seething and inflammation are inside and
(1b) by rubbing and movement someone is not able to reach [it], but (ic)
they only disperse the things on the surface, then, (2a) carrying the [parts]
to a hot fire and in their distresses changing about to the opposite [i.e.,
to cold water], sometimes (2b) by dispersing by force the compressed
or compressing the dispersed they provide for themselves unsustainable
pleasures, and at that time, (3) in whatever way they incline like a bal-
ance tilting, (3a they provide for themselves) the opposite for the inside
things relative to the outside things, pains mixed with pleasures.

Here there is a lengthy specification of the different stages (6métav . . .
16te . .. éviote ... 161 08, when . . . then . .. sometimes . . . and at
that time) of the time when, as a consequence, pains are put “quite close
beside pleasures.” Whereas the main verb of the first parenthetical was
an infinitive (efvat), the main verb of the second parenthetical is finite
(mapéoyovto): unlike the first parenthetical, which is a subordinate
clause depending on the verb of speaking Aéye, the second parentheti-
calis an independent clause, composed of its own temporal antecedent
(labeled 1a, 1b, and 1c), consequent (2a and 2b), and restatement of the
consequent (3). It describes cases where the cause of the itch is inside
the body and the patient cannot disperse it with the movements induced
by rubbing. Since the rubbing does not produce relief at those times,
as a desperate remedy the patient applies heat to the outside. The heat
application eventually relieves the inside pain, and that reliefaccording
to Socrates’ restorative account (first sketched at 31d-32b) is a pleasure.
But at the same time the heat application causes pain on the outside
of the body, and to relieve that pain the patient changes from the fire
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to the cooling water. Then the surface feels relief, but the pain returns
on the inside. Both treatments, then, produce relief and pleasure but
they do so at the price of causing pain. Hence, each treatment causes
its own distinct “distress” (aporia, as stated in clause 2a): inside relief
with outside pain that eventually is unendurable, or outside relief with
inside pain that eventally is unendurable. The pleasures they provide for
themselves in either case are therefore impossible to maintain—that is,
“impracticable” or “unsustainable” (apnydvoug, as clause 2b states). The
verb of providing (mapéoyovto ) has the direct object “unsustainable
pleasures” in clause 2b but has a second direct object in clause 3, “the
opposite.” As clause 3 states, they provide “the opposite for the inside
things relative to the outside things.” The accusative participle “pains
mixed with pleasures” (AUmagi0ovaic ovykepaoBeioag) is appositive
to and explanatory of the accusative “the opposite” (tovvavtiov) in
clause 3: the condition of unsustainable pleasure that they provide for
themselves as they go back and forth from fiery heat to cooling water
is a condition where “the opposite” is provided—namely, “pains mixed
with pleasures.” In other words, either act in the alternating treatment
provides pleasure, but in each iteration it also provides the opposite,
pain mixed with the pleasure. (The use of the same verb for two direct
objects in different clauses puts them “quite close” side by side: the first
direct object refers to pleasure, the second—as the appositive makes
clear—refers to pain. Likewise, there is another beautiful mirroring in
this passage between the sentence structure and the sentence analy-
sis, the consequence of which is that in these cases pleasures and pains
are put quite close together.) After Socrates states this second lengthy
parenthetical, the connection between the temporal antecedent and its
consequent becomes clear to Protarchus. To Socrates’ imperative “Do
say!” he replies, “[I say it] most truly” CAAnO¢otata, 47a2).

There are alternative interpretations of the passage, many of which
I will mention in notes below. There is no certainty about the correct
interpretation, but as a general rule any alternative that does not make
good sense of some part of the passage, or advocates emendation or
deletion, would seem to be inferior.
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46d7 tagpév, dtav nAeiovg AUnat the [mixtures], on the one hand, when
pains [come to be] greater. The 6tav is answered at 47a3, OT6TAV AV,
whenever, again, taking up the mixtures when pleasures are greater. This
clause is subordinate to the statement that some mixtures of pleasures
and pains place the pains quite close to the pleasures, and is the first
condition for that consequence. Accordingly, it will be preferable to
interpret the whole compound sentence as dealing only with mixtures
where pains predominate. Socrates’ example of predominating pains will
be the itching of skin swollen from underlying inflammation, while the
example in his next speech of predominating pleasure, though discretely
left unnamed, is evidently the pleasure of rubbing an erect penis.

46d8-9 —tag i Yy@Opag Aeyopévag vuvdi tadtag eiva kai Tag T@V
yapyahop®dv—these are the [mixtures] of pruritis and the [mixtures] of
tickling irritations, this accusative plus infinitive plus complement after
Aéyeis an explanatory interjection in apposition to tag pév. After both
instances of tag I have supplied “mixtures.” As an alternative, Hackforth
(1945) supplies “pleasures,” which would be an unexpected change of
referent for tag from the previous line d7. Freely, for the sake of an idiom-
atic translation, Frede (1993) and others use the word “case,” translating
the feminine article tag as if it were neuter.

Following Burnet (1901), I put a hyphen after yapyaAiopudv to mark
the end of the interjection. An alternative Apelt (1922) (as defended by
Arpe 1943 and followed by Frede 1993 and Delcomminette 2020) is to
insert a full stop instead of hyphen.

46dg xaitagepexegetic (only one case is described, and the class of tickling
irritations includes penis-rubbing mixtures, too).

OV yapyahopu®dv of tickling irritations. The noun has a narrow sense
tickle, given as the only meaning in LSJ, but here it seems to have a
broader meaning. LSJ gives to the verb yapyaAi{w the narrow sense to
tickle but also the broader sense fo feel tickling or irritation. I take it that
the broader sense must be wide enough to refer to any irritation allevi-

ated by rubbing or scratching. Such a sense must include both the feeling

in a nose that induces a sneeze (Symposium 189a4) and the feeling of a
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tooth before it erupts (Phaedrus 253e6), as well, I suppose, as feelings of
mosquito bites and scabies, but not of sunburn or a pebble in the shoe.
As an alternative, Frede (1993) translates with the noun “scratching,”
which unfortunately has an active sense. Frede (1997) is more accurate
in translating it as “Juckreize” (itching), followed by Delcomminette
(2020): “démangeaisons,” (itchings).

46d9-10 OméTAV £vdC TO (foV 1) KAl TO @Aeypaivov when the seething
and swelling are inside—that is, located inside the body. This is the sec-
ond condition for the consequence that some mixtures of pleasures and
pains place the pains quite close to the pleasures.

Burnet’s 1901 addition <év toig> after ométav—(boiling is) “among the
things [inside]” instead of “boiling is inside”—does not seem needed to
most editors and translators. In either case the location prevents scratching
and rubbing from providing relief, unlike when the cause of the itching
is on the surface.

46d10 i) tpiyeL 8¢ kai tij kivijoer datives of means by friction and move-
ment. Asis often noticed (e.g., Frede 1992, 450), Socrates takes a medical
and scientific tone in this passage.

Heusde (cited in Burnet) removed the iota from kivijoet: Tfj tpiypet 8¢
kai tf) xvioet by means of rubbing and scratching. Burnet (1901), Frede
(1993), and many others accept this emendation without comment. I find
no published justification of the emendation, but I suppose it is thought
that there is some advantage in the replacement of the rare (or awkward
or nearly nonsensical) coordination of the words tpiyig and xvijoig by the
much more common (or natural or sensible) coordination of the words
Tpiyig and kivnotg, an advantage accomplished merely by removing an
iota. As it happens, such a thought is not supported by extant ancient
Greek. A TLG proximity search produced no coordinations of Tpiy1g
and kvijotg, while producing three of tpiyig and kivnotg, all in scientific
writings in the Aristotelian Problemata: coordinated by kai at 882a27 (ai
dg xvioelg kal ai tpiyelg v pev kothiav Aemtvvouot, “movements and
friction make the belly lean”) and 927a14 () 8¢ pi€ic tpiwer xai kivijoey,
“the mixing [and consequent foaming of barley gruel or wheat flour with
olive oil] is by friction and movement”), and by 1] at 908b35 (6oa pév
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T kevioel i) i) tpiyet petafdMovta, “whichever [perfumes] undergo
[chemical] change from motion or friction”).

In addition to coordinations, the TLG search turns up other collo-
cations of tpiyig and kivnoig but no collocations of any kind of tpiyig
and kvijoic. For example, Socrates in Plato’s Theaetetus speaks of fire
being born “from rapid motion and friction, and these two things are
movements” (£k Qopag kal Tpipemge TovTw O¢ KIVIioELg, 153a9-10). In
scientific contexts, the movement of the internal parts of a body appar-
ently was viewed as the effect of friction on its surface. For example,
Aristotle thought that friction produces movement of semen out of the
body (Hist. An. 581a29-31). Again, in theorizing why friction increases
muscle mass (except for the curious case of the belly), the Aristotelian
author remarks that the internal fluids of the body are always “in motion”
(v xwnoer), “which happens in friction” (6 év tij tpipet yivetat, Prob.
965b38-966a2). Perhaps it is this assumed causal connection of fric-
tion (on the surface of the body) with movement (of internal parts) that
explains Socrates’ coordination of the words in the present passage. Or
perhaps the coordination is between some external movement as the
cause of the superficial friction, as at Aristotle, De caelo 289a19-21, De
mundo 395b4-6, and De respiratione 475a9-10.

46e1 10 & EmuTOAf|G povov only the [seething/swelling] belonging to the

surface. Everyone accepts Schiitz’s (cited in Bury 1897) émutoAig for émt
moAfjg of B and T (moAfig is unattested). Note neuter accusative definite
article with genitive noun, “the thing of the surface.” Schiitz emends
10 to Td, which Gosling (1975) accepts “to have a plural antecedent for
avtd at the end of the line.” One can sensibly avoid this emendation by
taking the antecedent of avta to be 10 {ov kai 1o pAeypaivov (d9-10).

@EPOVTEG. . . pETAPANOVTEG. . . TapEoyOVTO carrying . . . chang-
ing . .. they procure, gnomic aorist. The plural number refers to the uni-
versalizing singular pronoun tig at e1 (S §1012). The present tense of the
two participles perhaps indicates progressive aspect: continually carrying
affected parts back and forth to heat and to cold and undergoing change.

Delcomminette proposes instead as the subject of tapéoyovto and
the participles @épovteg and petafdMovteg “the triple infinitive
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construction that ends the passage”—namely, as he establishes the
text, T® T ovykekpipéva Pig Stayelv i) Ta Sakekpiuéva ovyyely, Kai
opol Avmag ndovaic mapatiBéval (2006, 436n16). But neuter plural
articular infinitives cannot be the subject of those masculine plural

participles (S §958-959).

46e2 amopig dative of cause from the [events of | distresses. Stallbaum

10.

(1842) considered emending the plural anopiag to the singular dmopiq,

presumably on the grounds that “it is in the singular that the term aporia
can denote difficulty or even impossibility of finding a way out of a hard
situation” (Peponi 2012, 149n32). Burnet (1901), presumably for the same
reason, emended dmopiatg to wuplaig, steam baths (or any heat applica-

tion), a change perhaps anticipated in a scribe’s note on W.1 But there are

many attested uses of the dative plural to refer either to more than one

event of distress (e.g., Xenophon, Cyropaedia 1.6.24.8, cuveTIKOUPETV

npoBupopevov taig amopialg avtdv eager to help them in moments of
distress) or to more than one kind of distress (e.g., Isocrates 12.140.8: €k
8¢ TV xowdVv talg idiatg dmopiaig fondely ntovvtwv, seeking to repair
their own distresses from the public treasury”; likewise, Isocrates 2.39.5,

3.44.7, 8.131.1, 15.281.5; Plato, Statesman 273ds, 274d5; and the Aristotelian

Problemata 956b14). And the present passage plausibly refers to more than

one kind of distress: first the inner pain that is not reached “by rubbing and
scratching” (d10) and then the exterior pain from the application of fire’s

heat (e1). And the relative clause “toward whichever of the two [the afflicted
parts] are directed” (e4) suggests a seesaw repeated back and forth, imply-

ing multiple events of these distresses. Likewise, the attested uses of the

dative plural and the plausible meaning of the present passage do permit

the plural dative dmopiaig in its meaning distresses or events of distress.

“According to Dies’ (1949) apparatus, the scribe seems not only to correct supra
lineam the letter o0 and change it into v but also to think it necessary to repeat the
letter  (replacing, that is, the existing amo- with a new first syllable stv-). Thus the
scribe seems to be correcting the whole first syllable. If an examination of the manu-
script verifies this understanding of Diés’ apparatus, then the resulting reading after
the whole correction should not be anvpuaug, as is Dies’ (1949) understanding, but
moptaic. After all, the unattested word dmvpia can hardly make any sense. In Taylor
(1956, 264n23) the editor thinks that even the reading dmipiaig “supports Burnet’s
conjecture wupiaig” (Peponi 2012, 146n24).
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Peponi gives a second argument for Burnet’s (1901) emendation:
given the word dmoplaig, the passage at e1-2 speaks of those afflicted
with pruritis “carrying them [the afflicted parts] to fire and, from their
[repeated events of] distress, [continually] changing about to the oppo-
site.” Peponi’s review of ancient medical texts makes a case that it is a
mistake to assume that a commonly known medical prescription for
pruritis was to alternate heat applications, “fire,” with cold applications
of fire’s opposite, water (2012, 146-48). Hippocrates (De humidorum
usu 6) even warns that suddenly alternating heat with cold as a treat-
ment can irritate the skin. Granting the point about medical prescrip-
tions, it might remain true that Socrates’ audience was acquainted with
a common practice of alternating hot and cold treatments. To give a
contemporary parallel, although doctors today do not prescribe pain
killers in combination with alcohol, in conversation one could sensibly
allude to people, from their repeated distresses, combining pain killers
with alcohol. The fact that experts advise against some medical practice,
I suppose, is some evidence for the practice, and so the Hippocratic
warning against combining alternate heat and cold treatment is possi-
ble evidence that the practice existed. Likewise, the evidence of ancient
medical prescriptions does not give us evidence to emend dnopiatg, and
might even lend support to keeping the word.

petaparhovregand changing about to the opposite. With, for example,
Hackforth (1945) and Gosling (1975), I let xai coordinate gpépovteg €ig
Top carryingto fire with eig todvavtiov petapaiovteg changing to the
opposite. Frede (1993), as an alternative, lets xai coordinate only the two
prepositional phrases eic nUp xal eig tovvavtiov with both depending
on @pépovteg carryingto fire and to the opposite. On that reading there is
no coordinating particle for the two participles, so that she must make
one a parenthetical remark: “exposing them to fire or its opposite—they
go from one extreme to the other”—a rare construction in Greek.

apnyavovg 8ovag enormous [or impracticable] pleasures. The root
passive meaning of dunydavoug is allowing of no means (LSJ 1I) hence
impracticable (LS] I1.1a and b), and Socrates speaks with this meaning
at Protagoras 321d2 and Republic 548d3, for example. A more frequent
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meaning in Plato is impracticable (to measure) hence immeasurable/enor-
mous (LSJ11.3). Translators unanimously have preferred enormous as the
meaning here. But in this speech Socrates is considering cases where
the pains are greater than the pleasures, so he oddly leaves unsaid that the
pains are even bigger than enormous. Indeed, I know of no occurrence of
apnyavog in the sense of immeasurably big/enormous where nonethe-
less there is an explicit or implicit contrasting case of something even
bigger. So, such a translation is problematic. To my mind, the meaning
impracticable gives good sense to the passage. The patient tries to produce
internal relief, but such a pleasure is impracticable because it requires a
painfully hot external therapy. This impracticability explains the “dis-
tresses” (amopiaig) of the patient: they cannot find a feasible relief—that
is, a practicable pleasure—no matter how they change position.

46e3 Ndovag. .. 8¢ tovvavtiov..., AUnag. .., Tapécovio TQ . . .

Stayeiv ij . . . oVYYELV they provide pleasures to themselves and the
opposite thing, pains, by means of dispersing or commingling. I take the
verb mapéoyovto to have a plural subject (see second note to 46e1),
three accusative objects—180ovdg, Tovvavtiov, and Aomag (pleasures,
the opposite thing, and pains)—and two dative (of means) articular
infinitives: iayelv and ovyyeiv. The disjunction ij o7 coordinates two
alternatives—dispersing things stuck together or commingling things
pulled apart.
TOTE 8€ TOVVAVTIOV TOIC £VTOC IPOG TAC TV EEW and at that time
[they provide] to the things inside the opposite [experience] with respect
to the [experience] of the things outside—in other words, when they are
feeling relief and pleasure on the inside, they are feeling heat pain on the
outside, while when they give cooling relief and pleasure to the outside,
the pain reliefinside ends. I have made tote the paroxytone t16te at that
time instead of the oxytone tot€ at other times.

46e4 eigomoTep’ dv péyn (third person singular aorist subjunctive) toward
whichever of the two they (aVtd, the seething and swelling parts) are
directed. This is the meaning of pémnw plus the preposition €ig (LSJ L.5),
used by Gosling (1975). Hackforth (1945) and Frede (1993) translate pénw
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as a metaphor of a balance scale (LSJ II), viewing the pleasures and pains
as contending parties (L.SJ 1.3).

47a1 xaiBurnet (1901) helpfully adds a hyphen, but proposes deleting the
kal, which is not necessary if we take it to intensify the adverb 6uod
quite close.

4733 Katd <ta> toladta ndvra according to all such things [as follows]. This
prepositional phrase seems to refer to the cases about to be described,
where pleasure predominates. While the definite article ta typically
precedes the phrase toladta mavta, it does not at 25a1; nor does it seem
required by rule (S §1180). The text does not need emendation.

4726 ovvteivey, braces up, makes intense As an opposite to yaAdw “droop
down,” it may refer to a male sexual erection.

47b8-9 IIavta...tda ovpPaivovta mpog TV OGOV avlpodnmv €ig
86&av dienépavag you have thoroughly gone through all the things hap-
pening, in regard to opinion, for most people (LS] €ig A.IV. 2: “in regard
to,” “inrespect of”), taking the prepositional phrase gig §6€av to modify
ovppatvovta. The sense then is you have covered what most people hap-
pen to opine. An alternative is to take eig §6€av to modify diemépavag,
a conjecture of Bury (1897), followed by Robin and Delcomminette
(2020): you have gone through to (our) expectation . . . , a reading that

leaves unspecified the sorts of goings-on proceeding from most people.

47¢3 mepl... @v=nepl éxeivov d (S §2522) concerning those [pleasures]
with respect to which. Both B and T read mtepi 6& 1@V €v W), concerning
the things in the soul, which is not sensible in context, instead of Burnet’s
(1901) TtePL By OV Yuy).

47¢6 omotav [av] kev@dtawwhenever it is [again] empty. As Delcomminette
(2020) notes, if we do not excise av again, then it meaningfully refers to
the earlier discussion at 35a—b that no desire can arise the first time one

is depleted, but when one is depleted again, desire and hope can arise.

47d1 Yuyig. .. dtapepopévng genitive absolute when a soul differs [rela-
tive to a body], which happens in cases where they bring opposites to
experience.
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250  Plato’s Philebus

47d1-3 pei€ig pia Admng te kaindovijg ovpminter yevopévn a mixture of
pleasure and pain come together into a single mixing process. This state-
ment that there is a single experience consisting of an opposed pleasure
and pain, establishes again that any such mixture has a single net pleasure
or pain, although consisting of both a gross pleasure and a gross pain.

47d2-3 pei€ig pia AMnng Te kal )10 vijg oupminteL yevopévn a mixture
occurs, after becoming a unity [“a one”] of pain and pleasure. On this
reading, pia is the subject of the circumstantial participle yevouévn,
indicating the cause of there being a genuine mixture, not a mere jumble
(distinguished at 64e1-3). Then the aorist tense of yevopévn makes sense
as indicating a causal priority: the unity of the ingredients is the cause
of the mixture occurring. This premise, that there is a single experience
consisting of an opposed pleasure and pain, establishes again that any
such mixture has a single net pleasure or pain, although consisting of
both a gross pleasure and a gross pain.

As an alternative, translators tend to take pia to be an adjective modi-
fying pei€ic—for example Frede (1993), “a single mixture”; and Gosling
(1975), “a single combination.” And they treat cupmn{ntw plus participle
as an idiom equivalent to Tvyydvow plus participle (LS]J ovunintm I1.3).
But this makes the aorist participle yevopévn problematic: why does a
single mixture occur affer coming to be? Accordingly, Bury (1897) can
see “no pointin a departure from the regular present tense,” and Burnet
(1901) finds Badham’s (1878) emendation of the aorist yevouévn to the

present ytyvopévny worthy of mention in his critical apparatus.

47d7 @ngareyou saying? The present tense marks a peremptory question,
instead of the more polite future tense.

47d9 E@apev we said (above at 46b).

47¢6-9 The manuscripts have this: 1} SedpeBa Umopipviokeobat 10 doT
gpénkev Toig Oupoig kal Taig 6pyaic To ToAV@pOVA TTEP YaAETTvaL, DOTE
TOAD YAUKi®V péAtog kataielfopévoro. Burnet (1901), who is widely
followed on this score, makes “considerable transposition and emenda-
tion” (Waterfield 1980, 61): 1} dedpeba vmoppvijokeaBat [0 <€v> tolg

Bupolc xal Taic 6pyaic,] T0 “6¢ T épénke TOAVPpOVA TIEP YAAETT VAL GG
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T€ TOAU YAUKi®V péArtog kataielfopévoro.” Waterfield keeps the read-
ing of the manuscripts, changing only &0t to &¢ 1’ and dote to @dg te,
placing a comma after épénxev, and adding quotation marks to show that
“@Oc T épénkev” and “moAV@povA Tep yahenival, B¢ TE TOAD YAUKI®V
péAitog kataAePopévoro” are direct quotations. His translation: “Or do
we need to be reminded ‘that it incites’ in passionate outbursts ‘even the
sage to wrath and that it is sweeter by far than trickling honey’” (1980, 61).
Waterfield (1980, 61-62) speaks to three problems that have been seen
with the text of the manuscripts. (1) The manuscripts have repeated 16,
but “16 regularly introduces quotations and here Plato has interrupted his
quotation of Iliad 18.108—-9 with a few words, so he repeats the 16 when
he resumes.” (2) As usual, Socrates slightly misquotes Homer, and “as
Benardete [1963] argued, when Plato misquotes Homer, . . . he does so
on purpose. So here, given that Plato is omitting the noun (y6Aog) which
preceded Homer’s 60 ¢, clearly ¢g is preferable for [Plato]. Compare the
omission of yap from Odyssey 1.351 at Republic 424b.” (3) The manuscripts
make Plato insert a few words of his own in the first line. But “any writer
is at liberty to do this. Compare the interpolation of a few words into
Hesiod, Works and Days 232-34, at Republic 363a-b, which serves exactly
the same purpose, viz. that of filling in the context which is omitted in
the quotation, as here Plato has omitted xal y6Aog.”
TO <€v> 101¢ Qupoic kal Taic dpyaic article plus clause the “in wrath
and anger”. Socrates quotes Homer (I/. 18.108-9). The sense is made
clear by the appositive lines e8—9. As an alternative, instead of reading
this phrase as an article plus clause, one might accept Burnet’s (1901)
addition of év to get an article plus preposition: the thing in wraths and

angers. A more drastic alternative is to delete the entire phrase.

47e7 o introducing quotation in next two lines in apposition to e6. The

quotation is from Homer, Iliad 18.108-9. The lines are from Achilles’
reply to his divine mother’s prophecy that “right after Hector’s” death,
Achilles will die. Achilles is willing to die, since he grieves that he was
not with Patroclus to “bear aid to [his] comrade at his slaying,” lamenting
that his wrath against Agamemnon made him a “profitless burden upon
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252 Plato’s Philebus

the earth,” and hoping that with his death “strife perish from among
gods and human beings,” [xai x0Aog,] 6¢ T €pénke MOAVPpOVA tep
yaAemivay, / 6¢ Te TOAD yAvkiwv péAitog kataiepopévolo, [and anger],
which incites to be harsh even one wise in much, and which is much sweeter
than honey trickling down.

47e8-9 0¢ T ...0¢1e Whereas B and T have repeated dote, Burnet’s
(1901) emendation [6¢ T’ . . . 6¢ te] makes sense of the lines and follows

the verse in Homer exactly.

48a8-9 Also in the experience of comedies is there a mixture of pleasure
and pain in our soul? I interpret the argument for this thesis—raised as

a question here and restated at s5ob1—4—as follows:

1. (In watching comedies, whether on stage or in life, we ridicule people
not as enemies but as friends.) This obvious premise goes without say-
ing in the text.

2. When our friends are self-ignorant—with either would-be wisdom,
would-be beauty, or would-be riches—in ways that are harmless to
others, they are ridiculous (49d11-e2).

2.1. Because of the definition of ridiculous: The ridiculous are those with
the vice of self-ignorance (about their property, their body, or their
soul) who are too weak to uphold their honor and take vengeance when
ridiculed (49b6-8, 49c4-5).

Because:

2.1.1. The ridiculous is a defective condition (of soul) (48¢6, 49a4-5).

2.1.2. Itisthe defect of self-ignorance, opposite to the Delphic virtue of
self-knowledge (48c7-d2).

— 2.1.3. The self-ignorance exists about three kinds of object (48d4).

2.1.3.A. Self-ignorance about one’s property: when a man thinks he is
richer than he is (48e1-2).

2.1.3.B. Self-ignorance about one’s body: when a man thinks he is
bigger, taller, more handsome, or better in any other bodily char-
acteristic than he is (48e4-6).

2.1.3.C. The most widespread self-ignorance, about one’s soul: when
aman thinks he is better in virtue than he is, and in particular in

the virtue of wisdom (48e8-49a2).
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2.1.4. Self-ignorance in those who have strength and power is not ridicu-
lous (49b3).

2.1.4.1. Because (definition) the frightful and hateful are those with
the vice of self-ignorance (about their property, their body, or
their soul) who are strong enough to uphold their honor and take
vengeance when ridiculed (49b8-c1).
2.1.4.1.1. (The self-ignorance of the strong is hateful and shame-

ful) because it and any likeness of it is harmful to neighbors
(49c2-4).
2.1.5. Self-ignorance in those who are weak and powerless is ridiculous

(49b4).

3. When we ridicule things in our friends that are ridiculous, we are mix-
ing pleasure in (an unrighteous) ill will, (a condition) where pleasure
mingles with pain (50a5-7).

3.1. Becauseill will is an unrighteous mixture of pain and pleasure (49d1).

Because:

3.1.1. Ill will is a pain of the soul (48b8-9, restated at 50a7-8).

3.1.2. The man of ill will takes pleasure in bad things occurring to
his neighbors, such as ignorance and silly character (48b11-c2,
restated at 50a8-9).
3.1.2.1. Because ignorance is bad for us all (49d9).

3.1.3. To be pleased (rather than pained) that bad things happen to
friends is unrighteous (49d6-38).

48a10 OV mavv katavo® I do not entirely understand. Brianna Zgurich
conjectures that Protarchus’ confusion is that a comedy is typically
perceived as only pleasurable and does not see how it involves a mixture.
Socrates will attempt to prove that the experience of enjoying comedy
must contain some aspect of pain.

48b8 T6 ... 8vopa accusative plus implicit infinitive ivau plus complement
AUTNV Twva after ONoeig that the name [is a certain pain]. The metonymy—
here, the use of a name to refer to the thing named—need not be viewed

as “use/mention confusion.”

48b8-9 Il willis a pain of the soul. Socrates gives no support for this premise.
Delcomminette (2006, 447) supports it with the following explanation:
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254  Plato’s Philebus

“Insofar as the ridiculous man believes himself rich, handsome, or wise,
he puts us in mind of goods that we do not possess and produces ill will
[suscite I’envie].” Alternatively, Hampton (1990, 67) supports the premise
that ill will is painful by making it arise after the pleasure of laughter,
when we realize our similarity to the ridiculous man. Delcomminette
(2006, 447) states the problem with this alternative: “It is difficult to
see here the role of ill will,” and according to this alternative, the pain is
posterior to the pleasure, whereas “Socrates shows clearly that the pain
is prior to the pleasure, insofar as the laughter presupposes ill will as a
necessary condition [sa condition de possibilité].”

48c2 Kakov ... avoua folly [is] something bad. Burnet (1901), following
Cornarius (1561), emends dvola folly to dyvola ignorance.

48c7-8 ¢otitovvavtiov ndBog Exov [the ridiculous is] a condition that is
[opposite], taking tovvavtiov as an adverb after €yov, and with Bury (1897)
supplying 10 yeholov as the subject of éoti and €yov. As an alternative,
Ast (1821) inserts 10 before tovvavtiov. This definite article would change
the indefinite tdBog a condition to the definite t0 ndBoc the condition.

48d1 10 pndapi) yryvookew avtov articular infinitive not knowing oneself
at all. Since shortly we see this “total” self-ignorance might be restricted
in scope to money and so on, it is most charitable to interpret “not at all”
as referring to one’s degree of self-knowledge. To not know oneself o
any degree (as we learn from Apology 23a5-b4; discussed by Rudebusch
20092, 20) means neither to know oneself nor to know one’s ignorance.
It is essential to the comic effect of the self-ignorant that they not know
their self-ignorance.

48d1-2 tovvavtiov pnv éxeive SfjAov 0TLTO pndapij ytyvookew avtov
Agyopevov U0 10U ypappatog av €in it is clear that “in-no-way-to-
know-oneself”-being-stated-by-the-inscription would be opposite to [the-
“know-oneself”-stated-by-the-inscriptions]. Beck’s alternative (cited by
Badham 1878 and followed by others) is to delete Aeyopevov U0 10T
ypappatog as needless repetition. Evidently this deletion must suppose

that a different opposition is meant (perhaps: “know oneself”/“in no

way know oneself”).
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48e1—2 Ip@Tov pév [sc., 10 £ido¢] xata yxpipata, dofalewv eival

TAOUGLATEPOV 1} KATA TNV aUTAV ovaiav [ The form] according to wealth
[is] first, [namely,] to think to be wealthier than according to their net worth.
This translation takes the subject of the sentence to be (10 €idog) kata
xpruata, which coordinates with the second and the “the third form” (t0
Tpitov €idog, 48e8). It takes the clause after the comma to be appositive
to that subject, giving us the nature of the first form or condition. The
prevailing alternative (e.g., Gosling 1975; Frede 1993; and Delcommi-
nette 2020,) is to take the clause after the comma to be an accusative plus
infinitive after an implied verb of speaking. According to this alternative,
the accusative subject would appear to be the singular éxaotov from do,
becoming plural at the reflexive pronoun avt@®v at e2. Such a switch from
singular to plural pronouns in an indefinite construction is possible in an
indefinite construction, as in the English, “Someone is thinking of their
wealth.” The problem is that one would expect in that case the plural
adjective mhovolwtépouginstead of the singular tAovoiwtepov. On such
an understanding, Badham (1878) called the manuscript reading “inde-
fensible” and Stephens (cited by Bury 1897) conjectured mAovoiwtépoug
as an emendation.

48e8-9 TePLTO TPiTOV €Id0C TOVTMOV &V TAIC YU YATC Spaptikaoy they

have gone quite wrong in their souls about the third form of these [three
ways of being self-deceived: in property, body, and soul]. This translation
takes toUtwv with €idog, making the antecedent tpia at d8. Socrates is
fulfilling his promise “to divide” (5teAéoBat, d6) “by three” forms (kata
tpia, d8): by the form wealth (xatd xpfpata, e1), by the form body (kata
10 0®Ua, e5), and now by the form sou! (kata v yuynv). On this read-
ing Socrates is saying people go wrong in their souls about the soul. The
repetition of “soul” has a point: while it is more excusable for me to go
wrong in my soul about property or body, it would seem less excusable
for me to go wrong in my soul about my soul!

Asan alternative, Burnet (1901) followed Badham (1878) in erasing this
point from the text by emending toUtwv to 10 t@V: they go quite wrong
about the third form, the [form] of the [things] in the soul, leaving a puzzle:
why such a laborious reference to the third form? Paley (1873) argued that
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256  Plato’s Philebus

such emendation was not needed since “the words in this dialogue are
purposely so interlaced, that the author may have meant oAU mAeiotol
Toutwv [by far the most of these (self-deceived persons)].” And we can find
the same antecedent with less interlacing of words by taking tovtwv with
€V Taic Yuxais, in the souls of these [self-deceived persons].

4924 @v TG, .. Qv €lnol anyone might say that [every such condition is
bad: accusative (av 10 Tolovtov tdBo¢) plus infinitive (sc., eivar) plus
complement (kakov)]. Repeated &v foretells construction of sentence
(S §17652). This reading, following Hackforth (1945), Gosling (1975), and
Frede (1993), permits the sentence to make a helpful transition to the
next topic of division. There is an alternative: Anyone, speaking rightly,
might say that such a condition (the condition of being ignorant about
one’s soul) is all bad.

49237 dwupetéov we must make a division [in two of self-ignorance about one’s
soul]. Socrates has already divided the kind Self-Ignorance into three sub-
kinds according to different objects of ignorance: the self’s wealth, body,
or soul. He now proposes to divide this last subkind “further” or “again”
(¢t into two, according to whether the self holds “strength and power”
(popnv xat dvvauwv, b3) or not. In this application of division, then, one
and the same genos is given both a threefold and a twofold division. On
division of kinds into subkinds, see Muniz and Rudebusch (2018 and n.d).

4929 TTOGC 0OV Tépvopev Sixa, Aéyerc; in that case how are we cutting in
two, do you say? Burnet (1901) (whom I follow) follows T in giving this

speech to Socrates, while B gives it to Protarchus.

49b1 mavrtegleft dangling without a predicate (a “nominative of suspense,”
S §941a, an anacoluthon, giving “to written language the vividness,
naturalness, and unaffected freedom of the easy flow of conversation,”
S §3007), all (who think . . .). Perhaps the unstated predicate represents
a pause in the conversation, as Socrates gives Protarchus time to think
of a way to subdivide this kind.

49b6-7 pet’ aoBeveiagin company with weakness—continuing the meta-
phor of following at b3.
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49bg ioyvpovg violent (LS] 1.3). Paley (1873) translates the word in this
“opprobrious sense” as “big bullies”). Schiitz (cited by Burnet 1901)

emends ioyvupoUg to aioypovg causing shame/dishonoring.

49c4 NPV (while, on the other hand, the ignorance of a man who is weak)
relative to us, dative of relation limiting do0evr|c. Alternatively, Gosling
(1975) seems to take it as a dative of interest limiting e{Anye or v ta€wv te
kai @vowy (“acquires for us the rank and character”). Another alterna-
tive is to leave nuiv untranslated (e.g., Frede 1993 and Hackforth 1945).

49d1 €oti [grudge] is. Protarchus seems already to have recognized the
mix of pleasure and pain in grudge, on the basis of Socrates’ quotation
from Homer at 47e8-9. In his reply here at d2 he recognizes the unrigh-
teousness of grudge. The OED defines grudge as “ill-will or resentment
due to some special cause, as a personal injury, the superiority of an
opponent or rival, or the like.” If pB8dvogis such grudge, that is, the kind
of ill will that is caused by a property of the begrudged object, then it
may have subkinds, perhaps like the following:

Resentment: ill will caused by personal injury by the begrudged one.
Envy: ill will caused by superiority of the begrudged one.
Contempt: ill will caused by inferiority of the begrudged object.

Such an account of grudge gives us an interpretation of Timaeus 29e1-2:
ayaf@ 8¢ ovdelg mepl 000 vOG 0vdEmoTE Eyylyvetal pBovoginto a good
[person] no grudge ever is born about anything. The “about anything”
(mept o0devoc) rules out that personal injury, superiority, inferiority or
any other circumstance having to do with another will produce a grudge
against that other. An alternative is that @0dvog is the kind of ill will
that is not “specially caused” by some feature of the begrudged object,
but is just a feature of the imperfect soul of the grudger: it bears ill will
to all merely because it is malevolent. Such an interpretation might lead

one to translate B6vog as “malice,” as does Frede (1993).

49d1-4 This passage is an aside, an argument for the conclusion that fo
be pleased that bad things happen to enemies is not ill-willed (pBovepodv,
49d3—4), from two premises:
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258  Plato’s Philebus

1. Anill will contains an unrighteous kind of pain and pleasure (49du).
2. To be pleased that bad things happen to your enemy is not unrigh-
teous (adwkov).

Wb Premise P2 seems contrary to the precept Socrates elicits from
Polemarchus at Republic 335b—e—that it is unrighteous to bring trou-
bles to anyone, friend or foe (and hence presumably also unrighteous
to enjoy the arrival of such). I explain the discrepancy by referring to
Socrates’ dialectical method. He does not tell people his own thoughts
but elicits what he needs for the project at hand, and he need not elicit
that precept to make the point needed in this context. (On Socrates’
dialectical method, see Rudebusch 2009c.)

49d3 OvkoUV...ovT[g]...0oUTe...0TL...; Now isn't it the case that
[to take pleasure in the troubles of enemies] is neither [unrighteous] nor

[grudging]? The ObxoUv expects a negative answer (“Itis not the case . . .).

101G TAV EYOp DV xaxoig the misfortunes of your enemies/bad things
that happen to enemies. The Greek is ambiguous: “the bad things of your
enemies,” which leaves open whether the enemy is the agent of or the
recipient of the bad. But the previous mention of this phrase describes
0 Bov®V the malicious man as €mi KaKoig TOlg TOV MEAAG Nddpevog
taking pleasure at bad things of [his] neighbors (48b11-12), which must
mean bad things that happen to neighbors.

49e2 0tav £xn Tig [tdV @idmv] Tv apAapij subjunctive in indefinite
temp clause whenever any [of our friends] has the [condition] harmless
toward plus dative. Aristotle gives a similar definition of comedy at
Poetics 1449a31-7.

50b1—4 Mnvoet 81) viv 0 Adyocg uiv év Bpnfivoig te kai év Tpayediarg,
) Toic Spdpact pévov aiha kai tij tov fiov ovpmdon tpayedia kai
kopnedia, MWnagndovaic dpa kepavvvoOar The argument now indeed
reveals to us that pains are mixed together with pleasures in lamenta-
tions and in tragedies, not only for deeds on stage but also for the whole
tragedy—and comedy— of life. This speech expands on the conclusion

1— drawn at 50a5-9, that pleasure is mixed with pain when we laugh at
0— what is ridiculous in our friends. Socrates expands the conclusion by
+—
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Commentary 259

expecting Protarchus to see without further discussion the truth of the
converse: that pain is mixed with pleasure when we grieve at sorrow for
our friends. The many editors and translators who, with Burnet (1901),
accept Hermann’s addition of xai kopgdiaig after €v tpaywdiaig at b2
do not give us this structure of drawing a converse conclusion. That addi-
tion changes the speech so that instead it makes a broader, but perhaps
less elegantly stated, generalization.

s0c11-d3 ap’ od miotewc xapwv, dtL Thv ye £v 10ic @6PoIg kai Epmat
Kai Toig AAhoLg padiov kpaowv ¢mdei€at, Aafévrta 8¢ tovto mapa
oauT@ a@eivai pe pnréTLén’ Exeiva idvta Seiv pnkivery TovgAdyoug
answering Aw ti [isn’t it on account of being] for the sake of [two things]:
(1) assurance that the mixture is easy to display in cases, at least, of fear
and sexual desire and other things, and (2) that [you], after grasping
this for yourself, allow that it is no longer necessary that I prolong the
account by going at those things [i.e., the other cases of mixtures of plea-
sure and pain]. Interpreters have struggled with this passage. On my
analysis, following Diés (1949), both the noun niotewg (“assurance”)
and the accusative plus infinitive ([sc., o¢] dpeivai) depend on xdptv.
The prevailing alternative makes only niotewg depend on ydpuv, with
two subalternatives. The first is to make both the 61t clause and the
accusative plus infinitive (sc., 0¢) d@eivai depend on miotewg: isn’t it
on account of being for the sake of assurance that (1) the mixture is easy
to display and that (2) [you] allow that it is no longer necessary that I
prolong (Stallbaum 1842; Delcomminette 2020). The problem with this
subalternative is that clauses 1 and 2 do not seem to coordinate well:
clause 1 speaks of an assurance to be provided to Protarchus; clause 2 of
an assurance to be provided to Socrates. Hence the second subalterna-
tive, which makes only the 6Tt clause depend on miotewg and proposes
an implicit verb of speaking to govern the accusative plus infinitive (sc.,
o¢) agetval: isn’t it on account of being for the sake of assurance that the
mixture is easy to display; and [T hope that you] allow that it is no longer
necessary that I prolong (Hackforth 1945; Gosling 1975; Frede 1993).
Others, seeing only iotewc as depending on ydptv, have proposed
various emendations noted by Bury (1897).
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260  Plato’s Philebus

s50d2 émdei€ar I have put a comma instead of Burnet’s (1901) raised dot
after émdei€au, following Stallbaum (1842, not 1820). See previous note.

(xapw o¢€) hapovra. .. ageivai [for the sake that you,] after grasp-
ing [this thing, i.e., the mix of pleasure and pain in comedy], allow that
plus impersonal infinitive. unkéti 6€tv plus accusative pe plus infinitive
pnxvvew plus accusative Tovg Adyoug. I take dpeivai to govern delv in
this reading. Bury (1897) takes d&iv to govern d@eivai, presumably with
this sense: you ought to release me. He notes that it is unusual to have an
aorist rather than present infinitive (ageivai) depend on xdpuv.

5122 petaPai®v circumstantial participle to neipdoopat after making
the change [from mixed to unmixed, I will try], supplying the terms of
the change from 50e5-6: peta tag pewyBeioag . . . émitag apeiktovg.

51a5-9 Inthe case of relief from pain, where pleasures are mixed with pains,
(1) some pleasures are false in being apparent, but not in any way real, while
(2) other pleasures are false in appearing to be both great and numerous,
while being contaminated with pains and with cessations of the greatest
pains and distresses of body and soul. Socrates states that the entire discus-
sion of the pleasure-haters serves to prove this proposition (“I use them
as witnesses to prove,” 51a4—5). Socrates uses them first to prove that, in
the widespread case of pain relief, “some pleasures are apparent but not in
any way real,” (51a5-6) and then that “other pleasures appear to be both
great and numerous, but are really contaminated with pains and with
cessations of the greatest pains and distresses of body and soul” (51a6-9).

Socrates and Protarchus have already agreed (at 44a9), in the case
of the neutral state seeming to be pleasant, that to be merely apparent
but not real is to be false: this agreement explains why, in the case of
mixed pleasures, the merely apparent pleasures will be false. Socrates
and Protarchus have also agreed that a pleasure that appears greater in
magnitude than it is in reality is false (at 42a2-3): this agreement explains
why, to the extent that a passion has a misleading appearance of being a
great pleasure, that passion will be false.

A successful interpretation of the argument for the conclusion stated at

51a5-9 must explain how mixtures can give rise to both types of falsity. I
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Commentary 261

propose the following. Similarly to the way that accountants distinguish
gross from net financial income, I take it that the argument distinguishes
gross from net pleasure. In the argument, it is the difference between
“bigger” (in gross) and “more” (in net): peilovg ndovag—ov mAegiovg
Aéyw, 45d3 (see also 45a7-9, 45c1-8). The argument identifies some
cases where the gross pleasure is great but there is no net pleasure. Just
as there is an important sense in which we count only net income as true
income, likewise Socrates counts only positive net pleasure as a truly
pleasant event for the organism. Thus, when the net pleasure is nonexis-
tent, any gross pleasure, even a huge gross pleasure, is false. This, then,
is the case of mixed pleasure that Socrates describes as merely apparent
and not at all real: where the gross pleasure does not exceed the gross
pain (51a5-6; see also 44c5-d1).

The other case to consider is where the gross pleasure does exceed
the gross pain. Socrates considers a case of titillating bodily pleasure
where the pleasure greatly exceeds the pain (47a4-5). In this sort of case,
although the pain is slight, its irritation is essential to the huge bodily
pleasure, experienced as a release from that tension. Hence, Socrates
seems justified in saying that such pleasures are mixed or contaminated
with pain. Itisin this case that the pleasure appears greater in magnitude
than it is in reality, because the pleasure appears to be merely a large
pleasure, but in reality it is mixed with pain.

The alternative, standard interpretation makes a/l mixed pleasures
false simply because they are mixed with pain. For example, Gosling
and Taylor (1982, 146: “they are not really pleasures . . . but pleasure/
pains”). Likewise, (Frede 1993, i-li and 1997, 275: “these kinds of plea-
sure are false only in an extended sense [in einem weiteren Sinne] of the
meaning of the word ‘false’; these pleasures contain not only pleasure,
as their name promises, but also pain”), and Irwin (1995, 329: “we con-
fuse a state of pleasure with a mixed state of pleasure and pain”). This
standard interpretation fails to explain why Socrates says at 51a5—9 that
there are two kinds of falsity: some of these pleasures only seem to exist
while others are real, but contaminated. This failure is a problem for the
standard interpretation.
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One might try to defend the standard interpretation by interpreting
Socrates’ reference to pleasures that only seem to exist as a reference to the
seeming pleasures of 42c—44a. This defense has problems, too: Socrates
first proposes to use the pleasure haters at 44¢5; he does not need them
before. Those—call them proto-Epicureans—from whom Protarchus
hears that “pleasantest of all is to pass one’s entire life painlessly” (43d7-8)
are not the pleasure haters. Socrates uses the proto-Epicureans, not the
pleasure haters, when he proves at 42c-44a that the proto-Epicurean
experience (of the neutral state as the positive state of pleasure) is a case
of having a false thought about whether one is feeling pleasure (44a9).
Therefore, when Socrates says he “uses [pleasure-haters] as witnesses to
the fact that (1) some pleasures are false in being apparent, but not in any
way real while (2) other pleasures are false in appearing to be both great
and numerous, while being contaminated . . .” (51a4-7), his reference to

using the pleasure haters to prove case 1is not a reference to 42c-44a.

51B—53C. TRUE PLEASURES.

51b-53c True pleasures are identified as perceived fillings of unperceived,
hence painless, lacks. Socrates gives examples: abstract shape and color,

pure sounds, fragrances, and pleasures of learning.

Socrates uses the noun phrase “true pleasures” only to refer to those defined
at 51b1—7, the pleasures that are true because unmixed with pain. But there
are three other ways in which pleasures might be true, in implicit contrast
with the other ways of being false previously identified in the dialogue.

1. Some pleasures are representations that are true, mentioned at
39C4-S.

2. Asadifference in distance can cause some sights and pleasures to
appear falsely large or small (proposition 126.3-4 = 41e9-42a3),
it seems safe to infer that being at the same distance might cause
other pleasures to appear accurately and truly in comparison to
one another.

3. As the middle, pain-free mode of life might falsely appear to be

pleasant (128.2, 43e8-10), it is safe to infer that the pleasant mode
of life might truly appear to be pleasant.
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Some pleasures will simultaneously be instances of two different forms
of true pleasure: true (in way 2) as truly appearing and true as unmixed
with pain. Again, true pleasures of anticipation will typically be mixed
with painful desire. In that case, there are true, mixed pleasures and
hence in that case there are pleasures that are simultaneously true (in
way 1) as representations and false as mixed. I suppose Socrates does not
draw attention to these other ways for pleasures to be true because they
are not relevant to the ranking of goods that is the goal of the dialogue.

51b1-7 Those pleasures are true that arise when there are perceived and pleas-

antfillings of unperceived and painless lacks, as happens in the case of the
so-called beautiful colors and shapes and in the case of most pleasures of
fragrance and sound. 1 follow Frede’s interpretation (1997, 303): Plato
defines the entire class here as the process (Prozefs, 303) of filling unfelt
lacks. Since the lacks are unfelt, they are painless and thus the pleasure
is “pure of pain.”

There is a puzzle with Frede’s interpretation: what painless lack do
colors, shapes, sounds, and (in a less divine way) fragrances fill? Del-
comminette (2006, 466) provides a solution: the Timaeus (47a1-e2)
“presents vision and sound as divine gifts with the purpose of making
human beings capable of attaining inner harmony [harmonie intérieure]
by contemplating the exterior harmony presented by the beauty of the
regular movements of the heavens or of music.” People are not pained
by this postulated inner disharmony as such—even though, of course,
psychic disharmony is associated with numerous painful circumstances
for human beings. People contemplate the regularities of audible harmony
thanks to the instruments of music and the regularities of the motions
of heavenly bodies thanks to the constructions of geometry (construc-
tions comparable to those made by the tools of builders, 56b8-c2). Those
regularities are pleasant precisely to the extent that they restore harmony
to the movements of the soul.

An alternative to Frede’s interpretation is Damascius’ interpretation,
according to which pleasures include both processes of filling and states
of being full, an interpretation recently defended by Carone (2000),
Bravo (2003), and Fletcher (2014). According to this alternative, there
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is no need to consider visions, smells and sounds to be fillings of unfelt
lacks. The 6oa clause (60a tag €vdeiag dvaiobijtoug Exovta as many
things as have unfelt lacks 51bs) about the filling of unfelt lacks is simply
one more element in the list of pure pleasures.

Ogihara (2019, 110n14) explains why it is a strain to read the 6oa clause
as introducing a new item rather than generalizing from stated examples:

Fletcher . . . cites Philebus 11bs, 21b1 as parallel passages where a 6oa
clause that follows kai introduces a new item. But xai plus 6oa clause
tends to have a generalizing force (26b1, 48e4-6; cf. 25c8-11, 54e4-5),
and it does have it at 11bs, 21b1, where the reference of the 6oa clause
happens to exclude the preceding items because of cOupwva and
adehga. She also cites Sophist 265c2 (she writes “c1”), where xai 6oa
certainly introduces a new item (see Fletcher 2014, n. 18). But here
dyuya that follows 6oa makes it obvious that 6oa dyvya . . . refers
to a new item besides animals, plants, etc. (c1-3). Nothing similar
happens at Philebus 51b5-7.

Rudebusch 2006 (slightly revised) criticizes interpretations that add
states of being full to processes of filling as follows:

All'sides agree on a processive interpretation of repletion: Plato means
to count perceived processes of filling as pleasure. The issue is whether
in addition there is a stative interpretation: that is, whether Plato also
counts as pleasant states of being full. The motivation for Damascius
and others is to enable them to assimilate Plato’s account of pleasure
with the sophisticated and plausible accounts of Aristotle and Epicurus
(e.g., Bravo 2003, 59, 67-78), areading that is charitable and therefore
attractive. Despite its attractiveness, a number of reasons keep me from

accepting this resurrection. There are four reasons of textual fidelity:

1. Movements are not states, and Plato classifies pleasure as a kind
of movement throughout his middle and later dialogues, as Bravo
himself carefully documents (Bravo 2003, 43—45).

2. Plato unambiguously dismisses the state of repletion following a
process of repleting as neutral and neither pleasant nor painful at
Republic 583c-585a and Philebus 42e.
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3. Bravo defends the textual fidelity of the stative in addition to the

processive interpretation: “According to the Philebus, the ‘natural
state’ consists in harmony, and the attainment and the enjoyment
of this harmony is pleasure” (el logro y el disfrute de esta armonia
es el placer, Bravo 2003, 59). He bases this interpretation on his
translation of 31c—d: “If in us organisms harmony is decomposed,
then, at the time that the nature is decomposing [se disuelve] pains
are born . . . But if the harmony is recovered [recuperada], and
the proper nature reconstituted [reconstituida], the pleasure is
generated.” His word recuperada mistranslates the Greek present
passive participle dppottopévng getting tuned, as if it were the
perfect passive participle fippoopévng, tuned. (Likewise, his word
reconstituida mistranslates a present as a perfect.) Plato follows
standard Greek grammar in keeping the senses of present and
perfect distinct, always using the present form unambiguously
for the process of becoming tuned—for example, at Republic 349d
and s91d—and always using the perfect form unambiguously for
the state of being tuned (e.g., at Republic 410e, 443e, 554¢€, Phaedo
93d, and Laches 188d). Properly translated, Philebus 31d does not
support the stative interpretation but counts against it. Likewise,
Plato uses present not perfect forms at other passages cited by
Bravo, such as the reiteration of this definition at Philebus 32e and
42d, as well as the complementary passages at Timaeus 64d (Bravo
cites 64¢) and Republic 585a. Likewise, Shorey (1930) systematically
mistranslates present verbs as perfect.

. Bravo also cites, without discussion, 32b. Socrates calls this defi-
nition a reiteration of the definition at 31d (6mep EAeyov év 1@
npdo0ev, the very thing I said before), not as adding new meaning
to that previous definition. The reiteration defines pleasure as tnv
& eigtv ... ovaiav 686v, tadTny 8¢ ab TdAw Ty dvaydpnoy,
the way fo the [state of | being, this return back again. The second
clause is naturally read as restating the same meaning as the first
clause. (LSJ lists a0 mdAw as an Attic pleonasm in the entry for

av.) Such a reading is confirmed by the immediately preceding
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use of “way” at 32a, not cited by Bravo, where Plato defines plea-
sure as “the way back to the same” (wdAw & €ig Ta0TOV... 1. ..
080¢): “the way back” must refer to the process of repleting, not
the repleted state, which would be the end of the way.

In addition, there is a further problem of theoretical insufficiency. As I

said above, Bravo, like Carone, wishes to assimilate Plato to Aristotle’s
attractive definition of pleasure as “unimpeded activation of the state that
fits one’s nature” (¢vépyetav TG Kata euotv £€emg . . . AvepnodioTtov,
Nic. Eth. 1153a14-15). There is no controversy that the Philebus defines
pleasure as repletion. I have just argued that “repletion” refers unam-
biguously to the process not the state of repletion. If we, for the sake
of argument, expand the definition to include the state as well as the
process of repletion, then we can attribute to Plato, in addition to the
repleting processes of, say, recovering one’s health or of learning a skill,
also the replete states of being healthy or of possessing skill. But such
states are theoretically insufficient; they fall short of Aristotle’s view.
In order to be assimilated to Aristotle, Plato would need to admit as
pleasure also the activation of one’s states of, say, health or skill. Mere
replete states are insufficient to count as activations, as Aristotle points
out (Nic. Eth. 1095b31-1096a2, 1176233-35). It is no wonder, then, that
Aristotle did not take Plato’s position to be assimilable to his own, as
Bravo’s discussion shows (Bravo 2003, 62-64). Likewise, in an early
dialogue, Plato himself anticipates Aristotle’s distinction between our
merely having (xextijoBat) and activating (xpfjoBat) a thing, and the
Socrates of the Euthydemus affirms that mere having is insufficient for
goodness (280c-d). Therefore, the stative interpretation falls short
of the goal of attributing to Plato an attractive, Aristotelian theory of
pleasure. The Philebus does admit that knowing can be accompanied
by pleasure (dovacg . . . émotipalg. . . émouévag, 66¢). But Socrates
there appears to deny that the unimpeded activity of knowing itself is
a pleasure. For he says that it is {Towg 008¢v dtomov perhaps not unlikely
that the gods are aware and know—surely, without impediment—yet
feel no pleasure; “at any rate” (yotv), for them to feel pleasure would be
unseemly (33b3-11).
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Figure 3. Four kinds of compass. Author’s reconstruction from Bliimner’s drawing (1875,
232) of bronze implements found at Pompei. (#) Compass to measure interior spaces.

(b) Compass for geometrical constructions and mechanical drawing. (c) Compass to change
size of a two-dimensional image while keeping same proportions. (4) Compass to transfer
measurements from a two-dimensional image to a three-dimensional construction.

51bs aioOntag kaifdeiag [kabOapag Avndv] perceptible and pleasant
(fillings,) pure of pains. Burnet (1901), in bracketing kaBapdg Avnév,
seems to accept Bury’s (1897) assessment that the “clumsy tautology
seems indefensible.” Frede (1993), Gosling (1975), and Hackforth (1945)
all leave the words out of their translations. But it is not a tautology to
add to the description of the fillings in question as “pleasant” that they
are also “pure of pain”—for not all pleasures are pure of pain. Nor is it
tautology to infer step by step from the premise that the lacks are imper-
ceptible (tag évdelag dvaioBijtoug) to the intermediate conclusion that
the lacks are painless (1ag évdeiag dAvmoug) to the conclusion that the
fillings are pure of pain (tag TANp@OELG KaBapdg AvTt&dV).

51c4-5 TOpvoLg by means of compasses. Blimner (1875, 232) shows four
kinds in a figure drawn from bronze implements found at Pompei (see
figure 3). Compton (1990) argues conclusively against an alternative
translation, lathe, and defends compass. Yet, as a third alternative, he
thinks that “pin-and-string” or “peg-and-cord” circle-construction
devices are the compasses Socrates means (Compton 1990, 552). But
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a

v

Figure 4. Two kinds of L-square. Author’s reconstruction from Gruter’s two drawings
(1616, 644) of inscriptions of tools on Roman monuments to masons. (2) L-square to
measure inside or outside of a right angle. (b) L-square to measure outside of a right angle.

idealized geometrical constructions, as we find in Euclid, seem to be
what Socrates is referring to, and for those a geometrical compass (b)
seems most appropriate, although I cannot rule out peg and cord and
perhaps others in figure 3.

kavéou straight-edge rulers. Carpenter rules have regular intervals like
inches marked on them, while a Euclidean straight edge is unmarked.
Socrates seems to have in mind not the construction of a carpenter but
of a Euclidean geometrician.

yoviaig L-squares, Blimner (1875, 236) shows in a drawing on p. 237 two
kinds, for measuring internal or external right angles. See figure 4. The
drawings are after Gruter (1616, 644 [drawing 1 and drawing 2]), which
he drew from Roman monuments to masons.

51d1 00OEV TAIC TV KIVI|OEMV TPOOPEPETC similar in nothing to the [plea-
sures] of movements. The movements are opposite to the immobility of the
things deixaAdaxad’ abta mentioned in the previous line. The prevailing
alternative is to accept, with Burnet (1901), van Heusde’s emendation

of ktvjoewv to kvijoewV: the [pleasures] of rubbing or scratching itches.
For a similar case, see note to 46d10.
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51d2 kaiypopata di tovitov 1OV TVTOV EYovTa [Kada kaifdovag] and
colors that have this character [i.e., beautiful not relative to something
but by themselves] [are] beautiful and [are] pleasures. Stallbaum (1842),
followed by Burnet (1901), would delete kaAa kai ndovdg. Dies (1949)
(citing Richards and followed by Delcomminette 2020) would move
gxovta after kaAa kaidovdg, apparently to avoid saying that colors
are pleasures and to say instead the colors are “sources of pleasures”
(“sources de plaisirs,” Diés) or that they “have pleasures” (“comportent
des plaisirs,” Delcomminette).

51d6 fxacsounds. Following Burnet (1901), I accept Bury’s (1897) proposal
of Nxa¢ for tag in the manuscript, in order to make sense of the passage.
Bury (1897) reasoned that the 1} after 81} might have been lost, and then
the y changed to t.

51d7-8 Such sounds are not beautiful in relation to anything else but are beau-
tiful in and by themselves. The musical tones that make up a single melody
need not be pleasant as a relief from pain, but by virtue of their measure
and symmetry, as Delcomminette (2006, 458) points out. Such measure
and symmetry are pure pleasures because they restore an unperceived
psychic lack of measure and symmetry (see note to 51b1-7).

An alternative interpretation (Frede 1997; Waterfield 1982) is that,
instead of the tones being pleasant in themselves, each singular note
by itself is pleasant. But as Delcomminette (2006, 458) points out, this
alternative is unfaithful to the text, which takes up tones “producing
melody,” (tag . . . teloag péAog), not isolated tones by themselves.

s1e1 NTTOV. .. Ogiov less divine than. Part of this proposition claims that
pleasures of smell are less divine than visual and auditory pleasures, a
claim not established by the premises. In support of Gosling (1975, 122),
who points out that delight in “pure tunes” leads to “delight in num-
bers, whereas smells lead nowhere,” I note that in giving “music” (to
HovotKoV, 17b11) as an example to illustrate the Divine Method, Socrates
remarks that the rhythm of a melody is “measured by numbers” (8¢
aplOpdv petpnBévra, 17ds). Delcomminette (2006, 457) suggests that

we might establish the claim by supplying the premise that fragances
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activate more primitive cognitive processes than symmetrical forms
and musical tones.

51e2 10 8¢ i ovppepeiyOar év avtaic dvaykaiovg Aomag but with respect
to the fact that necessary pains are not mixed in together [with the kind Plea-
sures of Fragrances]. With this articular-infinitive accusative of respect
Socrates posits the whole kind Pleasures of Fragrances as counterparts
to the visible and audible kinds of pure pleasure with respect to this fact.
Accordingly, Frede (1993) and Gosling (1975), for the sake of an intel-
ligible translation, treat the accusative of respect as indicating a premise
from which Socrates can draw a conclusion about how to posit the kind.

s1e5 tavta €181 dvo Aeyopévwv 18ov@v these are two forms of [true]
pleasures under discussion. Burnet (1901) (citing Jackson) changes this
text to: tadta €idn §vo <@v> Aéyopev Ndovav these [are] two forms of
[true] pleasures of which we speak.

52a5 padnpatov aAnpwleiow. .. amoPfoiai. .. yiyvovrat losses [of
knowledge] occur to [people] after they are filled with knowledge. The manu-
scripts have the genitive plural participle TAnpw0eio0®v instead of Schiitz’s
(cited in Burnet) widely accepted emendation to dative TAnpwOeiowv.
Without emendation the text gives us a genitive absolute with the mean-
ing: after lessons have been completed, losses occur. For the passive sense
completed, LS] mAnpow I11.3 cites Aristotle, Mechanica 854b29, which
refers to a geometrical figure—and hence a lesson—being completed.

52ba AMnOR ... MO truth . . . forgetting. “Notice the wordplay both
here and [at c1-d1] in petpiog . . . dpetpiav . . . éppetpiav” (Bury 1897).
52b6-8 The [most divine pleasures, namely,] pleasures of learning—the ones
enjoyed not by most people but by very few—are unmixed with pain. Part
of this proposition restricts the pleasures of learning to a very few, a
restriction not established by the premises. We might infer this restriction
from the premise: most people like to learn only because of the utility
produced by the learning, not because of the pleasure of the learning
itself (avta ta tig pvoewg poévov mabnpata ywpic tot Aoylopod the
1— experience itself of its nature, apart from the reckoning, b2-3).
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52¢3-4 Let us by our reasoning attach lack of measure to the intense [i.e.,

mixed] pleasures, and measure to the opposite [mild, unmixed].

An alternative interpretation is that pure pleasures cannot be bounded.
Waterfield (1982, 123) edits and translates the text of 52¢, a text that is
corrupt, to produce such an alternative: “Whether [pure pleasures] occur
commonly or rarely, whether they penetrate body and soul to a greater
or lesser extent, we must say that they are members of our familiar inde-
terminate class, though some are moderate members.” Delcomminette
(2006, 481n55) raises a problem for Waterfield’s alternative. Waterfield
has edited and translated the text to avoid placing pleasure of any sub-
kinds into the kind Bounded. But the text of 52c1-4 already entails that
pure pleasures, since they are measured, are bounded. Hence, Waterfield
must reedit an uncorrupt passage as well as the present passage in order
to rid the text of the inconsistency he finds in it.

The problem Waterfield finds with allowing bounded pleasures to exist
is that Socrates earlier (3128-10) and later (65d8-9) puts pleasure in the
kind Unbounded. How can he put the subkinds pure pleasure, then, into
the kind Bound? Hackforth (1945, 102-3), endorsed by Delcomminette
(2006, 481n56), gives a workable solution (the following translations
are from Hackforth 1945): pleasure and in general the “class” of the
unbounded “does not and never will contain within itself and derived from
itself (¢v abt® ag’ éavtod) either beginning, or middle, or end” (31a10).
Accordingly, “we must look for something other than the character of
being unbounded to explain how an element of good [or truth, or purity]
attaches to pleasures” (28a1-3). In general, the knowing attaches bound
to unbounded to produce “bound unbounded”—that is, mix—and in the
specific case of pleasure, the knowing attaches truth and purity to plea-
sure to produce “pure pleasure” in the kind Mix. In the same way, while
high and low pitch and fast and slow tempo are unbounded in themselves
and from themselves, the addition of harmony produces musical high
and low pitch and musical fast and slow tempo (26a).

Hackforth (1945, 103) raises an objection to his own solution: “Although

pleasure in the abstract belongs to the tneipov yévog [kind Unbounded],
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272 Plato’s Philebus

any actual pleasure must be a pewt6v [mix] of népag [bound] and dmneipov
[unbounded]; it is the same as with Plato’s own illustration of tempera-
ture: temperature in the abstract is an dnewpov [unbounded thing], a
1O HAMAGV Te kal NTTov Sexdpevov [thing accepting more and less) but
any actual temperature is of a definite, determined degree. How then
can Socrates say, as he does at 52¢, that intense pleasures belong to the
dnelwpov yévog [kind Unbounded]?”

Hackforth finds no answer to this objection and accuses Plato of “a
certain inconsistency.” (Delcomminette [2006, 481] is silent about this
problem.) My interpretation of Unbounded and Bound provides a solu-
tion. It is not individual pleasures but the pleasure scale (P, <P)—that is,
the domain of pleasant restorations P and the relations more and less
pleasant> » and < (relations that are antisymmetric, transitive, and
without upper or lower bound) that is in the kind Unbounded. And it is
not individual pleasures that are bound or measured but a scale (T, <),
constructed by expert knowledge, where T is the subset of P containing
pleasant restorations that are not mixed with pain, where > and <, are
relations on T that possess an upper bound, and where (T, <)) is mea-
sured or Archimedean—that is, there is an equality relation=, a binary
operation +, and an identity element e on T with the same structure as
Ra (the rational numbers), <, =, +, and o. I attribute only mathematical
intuition of such scales to Plato, not axiomatic theory.

52c4-d1 Let us propose for those pleasures—the ones that come to be big and

intense—that they are of the kind of that unbounded less-and-more pleasant
that pervades body and soul, and let us propose for the opposite pleasures
that they are of the kind of the measured things. The text I accept for my
translation has grammar that is awkward and allusive, but feasible: xai to
péya kai to 0podpov al Kal TOMAKIG kal OALydKIg yryvopévag Tolautag
[sc., peydiag kai oodpac], Tg [sc., ndovijc] ToT dmeipov ye €keivov
KAl NTToV Kal paMov S1d e 0dpaTog kai Wuyiic pepopévou tpogHdpey
avTaic eivat yévoug, Taig 8¢ pr tdv éupétpwyv. Alternative translations
emend the text to produce a speculative but more grammatical text.
With the exception of Waterfield (1982) (see previous note), there is little

significant difference in the content of the translated proposition.
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52C5 <TAG>...<dexopévac> the [pleasures] that accept plus accusative. This
accusative (of respect) noun phrase is the antecedent of avtag at di. With
many others, I follow Stallbaum’s (1842) changes to the text at c4-d1.

52d6 Timote...npog dAjbeiav eivaw which is [directed or related] to
truth? [The pure and unadulterated or the intense and the much and the
large?] As aless accurate alternative translation, Gosling’s (1975) makes
it a comparative question: “With regard to the truth,” which is “better
off ?” Likewise, Frede (1993): “What is closer to it?”

52d8 t0 itapodv reckless. The manuscripts have ikavov sufficient, which
does not appear to make sense, given the connection of sufficiency to the
good at 20d. Instead of Burnet’s (1901) changing the word to itapév, Dies
(1949), citing Jackson and followed by Frede (1993) and Delcomminette
(2020), transposes ikavov to the previous line, before 1.

53¢c-55b: Pleasure as process

53c-55b Socrates argues that pleasure cannot be in the class of the good,
because pleasure is a process of becoming, not a state of being, and
becoming is inferior to being. A review of the overall aims of the Philebus
makes clear the point of this argument. There are three theses under
consideration in the dialogue:

1. Socrates’interpretation of Philebus: When we divide the kind Good
we find pleasure as one subkinds (among possible others, 11b4-6).

2. Protarchus’interpretation of Philebus: The good, without any divi-
sion, is one and the same as Pleasure (11d8).

3. Socrates’ thesis about pleasure: Pleasure can take on goodnes:
and badness as extrinsic characteristics: we can divide pleasure
accordingly into good pleasure and bad pleasure (12¢7-8).

Socrates refuted Philebus, as interpreted by Protarchus in thesis 2, at
20e-22c¢. The point of the argument at 53¢-55b is to refute the Phileban
thesis according to Socrates’ interpretation (thesis 1), namely that “plea-
sure is something good” (54d7)—that is, generically good. Interpreters
prior to Delcomminette (2006) did not understand this distinction and
had difficulty seeing the point of 53¢c-55b (see, e.g., Hackforth 1945, 105;
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Gosling 1975, 220). The two refutations together leave Socrates’ thesis 3

the only remaining possibility.

53c4-5 TmeEPLNBOVIIC 0K AKNKOApEY @G del yéveaic éoty, ovoia 8¢

ovk £0TL 10 mapdanav Ndovijc; Haven't we heard [in our conversation]
that pleasure is always a process of becoming; that there is no being at all
of pleasure. The question expects a positive answer, “Yes, we have.” It is
reasonable to attribute these theses about pleasure (is a process of becom-
ing; is not a being) to Socrates. Delcomminette (2006, 497) notices the
alternative interpretation. “The fact that Socrates attributes this position
to others, and that he never himself affirms it except conditionally (1d0v1
ye, €lmep yéveoic €0y, 54¢6, d1), has made numerous commentators
think that he is not taking it up as his own account, at least not for every
subkind of pleasure, with the most widely cited exceptions being pure
pleasures and pleasures of anticipation.” Among others he cites Shorey
(1933, 324), Taylor (1948, 427-29), Festugiere (1950, 303), Crombie (1963,
263), Guthrie (1978, 229), Gosling and Taylor (1982, 153 and 236-37),
Migliori (1993, 266), Carone (2000, 264-70), and Pradeau (2002, 64-65).

But the widely cited “exceptions” are not compelling reasons to aban-
don the plain sense of this passage. Pure and anticipatory pleasures might
well be restorative. On pure pleasures, see note to 51b1—7. On anticipatory
pleasures, see note to 32¢3-5.

And there are problems with the alternative (that Socrates only condi-
tionally affirms that pleasure is a process of becoming). Socrates affirms
as his own account that pleasure is a member of the kind Unbounded
(27e5-6) and that members of the kind Unbounded are always becoming
more and less (24e7-25a2). Socrates is clever enough to recognize, as
he does here, the obvious consequence: pleasure is always becoming.

Moreover, “it has been said repeatedly” by 42c1 that “the process of
restoration is pleasure” (42d6), at 31d4-6 and 32a9-b2. The proposition
that restoration is pleasure might mean that restoration constitutes plea-
sure, so that all pleasure is restoration, or it might mean that restoration
is one form of pleasure among others. The context of 42d6 makes clear
that restoration constitutes pleasure, so that all pleasure is restoration.
For alife without (perceived) restorations will be pleasureless, “without
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charms, as we said” (43c11)—a reference to the pleasureless and hence
charmless life of pure knowing (22b-22¢ and 21e1-2).

And yet the dialogue as a whole has a frame—namely, the question
whether pleasure or knowing is or is closer to the good. Given the plea-
sure/knowing dichotomy, the argument proceeds to show that pleasure
is a restoration. But in other frames, Socrates the dialectician need not
accept the pleasure/knowing dichotomy. See note 22¢5-6.

53e2 Totpitov €V Ep®; shall I speak again for the third [time]? All editors
and translators follow Badham (1878), who made them the first words of
Protarchus’ speech instead of the last words of Socrates’, after changing
from 10 tpitov Etépw the third [thing] to another.

55¢6 yevvaiog nobly modifies mepikpotwpeyv let us strike all around. Tt
would show an ignoble love of victory rather than a noble love of truth if
Socrates were to find impurity only in pleasure and not give a comparable

critical examination of knowing.

55c8 wpiow verdict. “With this selection principle Socrates refers back to
52d-e, where he proposed, for simplicity [zur Vereinfachung] to seek out
the pure forms. Dies [1949], who with Schleiermacher [1809] wants to read
kpaotg here instead of kpioig, seems to me to overlook this” (Frede 1997).

2. Likewise, we can classify and rank the forms of expert knowing.

55d-56e: Socrates classifies kinds of expert knowing relative to their clarity
and precision in recognizing truth

Ininterpreting this division, I have arranged the subkinds of the kind Expert
Knowing (such as Applied versus Academic) from least to most perspicu-
ous. I have not arranged the ultimate kinds of Expert Knowing, such as
Shipbuilding versus House building, in any order.
1. Expert knowing
1.1. Applied and Practical Expert knowing
1.1.1. Less perspicuous: kinds of applied expert knowing that lack

rule by mathematical knowledge

Playing the aulos

Healing
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276  Plato’s Philebus

Piloting

Agriculture

Military strategy

(Sophistic and rhetorical persuasion, which are “most profitable”
58c2 and “superior in utility” 58¢6)

1.1.2. More perspicuous: kinds of applied expert knowing that are
ruled by mathematical knowledge
Building expertise
Shipbuilding
House building
Trading expertise (56e8)

1.1.3. Most perspicuous of the applied kinds of expert knowing: the
mathematical kinds of expert knowing that give perspicuity to
the other manually productive kinds of expert knowing (yet make
computations—e.g., in counting armies or cattle—of units that in
fact are unequal, 56d9—e1).

Applied arithmetic (56e7)
Measurement (56€7)
1.2. Academic Expert knowing

1.2.1. Philosophical counterparts to applied kinds of expert knowing
(which only make computations when it is posited that no unit
differs in the least from any other, 56e1-3).

Philosophical geometry (56e8)
Advanced computation (57a1)
(Music theory)
1.2.2. Dialectic
There are two main alternative interpretations of the division of the
kind Expert Knowing. They differ in what they put in the kind Academic
Expert Knowing. On the one hand, where I list only philosophical kinds of
mathematics, Delcomminette (2006, 520) and Frede (1997, 322) list both
applied and philosophical mathematics. On the other hand, Migliori (1993,
288) lists nothing at all under that heading.
To place the applied kinds of mathematics within the kind Academic
Expert Knowing, as do Delcomminette and Frede, is unfaithful to the text.
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Socrates and Protarchus agree that “arithmetic and whatever [other kinds
of mathematics] are with these [i.e., the applied] arts” CAplOuntxnv. ..
Kail 6oag peta tavtng téyvag, 56¢c10-11) are the “most precise of these [i.e.,
the applied] arts” (ToVtwv 8¢ tavtag dkpipeotdtag eivat téyvag, 56¢8).
This text compels us to place the applied kinds of mathematics precisely
where a charitable interpretation would seek to locate them, namely, in
the kind Applied Expert Knowing. This text entails that the applied kinds
of mathematics, as much as shipbuilding or playing the aulos, belong to
the manual arts.

According to Migliori (1993, 288), Socrates’ division places nothingin the
kind Academic Expert Knowing. This alternative is faithful to the text of
56¢, as shown above, in seeing some kinds of mathematics as a division of
Applied Expert Knowing. Migliori differs from me in that he takes Socrates
to divide these kinds of mathematics into applied and philosophical. Migliori
rightly assumes that if the kinds of mathematics belong to the kind Applied
Expert Knowing, then the result of any division of those kinds will also
belong in the kind Applied Expert Knowing.

But the text does not compel us to interpret Socrates as dividing into
two parts the kind of arithmetic that is part of the kind Applied Expert
Knowing, with the nonsensical result that philosophical arithmetic is a
kind of applied expert knowing. What Socrates elicits from Protarchus is
that “one must speak of these [i.e., the kinds of mathematics that go with
applied skills] as dtttag twofold or double” (56d1-2).

Something might be Sittagbecause it is divided. 1 take this be Migliori’s
reading, which entails, nonsensically, that philosophical arithmetic is a kind
of Applied, not Academic Expert, Knowing. But something might also be
dwrtag by having a counterpart. And so, when Socrates says that these kinds
of mathematics are Sittag, we can read him as saying that the kinds of applied
mathematics have counterparts. Leaving aside this contested passage, the
Greek word Sittag, “twofold,” is used nowhere in the Philebus to indicate
a division. According to my proposed counterpart reading, Socrates is not
dividing the kinds but rather identifying a corresponding set of kinds, a cor-
responding set that need not fall anywhere under the kind Applied Expert
Knowing. Such a reading permits philosophical arithmetic to be a kind
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278  Plato’s Philebus

of Academic Expert Knowing, which makes good sense. Given a choice
between two faithful readings of the text, charity requires us to interpret
Socrates and Protarchus to make as sensible an agreement as possible.

Asshown above, the text of 56¢8-11 compels us to list the applied kinds
of mathematics, but not the philosophical kinds of mathematics, as applied
expert knowing. The text divides the kinds of applied expert knowing into
three: the less precise (such as playing the aulos), the more precise (such as
the building arts), and the most precise (the mathematics associated with
the more precise arts).

There is an intuitive distinction between measurable and immeasurable
differences of superiority. One way to make precise the distinction is to
define measurable differences as those found on a ratio scale. On such a
scale, as defined by Archimedes, for any positive number x, no matter how
small, and for any number y, no matter how large, there exists an integer 7,
such that nx>y. In contrast, what are often called lexical superiority rela-
tions are not measurable on a scale fulfilling the Archimedean property.
As dictionary users are aware, any entry under the heading A, no matter
how long, will be prior to any entry under the heading B, no matter how
short. (On such “trumping” and other forms of lexical orders of priority,
see Griffin 1986, 83-86.)

I'take it that Socrates observes the measurable/immeasurable distinction
in the text with his contrast between more (toAv, 57c9) and immeasurably
more (qpnyavov, 57d1). This passage tells us that, within the kind Applied
Expert Knowing, the difference in the degree of accuracy attained by the
applied kinds of mathematics is a measurable (in some sense) “more” versus
less. In contrast to this measurable difference within a kind, Socrates says
that the superiority of the academic to the applied kinds of mathematics
is “immeasurable.” I interpret this immeasurable difference to confirm
my interpretation, that academic kinds of mathematics are outside while
applied kinds of mathematics are inside the kind Applied Expert Knowing.

55d1 T mepi ta pabpata Emotipung [the one part] of knowledge con-
cerning what can be learned. Badham (1878) reasonably complains that

“knowledge concerning what has been learned” is redundant. Bury
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(1897) replies that perhaps ta padrpata is to recall the “learning” dis-
cussed at 52a-b. I propose that Socrates adds the prepositional phrase
mepl Ta padrjpata with the jptv to make clear that he is talking about
the knowledge that we humans have attained as opposed to whatever
knowledge remains undiscovered.

dnpovpywkév crafiworking. It will make the most sense of Socrates’
division of expert knowing to notice the root sense of this word, deme-
working—that is, working in service to the deme—what we might call
“applied” expert knowing.

55d2 madeiav kaitpo@nyv education and nurture. In opposition to applied
expert knowing, educational nourishment seems to be expert know-
ing that completes the soul—what we might call “academic” expert
knowing—rather than deriving its value by application to external ends.

55d5 Ev &1) taic yeipoteyvikaic among the practical skills. I take the prefix
XELpo-, manual or hands on, in the sense of practical. These skills are
the members of the deme-working part of expert knowing mentioned
in the note to 55d1.

55d6 TO pév ¢moTiung adt@v pariov éxépevov, To & frtov Evi with
respect to the one part of these [practical skills] holding itself more closely
to expert knowing while the other part [of these having] less [expert know-
ing] in (itself). Plato sometimes places évi=E&veatiis in, after its dative
complement noun (7heaetetus 180a1) or with its noun unstated (Theaete-
tus 194e7; Republic 431a5).

55d11 ywpic adverb [one must take the ruling parts of each of these arts]
separately, taking éxdotmv avT@®V as a partitive genitive. An alternative
is to take ywpig as preposition plus the genitive object éxdotwv avt@dV
[one must take the ruling parts] without [each of these arts].

552 ¢ £mog einelv almost, practically, qualifying as too absolute the
expression that, stripped of arithmetic and measurement, there will be
nothing fine left of any practical skill.

55e7 mpoayp®pévovg using in addition [the powers]. “The subject of
npooyp. is the possessors of senses” (Badham 1878).

215-110667_ch01_1P.indd 279

13/09/22 12:41 AM



280  Plato’s Philebus

56a3—7 OUkOUV MEGTI) P€V IOV HOVGLKT) TPATOV, TO CUNP®VOV
appotrovoa ov pETPE AAAG peAéTNGC GTOXAOUQ, Kal oVpTaca
avTiig avAntiky, T0 pétpov £€kaotng xopdic T@ otoxalecOat
@epopévng Onpevovaa, ®ote TOAD pEpPEtypévoy EXELY TO pi) CaQEC,
opkpov 8¢ 1o BéParov. Accordingly, music I suppose is full [of guess-
work] in attuning to what agrees in sound not by measurement but by
a guesswork born of practice, indeed aulos-expertise as a whole [is full
of] it [i.e., guesswork], in hunting by guesswork for the measure of each
plucked note as it is being carried [through the air], so that it has much
unclarity mixed up in it and but little certainty. There are no difficul-
ties in the manuscripts. Nevertheless, many emendations have been
proposed (most recently, three were deemed necessary by Borthwick

2003) to make sense of the text.

56a3 peot [sc., otoyaotikilc] . . . povown) music [is] full [of guesswork,
supplied from 55e7/. Bury (1897) remarks that “the ellipse with ueotis
most awkward,” but it is in keeping with the elliptical style of the Phile-
bus. Barker (1987, 105) rightly worries that the translation “guesswork”
is “potentially misleading,” since “certainly the musician does not guess
at the correct intonation, whether he is tuning the instrument or playing
it.” Barker is right that the meaning of the verb “guess” is misleading,
if we take the meaning to be the OED’s fifth entry, to act “at random or
from indications admittedly uncertain.” But the first entry of the OED
is more accurate: to act on the basis of “an approximate judgement . . .
without actual measurement.” Musicians by practice improve their skill
at hitting the right note by approximating without measurement—>by
feel, as it were—so that the approximation can reliably be within a small
enough range to serve the purposes of the scale.

rév povowkn) while music [is full of guesswork] is answered at b4 by
Textoviknyv 8¢ with respect to building skill . . . The pnév marks the most
inaccurate kinds of expert knowing, while the 8¢ introduces kinds that

are one degree more accurate.

np®dtov [music,] first. The first member of the list is music; the list is

continued at b1-2, as indicated by the conjunctions Kaipnv . .. texat. . .
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xal . .. which coordinate different instances of the expertises with the

lowest degree of accuracy.

56a4 kai (after otoyaop®) coordinates (1) a general thesis (peot [sc.,
avtiig] pév wov povowkn music is full of guesswork) plus the circum-
stantial participle (t0 cVp@wvov apudttrovoa oV pETpw AAAA PLEAETNG
O0TOXAOUQ in attuning to what agrees in sound not by measurement but
by a guesswork born of practice) with (2) an illustrative instance of the
general thesis (cUpmaoa [sc., peotr)] avtiic avAntikn aulos-expertise as a
whole is full of guesswork) plus an illustrative instance of the circumstan-
tial participle (to pétpov ékdotng xopoiic t@® otoxdleoBal pepouévng
Onpevovoa in hunting by guesswork for the measure of each plucked note
as it is being carried through the air).

556a5 ovpmaca avtijg avAntwn aulos-expertise as a whole [is full of ] it
[i.e., guesswork]. This is Paley’s (1873) reading, defended by Barker (1987,

104) against many alternatives:

There is a purpose in delaying avtilg (from a3, where it might have
appeared next to peotn). [The delay] signals the fact that peot. ..
avtiig attaches not only to povow in a3 but also to cOunaoa. . .
avAntkn in as. The sense is “Music is full of this . . . and so is the whole
of avAntiki}.” This construal has the advantage of giving a simple and
coherent syntax to the whole sentence [without emendation], which

is hard to find in [the alternative readings].

56a5 aOANTIKY, TO péTpov EkAaTng xopdijc T® atoydleaOar pepopévng
Onpevovoa aulos-expertise as a whole [is full of] it [i.e., guesswork], in
hunting by guesswork for the measure of each plucked note as it is being
carried [through the air]. The root meaning of yoponj is gut, hence string
of gut, but LS] lists just for this one passage the meaning musical note,
driven to give an ad hoc meaning because there are no gut strings on
an aulos. As an alternative to giving yopd1 an ad hoc meaning, the sec-
ond hand of manuscript Ven. 189 adds xai xkt@apiotwkn (cithara-skill)

after avAnTikn, an addition to the text followed by many, again because

there are no gut strings on an aulos. Still other emendments have been
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282  Plato’s Philebus

proposed. There is a way to avoid both LS]J’s ad hoc meaning for yopdn,
the second hand’s addition of words to the text, and other emendments.
The solution is to let pepouévng refer, as Paley (1873) suggests, “to the
notes of the [cithara] passing, as it were, to the ear of the player who
accompanies it on the [aulos].” Thus Barker (1987, 107): “The aulete was
notoriously compelled to adjust the pitch of every note in the act of play-
ing it. The pitch that such an instrument emits is not fully determined by
the fingering, but depends crucially on such variables as the pressure of
the player’s breath and the position and tension of his lips on the reed.”
(Barker, however, follows LS]J to translate yop61 here as musical note).

56bg-c1 kavovu straight-edge ruler. While at 51c4-5 Socrates seemed to

mean the Euclidean straight edge, here in the context of building he seems

to mean the carpenter’s rule, which hasintervals like inches marked on it.
TOpVv® compass. See note to 51c4-5.

SwaPntn A-frame level, a plumbline and weight hanging from the apex
of an A-shaped frame. This level stands bestride a surface to determine
ifitislevel. The word comes from a form of the verb Swafaivw (to step or
stand with legs apart) with an agentive suffix: bestrider. This has led some
(e.g., LS]J, followed by Compton 1990, 550) to identify it with a straight-
leg compass. But an A-frame level is equally well called a “bestrider”
and was identified as the Siafnng (Latin libella) without controversy
by nineteenth-century German scholars such as Blimner (1875, 235-36),
who gives two drawings of the Siaptng (see figure 5, where [b] in the
figure represents an A-frame level that could double as a triangle square).
The sources of those drawings are inscriptions of tools on the tombs of
Roman masons (for such a drawing, see Gruter 1616, 644).

otdOpun plumbline (as identified by Bliimner 1875, 234-55)—that is,
“a string with a lead [Bleistiick] at one end, which serves to measure
whether a surface is made exactly vertical or not” (Bliimner 1875, 234).
An alternative translation is carpenter’s line—that is, a chalked string
that is stretched and snapped to leave a straight line on a surface (LSJ
gives both meanings but cites this passage as an instance of carpenter’s
line, followed by Compton 1990, 550).
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& N

6

Figure 5. Two kinds of A-frame level. Author’s reconstruction from Gruter’s drawing
(1616, 644) of an inscription of tools on a Roman monument to a mason. Drawing ()
shows an A-frame level that also measures interior right angles.

TIVITPOOAY®Yi® KEKOPWEVPEVQ a sort of device “held against” the object
being measured that is ingenious. Waterfield (1982) argues that the kind of
prosagogion referred to here must be a “try-square” (that is, an L-square:
see figure 4 in note to 51c4-5) perhaps called “ingenious” because recently
invented. It is “clearly” a try-square, he claims, in a second-century BCE
Boeotian inscription (e0ywviovg mtpog 10 Tpooaywyeiov well-angled
against the prosagogeion). Compton (1990) agrees and gives the same text.
Since Socrates describes it as “ingenious,” I propose it is a triangle square
(which would equally well fit the Boeotian inscription). Figure 6 shows
one with a tail as an added feature (from Bliimner 1875, 237: “after an iron
original in the Ziirich collection [Ziiricher Sammlung]”). Even without
the tail—which allows one to measure exterior ninety-degree angles as
well as interior 135-degree angles—a triangle square has uses that are not
obvious. Like an L-square (identified as a yovia in a note to 51c4-5), a
triangle square permits one accurately to measure a line perpendicular
to the edge of aboard (hence the “square” in the name). A triangle square
has another obvious use: measuring forty-five degrees (or, with a triangle

of another shape, sixty- and thirty-degree angles). But it has other truly
ingenious uses. Notice the pivot point on the tool at the bottom right corner
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{i
Y

TR B

Figure 6. One kind of triangle square. Author’s reconstruction from Bliimner’s drawing
(1875, 237) of an iron original “in the Ziirich collection.” The kind shown is remarkable
for its added tail, giving the builder greater versatility.

offigure 6. This, together with the equivalent of a pencil (a dirty fingernail
will do the job), permits one accurately to copy and reproduce angles, for
example, in cutting rafters to pitch a roof. A similar triangle square with a
pivot point, enhanced with additional features by Albert Swanson in 1925
and known as the “speed square,” is still in use by carpenters.

56¢c1 0pO®C AEyerg you are speaking rightly. Socrates is speaking rightly
and is speaking of right angles.

56c4 tagAeyopévag téyvacthe mentioned arts=the arts that are produc-
tive for the deme, the yeipoteyvikai of 55ds.

56d1 durtag twofold, double, two. Notice the difference between having
a double and being divided in two (i), 56¢4). This matters for how we
understand the division tree of expert knowing. See my assessment of

Migliori’s interpretation in note to 55d-56e.

56d5 @lhoco@ovviwyv who is the philosopher. As, it seems, this is the
character with knowledge of how to rule that appears in the Republic, not
the ignoramus searching for that knowledge who is praised by Socrates

in the Apology.
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56e-59d: Relative to their precision, Socrates ranks kinds of expert knowing
from dialectic, philosophical mathematics, applied mathematics, the sciences
that rely onmathematical expert knowing, and at last the non-mathematical

kinds of expert knowing.

56e1-3 Ofthe mathematical disciplines, there are those of philosophers (56ds-6),
which only compute when it is posited that none of those unboundedly many
units differ in the least from any of the others. Following Grote (1875, 66),
interpreters rightly refer to Mill (1872, 170-71):

In all propositions concerning numbers, a condition is implied, without
which none of them would be true; and that condition is an assumption
which may be false. The condition is, that 1=1; that all the numbers
are numbers of the same or of equal unite. Let this be doubtful, and
not one of the propositions of arithmetic will hold true. How can we
know that one pound and one pound make two pounds, if one of the
pounds may be troy, and the other avoirdupois? They may not make
two pounds of either, or of any weight . . . All units must be assumed to
be equal in that other respect; and this is never accurately true, for one
actual pound weight is not exactly equal to another, nor one measured
mile’s length to another; a nicer balance, or more accurate measuring
instruments, would always detect some difference. What is commonly
called mathematical certainty, therefore, which comprises the twofold
conception of unconditional truth and perfect accuracy, is not an attri-
bute of all mathematical truths, but of those only which relate to pure
Number, as distinguished from Quantity in the more enlarged sense.

Mill knew the Philebus and may well have had 56ds5—e1 in mind as he

wrote this passage.

56e3 Onoel [unless] one will put or one will posit. This future indicative
protasis with its optative apodosis indicates a “mild future,” that is, nei-
ther emotional/minatory nor potential optative (S §2356a). “The others
would have nothing to do with them except on the postulate that none
of the myriad units under discussion is in any way different from any of
the others” (Gosling 1975).
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286  Plato’s Philebus

56e4 tevtalévrmv Bury (1897) notes a scholiast who gives the meaning:
being employed upon, engaged in, concerned with a thing plus nepi plus

accusative.

56e5 80 avtac eivan that these [arithmetical expertises] are two [stands to
reason]. This infinitive clause is the subject of AOyov Eyewv stands to reason.

56e7 AOyloTIKI Kai petpnikn a logistic skill and a measuring skill [in build-
ing and business]. The <> is not in manuscripts B or T but is added in
manuscript Ven. 189 from a desire to make the noun phrase definite: “the
logistic,” and so on. There is no verb conjugating with this nominative. “A
sentence may begin with the nominative as the subject of thought in place
of an oblique case” (S §941). Bury (1897) notes this “less common” sort
of nominative plus verbal adjective construction occurs also at Republic
460b (doTéov . .. apOoveotépan) é€ovola more frequent permission . . .
one must give) and Sophist 223b (1) . . . OjpanpoopnTtéov . .. coPLoTIKN
sophistry . . . one must call the hunting [of human beings]).

57a11 mpoPePAnkévan to have thrown X forward or to have propounded X.
But what is its direct object X? The adverb évtatOa (here, there) rarely
might mean the things here hence, as Gosling (1975) and others take it, these
considerations, allowing us to preserve the manuscripts. Gosling notes:

Others follow Schleiermacher [1809] in reading mpofepnxéval to
have reached, in which case the sense is: “It seems to me that in its
search for an analogue to the pleasures the discussion has reached
this point of enquiring whether . . .” The change, however, seems
unnecessary. Ifit is felt that “these considerations” harks too far back,
there are still two possibilities: (1) one could with Stallbaum [1842]
cite Hippias Major 293d1-4, and claim it as an example of tpoaiewv
without an object. (2) One could cite the same passage, claiming that
npoPaMewy as well as éAerjoag (eleésas: pitying) takes “inexperience
and lack of education” as an object, and say that in the present passage
it, as well as int®dv (zéton: seeking) takes avtiotpopov (antistrophon:
analogue) as its object. For (1) the translation would be: “It seems to
me that the argument, in its search for an analogue to the pleasures,
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puts one forward by enquiring . . .” I have preferred to go back to
“these considerations” as the object because I think the word in 57a3,
nponveykdueda (proenenkametha: we have brought forward) is prob-
ably being picked up by mpofepfAnkévai—Socrates brings before the
meeting what the argument throws before the meeting.

57b6 avnupnkew [the argument has attempted—to what?] To have dis-
covered [that one expertise is more clear and another more unclear than
another]. There is no finite verb in this sentence, leading Schiitz (cited
in Bury 1897) to emend this infinitive to the perfect avnuprxetrand Bury
(1897) to the present tense dvevpioke. These changes are needless, if
we suppose that Socrates has interrupted (with Ti 00v; To what?) and
completed (with dvnuprxew to have discovered) Protarchus’ verb

émkeyeipnxev [the argument] has attempted.

57b9 Twvatéyvnv ogopdvupov @BeyEapevog afier [the argument] called
a particular expertise by a name with two referents [“called it using a
homonym”].

57b10 €igd6Eav kataotioag og wdg after putting (the name “arithmetic”]
into our opining as [a name] of a single [expertise]. Gosling (1975) puts
this into idiomatic English: “giving the impression that it was the name
of a single skill.”

57¢1 [maAhwv o] dvoiv again [after putting the name “arithmetic” into our
thought] as [a name of | two [expertises]. Gosling (1975) is idiomatic: “and
then, suggesting it is the name of two.”

57d4 oAxnv literally: drawing, dragging—for example, of hair. Metaphor-
ically: [skilled in] drawing [words to a false meaning].

58a1 AfjAov otu) g av t)vye viv Aeyopévnv yvoin it is clear that anyone
might recognize the [power] now under discussion.

58b3 évavrtiati@eoOarto take an opposite position (in discussion or in war:
avtia ta 6mha £€0¢to he placed the troops opposite, Xenophon, Anabasis
4.3.26.3; évavtia pev €0eto 1a 6mAa he placed the troops opposite, Xeno-
phon, Hellenica 7.3.9.2-3) Socrates will play on this ambiguity in his reply.
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58b4 aioyuvOeic feeling ashamed. Shame would keep Protarchus from
saying “weapons,” perhaps because, as Frede (1993) notices, “rhetoric

persuades and does not use force.”

58c1 SapépelT@ peylot kal apiotn—what to do with the 1@? One manu-
script (Burnet’s Ven. 189) =Bury 1897 Ven. X) adds ivat after dpiotn.
Paley (1873) takes that infinitive to be understood: differs in [being]
greatest and best. 1 propose instead that we treat it as an article-plus-
clause construction (S §1153g): excels in the [title] “greatest and best.”

58cs Opa - ... - 10 kabapov Burnet (1901) adds the hyphens to indicate
that Socrates breaks off his command fo see for some ten lines until
he resumes the thought below at d6. Accordingly, the main sentence
(6pa. .. 10 KaBAPOV VOU TE KAl PPoVI|oEWG €l TAUTNV PHAALOTA €K TOV
elkOTmV ékThoBaL paipev av i Tva £Tépay TavTng KupLOTéEPAV NIV
Ontntéov consider if we might affirm that this [expert knowing| most of
all possesses the pure part of awareness and knowing, as seems likely, or
we must seek some other [expert knowing ] more authoritative than this) is
interrupted by a lengthy parenthetical remark. Frede (1997, 77) suggests
that Plato intends Socrates’ negligence for the clarity and intelligibility
of this “nearly impenetrable [schwer durchdringbaren] . .. mammoth,
twelve-line sentence” to indicate at the dramatic level his concentration

on the nature of the clearest, most intelligible science.

58c6 Tij Té VN Umdapyetv S180VG conceding that it falls to the skill [of that
man to be superior in respect of need]. The participle 81800¢ (giving hence
conceding) here takes an accusative-plus-infinitive complement (LS]
III.2), and the infinitive Umdpyetv has an unstated impersonal accusa-
tive subject and a dative complement. LSJ (IIL.1) translates this clause
“assigning as a property of [the] art.”

58¢c7 1) & eimov €ya viv=Tij 8¢ paypateia fjv eimov £ye vOv but to that
discipline that 1 was talking about now. This phrase correlates with Tfj
pev ... téxvn (58c5-6) as the second dative complement of Umtdpyewv.
The dative relative pronoun 1) has been attracted into the case of the
antecedent t{j (mpaypateia), which in turn has been omitted, as often
happens (S §2522).
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59a11 ToUT@V ... @v=ToUtwv & of these things, which. It is rare for a nomi-
native relative pronoun to be attracted to the case of the antecedent
(8 §2523).

59b1 Eoye . .. xatatavta “held according to the same things,” were in the
same condition. 1 take this to be the familiar Platonic point about the
compresence of opposites in perceptible objects, in other words: for a
given property P, perceptibles are and are not P. Intelligible objects, in
contrast, do “hold in the same way”—that is, for any P, they “unchang-
ingly” are P.

59b4 nvtwvodv In every case of the twenty-three other occurrences in
Plato of this feminine singular accusative pronoun, there is an obvious
feminine antecedent. Here there is no obvious antecedent. Now, when
the feminine singular dative pronoun 1j has no antecedent, it may be an
adverb of place, where (LS] 1.1). This is why Frede (1993) and Gosling
(1975) conjecture that the pronoun 1jvtivodv refers in the same way to
place—namely, the subject area where the labor takes place. But téyvn
has been in the consciousness of the speakers since 58e5 and it might be

the implicit antecedent: with respect to any skill whatsoever.

59b7 &xovoa agrees only with émiotiiun not voUg. Possibly its sense applies
to both, as Gosling (1975) translates (“there is no understanding or
branch of knowledge relating to them that has the complete truth”).
But more likely its sense applies exactly as the grammar has it: there
is neither awareness about them nor any expert knowing that possesses
the most truth.

59¢3 eidkpuvég unmixed-pure in contrast to kabapov = cleansed-pure.
“Pure” seems a better English word than “unmixed” to translate
eihikpwvég. The word is coordinated with dpeiktolg unmixed at 32¢7
and with xaBapov clean at 52d7. It refers to the features of being pévov
xai Epnuov alone and isolated at 63b8. It is opposed to padiov base at
29b7 and is associated with kaA&®Vv noble at 30b6.

59C3 TA A&l Kata Ta avtd the things always according to the same things

or always in the same way. On this feature—and the opposite feature of

accepting change, see, for example, Phaedo 78c—d.
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59c4 [devtepoc] There is a Greek proverbial expression: 6eUtepog TAolg “a
second sailing,” meaning the next best way (LSJ devtepog A.I) famously
used at Phaedo 99d and, perhaps echoing that use, above at 19c. Accord-
ingly Schleiermacher (1809), followed by Stallbaum (1842), proposed
that Sevtepoc is elliptical for devtepog mAolc. Bury (1897) called this
proposal “hardly conceivable,” and most translators seem to have fol-
lowed him in supposing the word devtepog must be cut from the text.
In defense of Schleiermacher, the literary style of the Philebus features
many puzzling ellipses (see introduction: Stylistic Ambiguity).

59d4-5 Tadt dpa €v Taigmepl 10 OV OVIWG €vvoiaug oTiv annkpipopéva
opOdcxelpeva kaieioBat. This sentence has been a tough nut to crack.
There are two main problems: what is the complement of the main verb
¢oTly, and what is the function of the infinitive kaAeioOai? Not seeing
any solution, Badham (1878), Jackson, and Bury (1897) all proposed
emending the text, as in effect do translators who ignore the infinitive
kaAeioOat (such as Fowler 1925, Gosling 1975, and Frede 1993). Here is
my proposal for solving the two problems:

1. Talt ... éotiv dnnkpipopéva these {names} are exactly fitted.
The perfect participle is often used as a predicate adjective with
¢otv (S §2091).

2. ammkppwpéva . . . xaAeioOal exactly fitted to be given [that it be
given]. When the subject of the passive verb xaAeioBOatis a person,
the verb means to be called, but when the subject is a name, the
same verb means fo be given (LS] 111, citing Euripides, Hecuba
1271: TOpP 6 Ovopa o@ kexAfoetat a name shall be given to thy
tomb). One might worry that there is no parallel case of the infini-
tive xaheloOat as complement to the verb dmakpiBdopar. But at
Timaeus 33b7-c1the verb seems to govern an accusative plus infini-
tive: Agtov 8¢ O koA nav E€wlev avto annkpiBoito outside,
he fitted it all [to be] in a circle and smooth.)

Finally, I take the prepositional phrase to modify keipeva as follows:

€V Taig epl T0 OV OVIwG évvolalg . . . kelpeva when [these names are]
applied or invoked in our reflections about what is really real. (On keipat
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used of names, see LSJ IV.5; on “invoked,” see 1.3). This produces the
following sensible, accurate, and grammatical translation: These [names:
“‘awareness” and “knowing”) are exactly fitted to be given, when used in
our reflections about what is really real.

59d1o-e3 Paley (1873) remarks that this sentence provides yet another

>«

example of Socrates’ “purposely involved style” in this dialogue. As
Barbara Jane Hall has pointed out, the speaker’s interweavings in the
present context are an image of how we make a combined life.

59€2 €€ @V ij €v oig Ol dnpovpyetv Tt out of which or in which it is neces-
sary to craft something. Commentators mainly take the antecedent of
both relative pronouns to be dM1Awv pleasure plus knowing, giving
this sense: out of which, like ingredients, or in which, like an artist’s
medium, the craft is worked. As an alternative, one might take the plu-
ral antecedent to be the most proximate fitting word, fpiv. Protarchus
and Socrates (and the audience and we readers as well) are to craft
the product—the best life as a proper mix of the matter—either out of

ourselves or in ourselves.

PART IV. RANKING THE ELEMENTS
IN THE MIXED LIFE

1. The answer to the Happiness Question: Knowing ranks after three
Forms—Measure, Beauty, and Truth—that capture what is good in

the mixed life, ahead of Pleasure.

60a-64b: Socrates restates the main structure of the argument of the dia-
logue. Socrates argues that, for a body possessed by a soul, all forms of
knowing but only some forms of pleasure (true and pure pleasures and those
of health, temperance, and virtue) may be included in the mix that is the

good for such a creature.
60e3-61b10 establish a metaphor that is taken up again at 64c—65a.

6oc2 "Qunapein ot ... ,npocdeicOar . . . 8¢ Exewv [it might be agicc.
by us that] what this might be present in . . . needs in addition . . . and
possesses . . . The verbs mpoodeioOat and Exev are infinitive because
they are part of indirect discourse after &v cvvopoAloyoito it might
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292 Plato’s Philebus

be agreed at b7-8. The relative clause @ mapein o0t what this might be
present in uses an optative because its sense expresses the protasis of a
future remote (S §2344): €l Tvi tapein tovto if this were to be present in
something. Although to0T’ this is the subject of the protasis, the dative
relative pronoun “Qt in what gives the implied subject of the protasis.
Since there is no particle v in the apodosis tpoodeioBat . . . 8¢ Exewy,
this apodosis does not correspond to an optative-plus-&v apodosis in
direct discourse (S. 2611) but regularly corresponds to a present indica-
tive, producing a mixed conditional (S §2355) with the effect of a present
general conditional sentence (S. 2360a).

60ds Tijg avTi|g idéac tBépevog positing that (A, B, C, and D) are of the
same character. This “genitive of classification,” as Bury (1897) calls it,
is a type of partitive genitive (LSJ tiOnui B.IL.4).

61a1-2 OVKOUV TO ye TEAEOV KAl TACLY ALPETOV KAl TO TAVTATATLY
ayafov ovdétepov av tovtwv €in; Therefore, the perfect and choicewor-
thy thing for all, i.e., the wholly good, could be neither of these. In another
context, the neuter singular noun phrase 10 tavtdnaow dyadov the
wholly good might refer to the form good itself. But here that noun phrase
is coordinate with o00étepov toUtwv neither of these—namely, neither
to have pleasure without any knowing nor “to have knowing without any
pleasure” (dvev mdongdoviig ppovN oLy Exely, 60e2). Likewise, in this
context 10 mavtdmnaow ayabov is to have the wholly good for a human
being—namely, to have a mix of both pleasure and knowing. Such a mixed
life might be appropriate for a human being but might not for a god. It
would therefore seem to be too specific to identify with the good itself.

61a4-5 To toivuv dyafovijtot ca@®¢ij kai tiva tomov avtot Anmtéov
then one must either grasp clearly the good or [grasp] some impression of it.
As ata1-2, the context suggests that 10 dya06v here is not the form good
itselfbut the (wholly) good possession that makes human life go as well
as possible. One would have to be godlike to understand ¢hat possession
clearly, as Socrates argues in the Apology. Nevertheless, in order to settle
the dialogue’s question, taken up at 22¢8, whether pleasure or knowing

wins second prize in the competition, it will be enough to get “a sort of
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impression” (tiva tumov) of that possession, as happens at 61b4-64b4:

that possession will be a mix of knowing, pleasure, and truth.

6127 060V pév tva émi taya®ov a sort of path heading to the good. The
metaphor will recur, the path eventually taking them to the “dwelling”
(olknotg, 6129, 64c2) of the good possession.

6129-b1 &l ti¢ Tiva dvBpmmov {nTtdv v oiknow . . . tiBorto avtod if
someone, seeking a human being, were to learn his dwelling. The mean-
ing of the metaphor given in this protasis seems to be: if the argument,
seeking the condition that makes human life truly happy, were to learn
the dwelling of that condition (then it would have a big clue to finding
that condition). This “dwelling,” it seems, would be the framework,
the “impression” or “outline” (tUmoc), referred to at 61a4. The recipe
metaphor is one way to see the difference between learning the good
possession and learning an outline of it: to learn the good would be to
learn the precise recipe, while to learn the outline of the recipe might
be to learn only that it contains, say, barley, hops, malt, and water in
proper measures, without learning those measures. It will turn out that
finding, not entering, the dwelling—that is, learning the outline, not the
precise recipe—will be sufficient to settle whether pleasure or knowing

wins second prize.

61c1 €ite Aldvvoog gite "Hpaiotog €0’ 00tig 0e®dv whether Dionysus
or Hephaestus or whoever of gods. As Diés (1949) observes, Hephaestus
acts as cup-bearer to the gods on Olympus (Iliad 1.596-600).

61e7-8 TOV ayanntétatov Piov dnepyacdpeva apéyewv Nuiv [suffi-
cient] to completely produce the most beloved life and provide it to us. TLG
finds these two verbs collocated and sharing a direct object in Plato in
three other passages (Euthydemus 291b6-7; Timaeus 89a1; and Laws
667d10-e1). In all three cases the deponent anepyaocdpeva has its usual
active meaning. As an alternative, Delcomminette (2020) translates
anepyaocdpeva here with a passive meaning (“the ingredients would be
sufficiently completed [accomplies] to provide us”) although not attesting
other such instances. Socrates’ concern, as shown from the following

thought experiment of a person knowing some things but not others, is
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294  Plato’s Philebus

that the mix be sufficient to produce the best life, not that the ingredients
be sufficiently mixed together.

61c5 péAtog [sc., xpnvnl [to a fountain] of what is sweet as honey. The
verb dmewdlot regularly takes a dative complement, while the case of
péAitog is genitive; following Bury (1897), I supply xpnvn. According
to LSJ (néAiI.2) the noun péAitog can refer in a comparison to “any-
thing sweet.” Socrates’ simile in the previous line likens Protarchus and
himself to oivoyéoig Tiol wine-pourers, which requires that the word
péhitog refers to oivog peAndng honey-sweet wine—as opposed to oivog
avotnpog dry wine. The standard translation “honey” might suggest that
Socrates is speaking here of a wineless mixture: as if in Socrates’ image
honey is literally flowing from one fountain (despite the problem that
honey would dribble, not flow) and water from another. Such an alterna-
tive makes pointless Socrates’ contrasting adjectives for the fountain of
water: viavtiknyv kai dowov sobering and wine-free, since both honey
and water are wine-free. There were wineless offerings of such mixes,
but they were to chthonic goddesses, and I am unable to find any expla-
nation about how such offerings could fit the context. Moreover, such
offerings were not of water and honey but of water and milk sweetened
with honey, and the word for that mixture was pehikpata honey-mix
not peAi honey (see Jebb 1907, 28). Likewise, there is no way to take the
word péAitog of honey literally in this passage. Either it is a metonym for

a wineless honey-mix or a simile for wine sweet as honey.

61d1 mpotepov before [mixing]: Socrates is assembling the ingredients
before mixing them.

62a7-b2 kUKAov pévkai oaipag avtijc Tijg Ociag T1ov Adyov Exwv, TNV
8¢ avBpomivny tatnv o@aipav kai Tovg KUKAOUG TOUTOUC AYVORdV,
KAl YpOUEVOC £V oikodopig kai Toig A 0Lg Opoimg kavoot kai Toig
KVKkAowg and having an account of the [divine] circle [itself] and the divine
sphere itself, but being ignorant of this human sphere and these circles, and
using in the same way in [this human] housebuilding the other [divine]
straight-edges and circles [despite the fact that, of course, the procedures

used in formal geometry and material housebuilding are not properly used
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in the same way]. The attributive position of the demonstrative tavtnvis
irregular (S §1176). This reading of the somewhat indeterminate Greek
has become standard since Hackforth (1939).

62b1 yp®pEVOG. .. Opoindg kavioot kai Toig kvkAoig While the gram-
mar is straightforward, commentators are unsure how to understand
the meaning. One possibility: using . . . straight edges and circles in the
same way (that is, trying to use perceptible straight edges and circular
objects using only knowledge of the intelligible form straightedge itself
and circle itself). Also possible: using straight edges and circles in the same
way (that is, confusing when to use a circle and when to use a yardstick).

62d4 ‘Opnpov of Homer. The genitive indicates that Socrates is quoting
Homer (Iliad 4.453) with the word ployayxelag meeting of waters.

62d9 mp@®Tov Socrates proposed this procedure—to mix only pure with
pure—at 61e6—7. At 52e and 55¢ he wants the pure parts of each for a
different reason, to judge second prize.

63d5-6 TagWYuYac iV aig oikoUpev TapdtTovoat S1a pavikag ndovag
[the biggest and most intense pleasures] disorder the souls in which we
[kinds of knowing] dwell, on account of [being ] manic pleasures. Edi-
tors, including Burnet (1901), emend the text in various ways. Rather
than emend, I read 1d pavikag 16ovag as an ellipsis for dia pavikag
ndovag (6vtag). Likewise, Statesman 270a7-8: Sia O1) 10 péylotov 6v
on account of being the biggest.

63e3 @MagtendovagainOeicxaikabapic g einegand other pleasures,
true and clean, which you spoke of. Burnet (1901) emends the text: aAN
ag te ndovag aAndeic kai kabapag [ag] eineg but [those] that you called
true and clean pleasures.

63e9-64a3 OTLKAMioTNV id0vTa KAl ACTACIACTOTATNV PETE LY KAl
kpdow, év tavty pabeiv nepaocOar ti mote €v T avlpdnE kai 1@
navti té@ukev dyabov kai tiva idéav avtiv eivai tote pavrevtéov
after (1) seeing whatever [is] a mix and blend most beautiful and freest from
factions, (2) to try to learn in this [mix] what is by nature good in a human
being and in the universe and what form one must divine it [namely, the
Jform of this good in the mix] to be. This speech by the kinds of knowing
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is a signpost for the reader. It sets out the two (or perhaps three) steps
of the 006¢ path (61a7) that Socrates and Protarchus are on.

Clearly, they begin to see the mix—the first step—when they begin
the mixing with a prayer at 61b11, and they complete this step after they
have added all the ingredients into the mix (that is, all the kinds of knowl-
edge, some but not all pleasures, and truth) and are unable to think of
additional ingredients (64b5-6). Socrates marks the step as completed
when he says that “the argument now appears to be completed” (6 viv
A6yog dnelpydoBal gpaivetat, 64b7-8) and that they stand before the
front doors of the good (64c1).

Equally clearly, they begin the second step—trying “to learn in this
mix what is by nature good in a human being and in the universe”—
when Socrates asks, “What in the mixture is most valued (tipiotatov,
64c¢5)?” And Socrates marks that they have completed the second step
with his words ovv tplol AaPovteg after grasping the good with three
[forms] at 65a2.

The statement of the third step is ambiguous. Perhaps we make the
most sense of the text by taking the kai before tiva i6éav as epexegetic,
so that there are only two steps, the second step being stated twice. On
this reading, to try to learn in this mix what is by nature good is nothing
other than fo try to learn what form one must divine it [namely, the form
of the good in the mix] to be. The language of divination (pavtevtéov,
63a3) refers to the result that, in trying to learn what is good in this mix,
they were unable to identify or “hunt it down” with a single form and
only grasped the target with three forms (65a1-2). Even so, rather than
say that there are three goods in the mix, Socrates says we most rightly
refer to the target olov &v such as one not such as three. Given such a
result—catching the target with three forms but holding it to be such as
a one—if we were asked tiva idéav adtv eivai what form it is (64a2), it
seems we cannot give an account of that form but instead only divine it,
in some mysterious way speaking of three forms as if one.

The alternative interpretation is that the third step is different from the
second. Such a third step cannot be found in the dialogue. One might try
to explain the absence of the third step with the last line of the dialogue,
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when Protarchus says that opkcpov €11 10 Aowtdév what remains is a small
matter (67b11). The problem with this alternative is that, if divining what
Jformthe good in the mix is were a small matter, it has already been done:
capture that target with three forms and then divine that the three are
such as one. If the divination is something more than that—and surely it
would be unsatisfactory to expect a rational account of divination—then
it does not make sense for Protarchus to call it opkpov a small matter.
For another possible bit of unfinished business, see note to 11c2.

What is good in the mix for the human being will turn out to be mea-
sure, beauty, and truth, not knowing or pleasure. Thus, Socrates can
truly say that the good, understood as these three, will be in the mix for
the human being and the universe.

6422 tivaidéav adtiyv eivai what form [one must divine] it to be, an accu-
sative (a0 tv) plus infinitive (eiva() plus complement (tiva idéav) after
pavtevtéov. There is a similar construction at 25b5-6: 10 8¢ tpitov . . .
tiva idéav . . . Exew what form will we say the third [kind] to have? An
alternative analysis is to take avtnv as intensive: [one must divine] what
a form itself is or perhaps what form itself is—but neither of these trans-
lations makes sense in the context. Frede (1993, “to get some vision of
the nature of the Good itself”), Migliori (1993), and Gerson (2010, 274,
“what the idea of the good itself should be divined to be”) translate
inaccurately, as if there were a definite article modifying idéav: avtnv
v i0éav tiva eivai, as at Euthyphro 6e3-4: Tavtny toivuy pe adtnv
Sidagov v idéav tig moté éoTv teach me then what this form itselfis.
The antecedent of the pronoun avtnv must be feminine. The nouns
netEy mix and xpaowv blend are explicit possible antecedents, but an
obvious implicit antecedent fits the context better: tnv i8éav] tnv 100
Ev T avBpodne xal 1@ mavti ayadod the form of the good in the human
being and in the universe. Socrates in the Phaedo is careful to distinguish
the more and less themselves from the more and less in us, speaking, for
example, of “not only the tall itself . . . but also the tall in us” (o0 pévov
avto o péyebog . . . dAa kaito €vipiv péyebog, 102d6-7). The tall itself
eternally is unchanging, while the tall in us does change, coming to be and

ceasing to be. He appears to observe the same distinction in the Philebus.
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64a3 pavtevtéov one must divine. Socrates, in speaking of diviners at
44c5-6, explained that some do not divine by expert knowing, imply-
ing that some divination is expert knowing. Socrates refers to his
own pavtela power of divination at 66bs and refers to T®v €v povoy
PLAO0OP® PEPAVTEVUEV®Y . . . A\OYwV arguments that divine by means
of philosophical music at 67b6, evidently including the arguments of
this dialogue. This is how Protarchus and company seem to understand
Socrates at 67b8-9: “we all affirm that (they, namely Socrates’ arguments)

ainbéotata. .. eipfjoOai have been spoken most truly.

64b2 "Qupn peifopev aAqOeiav what we will not mix truth with. The future
indicative pei€opev takes pn in a relative conditional clause (S §2560).
Likewise, Frede (1993) translates as a relative clause (“Wherever we do
not mix in truth”) while Gosling (1975) translates as a conditional (“If
we will not mix truth in with whatever we have in hand”).

Although Socrates explains why truth must be added to the mix (64a7-
b3), the reasoning is not obvious, and scholars have proposed alternative
explanations. No doubt it will strike many readers as strange that Plato
makes truth an ingredient in the mix. Butitis an ingredient in the sense
established at 27b1-2—namely, an object of a craftworking skill. It is not
clear to me if Delcomminette (2006, 557; cf. Boussoulas [1952, 149n1])
agrees when he says that “the ‘adding’ of truth must without doubt be
understood as the emphasis [la mise en évidence] of an essential aspect
of the mix that we have obtained.”

Horn (1893), quoted in Bury (1897, 208), raises an objection to Plato:
there is no further need to add truth to the mix, because we have already
added truth in adding “true knowledge and true pleasure” (wahre Erken-
ntniss und wahre Lust). Bury (1897, 208) rightly replies that “it is one
thing to have [truth in] the constituent elements . . . and quite another
to have truth in the mixture itself as a process.” Friedlinder (1969, 347)
and (Dixsaut 2003, 256) follow Bury (1897).

Rodier (1900, 296) and Hackforth (1945, 132-33) give an alternative

translation of aAn|0ewa as “reality” (la réalité). Such a translation leads

Rodier to this interpretation: without reality, the mix “would lack [man-

querait] an essential condition of being good”—“a sort of ontological
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argument.” Hackforth is similar: “It is Plato’s way of expressing his hope
and faith that the kind of life indicated is no impossible ideal, and his rec-
ognition that unless it is so all his labour in the dialogue has been vain”
(1945, 133).

Migliori (1993, 305-6) rightly rejects this alternative translation on
the grounds that the dialogue has used the word dArfeia to refer not
to reality but to an accurate correspondence between representation and
reality at 39a and to refer not to reality but to the accuracy of knowing
at 59a-b, so that it would be “a misleading simplification” (una lettura
elementare e fuorviante) to translate aAfjfeia as “reality” here. Migliori’s
explanation about why truth is added is that Plato must “emphasize that
[the being of the good] is a principle provided with epistemological value,”
in addition to the ontological and axiological values it already carries
(1993, 306). There is a seeming problem with Migliori’s explanation. The
mix being produced is a good life, neither a mental representation like a
painting nor a kind of knowing. Hence, it cannot be true in the standard
epistemological sense of correspondence of representation to reality.
Nonetheless, when craftworking skill produces a mix that comes to be,
that mix will possess a more or less accurate correspondence of product to
whatever paradigm the maker used. Thus Hackforth (1945, 139, followed
by, e.g., Davidson 1990, 231) interprets truth here as “truth to type.” As
Hackforth sees it, this is Bury’s (1897, 204) interpretation. Likewise,
Frede (1997, 356): “Truth functions as one of the most important criteria
injudging pleasure and knowing. If it is mentioned again specifically as
arequirement for the mixtures themselves, this is presumably not only
because its elements must fulfill the condition of truth, but also because
only a successful [gegliickte] mixture is a genuine [i.e., true] mixture.”
Moreover, in defense of Migliori’s seemingly problematic claim of an
epistemological value, I point out that for Plato the relation of product
to paradigm is epistemological: the product represents the paradigm,
and the product provides us with a kind of knowing, albeit an imperfect
one, of the paradigm, as Plato says at Republic 505e-506a. Shadow (or
painted) images share with physical objects the “comparative clearness
and obscurity” (509d9) that characterize representations, and thus both
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possess “truth” (510a9), albeit in different degrees, in how clearly they
give us knowing of what they represent. Having defended the Davidson/
Frede true-to-type interpretation and having made the true-to-type
relation out to be epistemological, I would also point out how this inter-
pretation connects to the actual reasons (at 64a7-b3) that Plato uses to
establish that truth must be added to the mix. Here I follow Damascius
(1959, §236.1-3, 12-13): “Truth [i.e., truth to type] makes each thing only
and wholly what it is, so that it is not a mere appearance [e{dwAov] and
not intermixed with something else [Tvi étép ouppeptypévov],” and
hence “preserves the fullness [TAjpwowv] of each thing.”

64b6-7 xaBamepel KOOPOG TIC AoOpATOC APE®Y KAADC Epylyov

owparogjust as if a certain bodiless order, that is going to rule an ensouled
body. The noun phrase éuypiyov odpatog refers to T avOpdne xal 1@
navti both a human being and the universe (64a1-2: at 29b-30d Socrates
argued that the universe is an ensouled body). The nominative case of the
noun phrase k6O P0G TIG A0DNATOC a certain bodiless order indicates that
the likeness indicated by the adverb xaBamepetis to 6 vivAdyog the present
argument. This gives us three elements of an analogy: as a bodiless order
rules an ensouled body, so the present argument rules some fourth item,
which I interpret to be 6 voUg the awareness that apprehends this argu-
ment. Such an analogy produces an elegant hierarchy. In the first place,
the formal argument rules over an awareness of that argument just as the
good order of a soul rules over the body of that soul. In addition, the aware-
ness will rule over the good order of the soul possessing that awareness.
As an alternative, Bury (1897) completes the analogy by interpret-
ing the argument to rule over the oUyxpaotig mixture mentioned at bs.
Frede (1993) freely translates: “our discussion has arrived at the design of
what might be called an incorporeal order that rules harmoniously over
a body possessed by a soul.” This translation identifies the argument’s
“design”—namely, the outline of the mixture—with the ruling order,
which is unsatisfactory. It would not be the outline of the mixture but
the precise mixture itself that would rule an organism. Moreover, the
mixture is a possession of the organism, like its life. Such a possession,
containing pleasures, is the wrong sort of thing to be the ruling element.
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64b7-8 0 viv Adyog anelpyacOar @aivetan the present argument
appears to have been completed. The vOv Adyog present account must
refer to the account of the mixed life that is superior to unmixed plea-
sure or unmixed knowing as a life. As instances of the sorts of knowing
described at 63e9, Socrates and company now have seen the ka2 iotnv
Kol A0TaolaoToTATNV HETELY KAl kpdow mixture and blend most beautiful
and freest from factions. There will be further argument in the remainder
of the dialogue in order to determine if knowing or pleasure is closer to
first prize in their competition—that is, to answer the Happiness Ques-
tion raised at the beginning of the dialogue.

64bg 8€d6y0ar impersonal perfect infinitive passive dokéw [it] to have
seemed (LSJII.4.b). There is a parallel use of thisimpersonal in an (implied
accusative) plus infinitive construction at Xenophon, Hellenica 5.3.23.4.
64c1-3 Ap’ ovv &mi pv 1oig Tod dyadod viv ijdn tpoBiporg [kai] tijg
oikNoe®C EPeataval [Tig Tod TolovTov] Aéyovteg icmwg opOdg dv
Twva tpénov @aipev; Then perhaps we would be speaking in some way
rightly in saying that we stand now on the portico of the good and of the
dwelling [of the thing that is such as the good]. The etymological meaning
of tpoBVpoLgis before doors, and the word refers to the front entrance of
a dwelling grand enough to possess double doors: a covered front porch
or “portico.” The portico-of-a-dwelling metaphor brings to completion
the first step of the path-to-a-dwelling metaphor begun at 61a7-b1 and
signposted at 63e9-64a3. Since it is the same metaphor, Tol dyafob the
good here, as earlier, is the good in a human life—that is, the possession
that makes human life truly happy (see notes to 61a1-2, 61a4-5, and
61a7). It is this clarification that Socrates seems to make with the epex-
egetic kai, coordinating ToU dyaBo0 the good with ti|g oikoewg Tijg T0T
toloUTov the dwelling of the thing that is such [as the good]. The ToloUtoU
thing that is such as the good, then, is the possession that makes human
life truly happy, and from the portico they can see the dwelling—that
is, framework (see note to 61a9—b1)—of that good in a human life, but

they are not in view of it.

Asan alternative to my translation—of the good and of the dwelling of the
thing that is such [as the good]—Frede (1993) translates: “of the good and of
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the house of every member of its family.” This translation is less accurate,
but it allows Frede to interpret the dwelling to be the kind containing good
objects rather than an outline of the precise recipe for the good in a human
life. Such an interpretation of the dwelling as the kind leaves unclear how
one can see the kind without seeing the members of that kind.

Burnet’s (1901) alternative is to cut the bracketed words from the text.
If we follow Burnet, we get of the dwelling of the good, which is Gosling’s
(1975) reading, “of where the good is to be found.”

64c1 pev with no answering 8¢ clause, called pév solitarium, is used in
contrast with something that the speaker does not “intend to express in
words” (Denniston 1966, 380). Located within the prepositional phrase
éni toig tpoBUpolg on the portico, the unstated 8¢ clause might be on the
portico but not inside the dwelling in view of the good in a human life. As
other instances of pév solitarium in Plato, Denniston cites Charmides
1543, Theaetetus 148d3, and Republic 453¢7 and 557¢7.

64c-67a: Socrates answers the Happiness Question in the terms developed in
the course of the discussion. Neither pleasure nor knowing but a mixed life is
the good for human beings. What makes that mixed life good is its possession
of measure, beauty, and truth. The kind Knowing is more akin to this good

than Pleasure in being far more measured, beautiful, and true.

At 66a6-8, b1-3, b5-6, b8-c2, and c4-6 Socrates argues for the following
numerical ranking: In the mixture that is a human life, the first rank goes to
the effect of measure (namely, being measured and timely), second rank to the
effect of measure and beauty (namely, being complete and sufficient), third to
the effect of measure, beauty, and truth (namely, the power of knowing and
awareness), fourth to the effects of knowing in the soul (namely, the sciences
and kinds of expertise), and fifth to the effects of activities of science and
expertise (namely, pleasures that are free of pain). Pleasures of health and
temperance are necessary for a good life (62e8-10) and therefore extrinsi-
cally good. They are excluded from this five-part ranking because, unlike
pure pleasures, they are not intrinsically good.

TIinterpret the argument for this proposition as follows (square brackets

enclose unstated premises):
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P1. The good is a trinity of three forms— (in rank order:) measure, beaut,:
and truth—explaining why mixtures are (measured, beautiful, and true)
and therefore good (65a1-5).

Because:

P1.1. Measure is the most valuable thing in any mixture and the ultimate
cause why the occurrence of any such condition is loved by human
beings (64c5-7).

P1.1.1. Because without measure, that is, the nature of symmetry,
every mixture will necessarily destroy its ingredients and first of
all itself (64d9-11).

P1.1.1.1. Because there would be no blending in such cases but in
truth an unblended jumble that will be a real disaster for any-
thing caught up in it (64d11-e3).

P1.2. (Beauty is second in causal or explanatory order after measure.)
Because:

P1.2.1. Measuredness—that is, symmetry—everywhere turns out to
be beauty and excellence (64€6-7).

(P1.2.2. To constitute something is to be prior in causal or explana-
tory order.)"

P1.3. Truth is mixed into the blend with them (measure and beauty)
(64€9-10).

Because:

(P1.3.1. Nothing other than measure and beauty could cause truth
to be in the mixture.)

P2. Knowingis more akin to the highest good and of more intrinsic value
than pleasure (65a7-b2).

P2.1. Because knowing is more akin to truth, measure, and beauty than
pleasure (65b5-9).

11. Isupply this premise to make explicit that “constitutes” (or whatever verb one uses
to translate ovpPaivet yiyveoBai, 64e7) entails causal or explanatory priority. With
P1.2.1, this premise establishes P1.2. The premise is most plausible when we interpret
beauty as “the complete and sufficient” (10 TéAeov kai ikavov, 66b2) in the mixture,
as I do below, since it is by being measured that a mix is complete and sufficient both
in its elements and for its purpose.
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Because:
P2.1.1. Knowing is more akin to truth than pleasure (65c2-3).

Because:

P2.1.1.1. Pleasure is the greatest impostor of all, by general
account, and in connection with the pleasures of love, which
seem to be the greatest of all, even perjury is pardoned by the
gods, as if pleasures were like children, as mindless as possi-
ble (65¢c5-d2).

P2.1.1.2. Knowing either is the same as truth or of all things it is
most like it and most true (65d2-3).

P2.1.2. Knowing is more akin than pleasure to measure (65d4-6).

Because:

P2.1.2.1. Nothing is more outside all measure than pleasure and
excessive joy (65d8-9).

P2.1.2.2. Nothingis more measured than being aware and expert
knowing (65d9-10).

P2.1.3. Being aware is more akin than pleasure to beauty (65e1-3).

Because:

P2.1.3.1. Noone, awake or dreaming, past, present or future, could
ever see awareness and knowing to be ugly (65e4-7).

P2.1.3.2. When we see anyone actively engaged in pleasures, espe-
cially those that are most intense, we notice that their effect
is quite ridiculous, if not outright obscene; we become quite
ashamed ourselves and hide them as much as possible from
sight, and we confine such activities to the night, as if daylight
must not witness such things (65e9-66a3).

There are a number of questions about this ranking.

1. Why does Plato provide a numerical ranking?

2. Is Plato consistent in his first three ranks? (a) In particular, is sym-
metry of the first or second rank? (b) And does the third rank belong
to truth or to knowing and mental awareness?

3. Why does Plato list the good as a trinity of ingredients?

4. Why does he list the ingredients in the order he does?
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5. What s the relation between the first three ranks—the trinity of the
good—and the fourth and fifth ranks?

I propose answers to these questions and consider a few alternative

interpretations in this note.

1. Why does Plato provide a numerical ranking?

I endorse the answer given by Delcomminette (2006, 620):

Ifthe conflict between pleasure and knowing had been resolved
in the terms in which it had been introduced [11d-124] . . . noth-
ing [would be] good in itself; a particular thing or action [telle
ou telle chose ou action] could only be said to be more or less
good than some other such particular. This is why it is essen-
tial to replace that contrariety of more and less by determinate
relations that allow us to locate the terms in relation to each
other without in so doing to throw them back into indetermi-
nacy. Itis only on that condition that these terms may be joined
together to form a harmonious whole . . . This is the goal of the
final scale of goods [proposition 151=66a6-8], which, thanks
to the notion of number . . . will determine the rank that each
of the goods must occupy within the good life so that it might

be a harmonious whole.

2a. Is Plato consistent in his first three ranks? In particular, is symmetry

of the first or second rank?

The dialogue gives four different statements pertaining to the first

three ranks. Socrates first states the trinity at 65a2: “We grasp the good

with three forms, beauty and symmetry and truth (kdMeLxai ovppeTpia

kal dAnOela).” Second, Protarchus tentatively restates this trinity at

65b8 as “beauty, truth, and measuredness [KaMoug kai aAnBeiag kai

petptotnTog]”—a restatement that Socrates endorses as correct (65b10).

Third, they use the trinity as criteria for a comparison of pleasure and

knowing: truth (GAn0eiag, 65b10), measuredness (petpiotnra, 65d4),

and beauty (kdMoug, 65e3). Fourth, they explicitly rank the three:

“First about measure [Tp&®Ttov pév ) Tept pé€tpov, 66a6] . . . second

about symmetry and seauty [AeUtepov pnv mept 10 COUPETPOV Kal
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KaAov, 66b1], and if you put knowing and awareness third you would
not stray very far from the truth [or from truth] [To totvuvv tpitov, g
1 €U pavteia, voiv kal ppdvnotv tifelg ovk av péya tLtig dAndeiag
napeEENDotg, 66bs-6].” The four statements seem to be inconsistent.
For the first statement (652a2) to be consistent with the restatement
(65b8) and the criterial statement (65b-e), symmetry and measuredness
must denote the numerically same element of the trinity: call it “mea-
sure.” But measure and symmetry appear to be numerically distinct,
ranked first and second, in the explicit ranking (66a-b).

To resolve this inconsistency, I propose the following interpreta-
tion. The key is the distinction between cause and effect implied by
the mixing metaphor. In cooking, for example, there is a difference
between the ingredient used by the chef, say sugar, and the effect of that
ingredient in the cooked product, sugared. The ingredient sugar is not
the sugared product but the cause ofit. Just so, Socrates marks this dis-
tinction between the cause (aitiav) of value, measure, and the mixtures
that come to be valuable (64d3-4). In Socrates’ terms, mixtures that
come to be “have a share of” (ueteiAnge) the ingredients that cause
them, just as awareness “got a share of beauty (kdMovg peteiAngpe)
so as to be beautiful” (65e1-3). Socrates also marks the distinction
by referring to the causally prior ingredients—say measure, beauty,
and truth—as three “forms” (i8¢ay, see also 65a2), while referring to
their effects—say measured, beautiful, and true—as “properties” (see
also ktijpa, 66as) of the mixed product. The same sort of distinction
between forms as causes and their effects in the things that come to be
is also in the Phaedo, drawn for example between “the opposite thing
that comes to be” and “the opposite itself” (103b3—4).

T use this distinction between ingredient cause and effected prop-
erty to provide an accurate translation of the explicit ranking at 66a-b,
a translation that avoids attributing inconsistency to Plato’s ranking.
In the explicit ranking, the statement of the first rank is parallel to
the statement of what is 7ot of the first rank: “Pleasure is not the
property first [in rank]” (18ovn xtfjpa ovk EoTL TPpOTOV, 6625-6).
Rather (supplying the unstated parallels): “The measured and timely
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[are the property] first [in rank] [mp@dTov pév . . . kal 0 pétplov kal
kaiptov], and whatever we must suppose to be such [kai tdvta ondéoa
xp1) Totadta vopilewy, 66a6-8].” The grammatical subject of this state-
ment is “the measured and timely and whatever we must suppose
to be such.” The grammatical subject is modified by a prepositional
phrase: “somehow about measure” (niy) epi pétpov). The adverb
“somehow” (1)) and the preposition “about” (mepi) with its object,
as here, in the accusative case imply as their basic meaning motion
that takes place round about, in some way, the object. In context the
motion is the coming to be of certain properties of the mixed life. I
propose that “somehow round about” means in this context as the
effect of the object. These properties that have come into being as
the effect of measure are the measured and the timely and suchlike—
just as the sugared comes to be in cooking as an effect of the causal
ingredient sugar. Thus, there is a distinction in this statement of the
first rank between the causally prior ingredient measure, marked as
the object of the preposition mepi, and its effect in the mixture that
comes to be, the measured and timely and suchlike.

Socrates marks the same distinction with the same preposition in the
statement of the second rank, again in parallel. “As the effect of [both]
symmetry and beauty, the complete and sufficient [are the property]
second [in rank], and whatever is of this type” (AgUtepov pnv mepi to
OUPPETPOV Kal KAAOV kal TO TéAeov Kal ikavov kai Tavl’ omdoa Tijg
yevedg ad tadtng €otiv, 66b1-3). By observing this distinction with
an accurate translation, I avoid attributing inconsistency to Plato. It is
undeniable that for the first statement 65a2 to be consistent with the
restatement 65b8 and the criterial statement 65b—e, symmetry and
measuredness must denote the numerically same element of the trinity:
callit measure. However, I avoid the contradiction because symmetry
is not ranked second at 66b1-3. The complete and the sufficient and
suchlike—in a word, the beautiful—are ranked second. The beautiful
is second because it is the effect of both symmetry (i.e., measure) and
beauty. The beautiful in the mixed life is the effect of beauty in precisely
the same way that the measured in that life is the effect of measure. The
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beautiful is also the effect of measure because beauty itself is causally
posterior in some way to measure, as stated above at P1.2.) Nothing in
this statement of the second rank entails the inconsistency that symme-
try (i.e., measure) is numerically distinct from measure in the ranking.

It is a consequence of my interpretation that the ranking is not a
ranking of the ingredient causes measure, beauty, and the rest but of
what comes to be as their effect in the mixed life: first the measured,
second the beautiful, and so on. This consequence will also provide
an answer to questions about the ranks further below.

The standard alternative translation and interpretation has its
modern origin in Maguire (1874, 442). This alternative ignores the
distinction within the first two ranks between ingredient cause and
effect that comes to be in the mix, translating both alike as objects of
the preposition mepl. Likewise, Maguire 1874 translates np@dtov pév
) el HETPOV Kal TO PHETPLOV Kal Kaiplov kal Tdvta 6mdoa X p1
totatta vopilewv (66a6-8) as “the first (possession) in a manner has
to do with Regulation and with that which is submitted to Regulation
and has (thereby) become suitable to something and (has to do with)
all things of such a kind,” a translation quoted and followed by Bury
(1897, 171), followed in turn by Hackforth (1945, 139-40), Dies (1949,
90-91), Gosling (1975, 70), Waterfield (1982, 147), Hampton (1990, 85),
and Benardete (1993, 83). Frede (1993, 81) is ambiguous in her transla-
tion of the first rank: “First comes what is somehow connected with
measure, the measured and the timely.” This translation leaves open,
just as the Greek leaves open, whether the noun phrase “the measured
and timely” is in apposition to the noun “measure” or to the noun
phrase “what is somehow connected with measure.” Unfortunately
she does not extend the ambiguity to her translation of the second
rank: “The second rank goes to the well-proportioned and beautiful,
the perfect, the self-sufficient.” This sort of translation leads her (1997,
362) to make measure (Mafs) and symmetry (MafShafies) numerically
distinct—as Gadamer does (1991, 211). Likewise, neither Frede’s nor
Gadamer’s interpretations avoid inconsistency. Migliori (1993, 315)
correctly makes the causal distinction at the first rank but fails to do
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so at the second rank. “The first is in the vicinity of measure, whereby
[di cio che] it is measured and appropriate . . . The second rank lies
in that which is in the vicinity of the proportionate [proporzionato],
beautiful, complete, sufficient.” This translation leads him, too, to
affirm that measure and symmetry are numerically distinct (“occu-
pano due posti separati,” 316). Most recently, Delcomminette (2006,
622) likewise misses the distinction in describing “at the first rank,
measure in [sous] its different forms: pétpov, pétpiov, kaipiov.” The
standard alternative appears to go back to the ancient commentators.
For example, Syrianus puts measure in the first rank and symmetry
in the second rank (Damascius 1959, note to §§253-54). I reject this
standard alternative on the grounds that it must attribute inconsis-
tency to Plato’s ranking. (‘There are other alternative interpretations
to other aspects of this passage. See Bury [1897, 169-78] and Gosling
[1975, 137-38] for discussion.)

2b. Is Plato consistent in his first three ranks? In particular, does the third

rank belong to truth or to knowing and awareness?

AsIpointed out above, the dialogue gives four different statements
pertaining to the first three ranks. In the first statement (65a2), the
restatement (65b8), and the criterial statement (65b—-e), the third ele-
ment is truth. But in the explicit ranking (66a-b) knowing and aware-
ness are mentioned as “not far from the truth [or from truth].” Does
Plato assign the third rank to truth or not? The distinction between
ingredient cause and effect that comes to be in the mix provides an
answer to this question as well. Truth is the ingredient cause and its
effect is that the mix is true to type (see note to 64b2). The mix here
is the human life, which is a type of life characterized by the leading
powers of the human rational soul, namely knowing and awareness. I
take it that premise P2.1.1.2 =65d2-3 is Protarchus’ attempt to describe
the causal relation between truth and knowing. As above, the ranking
is not a ranking of the ingredient causes measure, beauty, truth, and
the rest but of what comes to be as their effect in the mixed life: first
the measured, second the beautiful, and third truth, which causes

knowing and awareness.
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3. Why does Plato describe the good as a trinity of these ingredients: mea-

sure, beauty, and truth?

I endorse Delcomminette’s answer to this question: Plato is pro-
viding a dialectical account of the good, a job left unfinished in the
Republic (see note to 65a1-5). Why does the good consist of these
three elements? “The good appeared in the division of pleasure via
the dialectical difference between good (pure) and bad (impure) plea-
sures. This difference was precisely identified with the characteristics
of measure [52¢3-4] and beauty and truth [53b10-c2]” (Delcommi-
nette 2006, 588). Likewise, in the discussion of knowing, measure’s
effects—arithmetic, measurement, and weighing—appeared as the
ruling element of any expertise (55e1-3), while beauty and truth’s
effects—coming to be beautiful and true—appear at 58a3-6 and
59c8-d6.

. Why does Plato list the three in this order?

Although each of the three—measure, beauty, and truth—
mutually require the others and hence are each complete, there is a
causal or explanatory priority among them. measure is the ultimate
cause (P1.1=64c5-7). To be measured turns out to be what beauty
is (P1.2.1=64€6-7). Beauty and measure are explanatorily prior to
truth in the mixture (64€9-10).

S. What is the relation between the first three ranks—the trinity of the

good—and the fourth and fifth ranks?

The relationship of cause and effect continues into the fourth and
fifth ranks. As shown above, the third rank belongs to the effect of
truth on the mix, that effect being the leading powers of the human
rational soul, knowing and awareness. The effects of these powers
in the human soul are the activities of science, expertise, and true
thought. In Socrates’ words, “Fourth, those [activities] we assigned to
the soul itself, called sciences, expertises, and true thoughts” (66b8-9).
Likewise, the pain-free pleasures are effects in the soul of cognitive
activities, including perception: “Fifth, what we defined as pain-free
pleasures of the soul itself . . . consequences of scientific activities and
perceptions” (66¢c4-6).
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64c5-9 Tidfjta év i) ovppeifel i@ TATOV dpa kail pdAet’ aitiov
givat §6&eiev av Nuiv 1o Taov yeyovévat Tpoc@iAi] Thv toladTnv
O01afeav; TovUTo yap idovteg peta 1ot émokeypopeda €10’ dovij
€lTE TQ VO TPOTPUETTEPOV KL OIKELOTEPOV £V TY TAVTI GUVETTNKEV
(1) What, then, in the mix might seem to us to be the most precious and at
the same time most of all cause why such an ordered condition is beloved
by all? After seeing this, (2) we will then consider whether it is more closely
attached and more akin to pleasure or to awareness in the universe. This
question and announcement are signposts.

The double question—“What is most precious and the cause of this
mix’s being beloved?”—announces the next step of the inquiry, a step
foretold in the speech by the kinds of knowing: after seeing the most
beautiful mix, év tattn padelv mepaobal ti mote €v T dvOpdne kal
TQ® mavti épukev ayabov to try to learn from it what is by nature good
in a human being and in the universe (see note to 63e9-64a3). Socrates
will state the answer to this question at 65a1-5. Note that the discussion
continues to be about the good in a human being and in the universe.
Accordingly, references in this discussion to measure, beauty, and truth are
to those forms in us and in the universe, not to these forms in themselves.

The announcement tells what step the argument will take (at
65a7-66a3) after the attempt to learn this good.

64d9-11 "OTL pé€Tpov kai Ti g CUPPETPOV PUOEMC PN Tu)oloa
NTIo0UV Kal OT®oovv aUykpaotg ndoa € avaykng andMvot td te
KEPAVVOPEVA KA TP TNV avTV Because without measure, that is, the
nature of symmetry, every mixture of any sort will necessarily destroy its
ingredients and first of all itself. In order to get a consistent ranking (see
note to 64c-67a), I translate the xaiin pétpov kai tijg CUUpPETPOL PUOEMG
as epexegetic—“measure, that is, the nature of symmetry”—rather than
as a conjunction of two numerically distinct ingredients.

p is here used with a participle since it can be resolved into a conditional
clause (LSJ B.6).

64e2 TOig keKTNUEVOLG for the possessors. Frede (1993) freely interprets
these owners to be the components of the mixture: “whatever happens
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to be contained in it.” Gosling (1975) is ambiguous: “whatever is afflicted
by it.” Frede (1997) is accurate: “Besitzern” owners, as is Delcomminette

(2020): “ceux qui la possedent” those who possess it.

64es5 MMiv for us is a dative of interest (“of advantage or disadvantage”)
with a verb of fleeing (S §1483). The attempt to hunt down and capture
the good by means of measure alone has failed. See note to 65a1, where
the hunting metaphor continues.

64€6-7 METPLOTNGYAP KAl CUUPETPi KAN OGSOV Kai dpeTi) TavTayov
ovpPaiveryiyveoOarw measuredness—that is, symmetry—everywhere turns
out to be beauty and excellence. In order to get a consistent ranking (see
note to 64c—67a), I translate the kaiin petpidTng kai cuppeTpia as epex-
egetic (“measuredness—that is, symmetry”) rather than as a conjunction
of two numerically distinct ingredients. On 61jmov, see note to 12¢7-8.

64e9-10 aAj0e1dv ... avtoicév ti) kpdoer pepetyOar Truth is mixed into
the blend with them [namely, measure and beauty].

65a1-5 €i pn p@ dvvapeba idéa 1o ayabov Onpedoar, ovv Tpioi
AaBovreg, kAN el kai cuppetpia kai aAnOeiq, Aéyopev og tovto
oiov £v 0pBoTat @v aitiacaiped’ av t@v év tij ovppeifer, kai Sua
ToUT0 WG ayadov dv ToravTnv avtnyv yeyovévat If we are not able to
hunt down the good [in the mix] with one form, then, while grasping [it]
withthree [ forms]—measure, beauty, and truth—let us say that of the things
in the mix we would most correctly hold this [good], as it were a one, as the
cause, and [say] that on account of this, since it is good, [the mixture] has
come to be such [as the good in it]. The sentence hypothetically exhorts
us to say something. The hypothesis is our inability to say what the good
in the mix is in terms of one form, while we are in the circumstance of
having grasped what it is in terms of three forms. The exhortation is to
make a statement of cause and effect. That statement is reported twice
in indirect discourse after Aéywpev, first as a @¢ clause and then as an
accusative-plus-infinitive construction. The main verb of the ¢ clause, a
verb of holding responsible or imputing cause (&v aitiaoaipefa), is optative
in mood. The optative verb is limited by the superlative adverb 6p8dtata

0— most correctly. The optative with adverb (we would most correctly hold . . .
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as cause) has the force of a conditional: if we were to impute cause most
correctly, we would hold this good as cause (S §1825). Following Fowler
(1925), I take the partitive genitive T@®v €v tf) ovupeiCet of the things in
the mix limits toUto this. This wg clause answers the question asked at
64¢5-7: T Ofjta év tij ouppeiel pdTatov dpa kai pdAot attiov ivat
06€etev av My Tol oLy YeYovEvaL TPoa@IAT] TV Totavtnv dtdbeowy
what, then, in the mix might seem to us to be the most precious and at the
same time most of all cause why such an ordered condition is beloved by
all? The xai introducing the accusative-plus-infinitive construction is
epexegetic, since that construction answers the same question in other
words: d1a toUto g dyabov v TolavTtny adThy yeyovéval on account of
this [namely, the good in the mix], since it is good, it [namely, the mix] has
become such [as the good in it]. While there may be other reasons we might
correctly identify as to why the mixed life is good, the sentence exhorts
us to say that we will most correctly identify the cause of this effect to be
the good in the mix. The exhortation is qualified by the condition that
we were not able to say what that good is by means of a single form, while
we did grasp it with the help of three forms—measure, beauty, and truth.
Accepting the conditional grasping, we might suppose that the cause is
three things. But the sentence tells us that we ought not to refer to the

cause as three things but “as it were a one” (olov £v).

65a1 €i pn) pud Suvapeda idéa 10 ayabov Onpetoar if we are not able to
hunt down the good with one form. As Bury (1897) notices, to try to cap-
ture the object of inquiry wd idéa with one form recalls the description
of the divine method at 16d1-2: dei piav i6éav mepl mavtog ékdotote
Bepévoug {ntetv—evpnoewy yap évoloav having posited in each case
one form always for everything, to search for it—for [it is needful] that we
shall find [it] present in [them].

The metaphors of hunting down (Bnpeboat) and catching (Aafdvteg)
T0 Ayabov the good continue the metaphor of 1] Tod dyaBod dvvapig the
power of the good fleeing for refuge (xatamépevyev, see note to 64e5).
64es tells us that we cannot capture the good with the single form mea-
sure; we likewise cannot capture the good either with the single form

beauty or the single form ¢ruth. Of course, the first wave of single-formed
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candidates—pleasure and knowing—also failed to capture the good, as
shown at 20b-21c. If it is the same hunt now as earlier, then it must be
the same target, and that target has never been the good itself but always
the good in a human being and in the universe. This is a problem for Del-
comminette’s alternative interpretation, that this clause is evidence that
“the investigation of the Philebus has succeeded in providing what the
Republic denied us: the logos of the good” (Delcomminette 2006, 586),
since that good in the Republic is the good itself. Another interpretation
of 65a1-7 denies that “form” here refers to a Platonic Form (for example,
Festugiere [1950, 311n9], who leaves the reasons for this thesis unstated).
6522 oVVTpLOi AafévTeg, kAMeLkal ovppeTpia kal aAnOeiq afier grasp-
ing [the good] with three [ forms]—measure, beauty, and truth. The verb of
grasping is modified by a prepositional phrase cvv tpioi with three. The
preposition oVVv in company with, here has a “collateral notion of help or
aid,” as in the expression oUv 0e® with God’s help (LS] oUv A.2) and is
equivalent to a dative of means (LSJ 00v A.7), coordinate with the dative
of means @ i8éq at a1. Gosling (1975) inaccurately makes the “trio” the
thing grasped rather than the things with which the good is grasped.
Frede (1993) does better to translate oUv tptot as an adverbial preposi-
tional phrase. But her translation, “in a conjunction of three,” suggests
that oUv with a plural object tpiot means that the three are thought of
as singular (OED, “in” 1.3), likewise Frede (1997): “in a threefold form”
(in dreifacher Gestalt—an unattested meaning for oUv with a plural).
The addition of the singular noun—“conjunction” or “Gestalt”—is not
required in this passage and seems inadvisable in a dialogue that pays
careful attention to the metaphysical differences between one and many
(although sometimes Socrates does appear indifferent to singular versus
plural expressions, as, for example, when he uses a plural noun phrase ta
nabfpata the feelings at 39a2 as the antecedent of the singular pronominal
phrase ToUto t0 TdOnpa this feeling at 39a4). The direct object of the verb
of grasping is t0 dya0ov the good [in the mix], and this neuter singular
noun is the antecedent of the neuter singular pronoun totto this at a3.

6533 Aéywpev let us say. On my reading, this verb of speech governs first a
w¢-plus-finite-verb clause and then an accusative-plus-infinitive clause,
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coordinated by an epexegetic kai. Thus Gosling (1975): “let’s . . . say that
this [i.e., the good] is the element in the mixture that we should most
correctly hold responsible, that it is because of this [i.e., the good] as
something good that such a mixture becomes good.” Likewise, Dies
(1949), Frede (1997), and Delcomminette (2020).

As an alternative, Frede (1993) (followed by Muniz 2012) finds but a
single @¢ clause after Aéywpev: “let us affirm that these should . . . be
held responsible for what is in the mixture, for its goodness is what makes
the mixture a good one.” This translation inaccurately reads the coordi-

nating conjunction xai at a4 as if it were an inference indicator yép for.

toUTO oiov &V this [i.e., the good in the mix] as a one. The antecedent of
the neuter singular toUto is the neuter singular 10 dya0ov the good [in
the mix]/—that is, the object that the argument was unable to hunt down
with one form, while grasping it with three forms. Although it required
three forms to grasp it, nonetheless it is as a one, not as three, that it is
the cause of the mix itself being good. Diés (1949), Gosling (1975), Frede
(1993), and Muniz (2012) take the antecedent of ToUTo to be the three
things—measure, beauty, and truth—which antecedent is grammatically
irregular and unnecessary for good philosophical sense.

oiov &v just as a one or as it were a one. The adverb olov as occurs ten
other times in the Philebus, all in speeches by Socrates, who uses it
in only two ways. In six cases it means as for instance and introduces
examples (LSJ olov V.2.b). In four cases it means just as or as it were and
introduces a simile: olov BéAn as it were missiles (23b8); olov ypapew as
it were to write (3923); TepnOpEVOG olov amoBvijokel from the pleasure
he as it were is dying (47b3-4); and olov @ed6pevol as it were showing
mercy (55¢5, LS] olov V.2.a or d). Here at 65a3 olov does not introduce
an example but is easily understood as introducing a simile: the target
good (captured with three forms) is just as a one, that is, like a one.

As an alternative, Harte (1999, 385-401) interprets olov v to mean
that beauty, proportion, and truth are represented as identical in this
passage, evidently giving the word oiov a different meaning from its
other two uses in the Philebus. LS] (olog root meaning and I1.7) permits
olov £v to mean such as a one or a sort of a one. But even with either of
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those meanings the passage does not seem to license us to say they are
literally one and the same. For Frede (1997, 359), beauty and truth are
“causae cognoscendi” of the goodness of a mix—the cause of the mix’s
being known to be good—while only measure is the “causa essendi”—
the cause of the mix’s being good. If this had been Socrates’ view, it
seems he would have said that he had been able to capture the cause of
the mix’s being good with a single form: measure. Therefore, Socrates’
denial at 65a1 that he had been so able raises a problem for her interpreta-
tion. Gerson (2010, 273) translates olov £€v “in a way one,” which is less
definite than the Greek, which tells us the way in which the captured
good is one: it is a likeness to one. His interpretation makes the three
forms effects of the good itself (“they differently express or represent . . .
the presence of this one idea”) and he permits all three to be causae
cognoscendi (they “serve as a kind of litmus test for the presence of this
one idea”), but he does not clearly permit the three forms to be causae
essendi of the goodness of the mix, seeming to give that power only
to the good itself and not its image in the mix—namely, the captured
good. Yet another alternative is to read olov as it were as olov alone, as
suggested by Sayre (1983, 171n 81).

6523—-4 1@V v Tij ouppei€et Bury’s (1897) much-followed alternative analy-
sis makes this genitive of effect: [cause] of the things in the mix. To say that
the good in the mix is the cause of the things in the mix is an answer to
this question: “Why are these things (namely, all the kinds of knowing,
only the true pleasures, and the trio of ingredients truth, measure and
beauty) in the mixed life that is best for human beings?” One problem is
that this is a question that is never asked in the dialogue. Another prob-
lem is that its answer, in part, is that truth, measure, and beauty (taken
as the good) are the reason why truth, measure, and beauty are in the
mixed life—which is hard to make sensible. These two problems make
it seem that one should read t@v év tij oupuei€el as a partitive genitive
with Fowler (1925) rather than as a genitive of effect with Bury.

65b6 <> naMov ovyyevegas more akin. Burnet (1901) accepts Badham’s
(1878) addition of m¢ to make sense of the text.
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65c4 oipat plus accusative (ToA Stapépetov) plus infinitive (supply eivar).
Following the ancient commentator Damascius (1959, §2438, p. 117), some
object that Protarchus errs by only considering gross pleasures in his
comparison and ignores in particular the pure and true pleasures. Rodier
(1900, 296-97), Hackforth (1945, 134), and Delcomminette (2006, 616)
propose a solution to the problem. It is necessary to evaluate pleasure
before it is mixed with truth and limited by measure, so as to determine
its value as it is in itself “by nature” (mte0xdc, 65d9). In the same way,
the ranking of the kinds of knowing shows that dialectic is what know-
ing is by its nature or in itself.

65C7 TO EMOPKELY oVYYyVOUNY EIAN@E Tapa 0e®dv to make a holy vow
Jalsely has received lenient judgment from the gods [in the case of pleasures
of sexual desire]. Likewise, says Pausanias at Symposium 183b-c, as Del-
comminette (2020) points out.

66a1 aioywotov ugliest. Socrates makes the same judgment at Hippias
Major 299a, as Delcomminette (2020) points out.

66a4 IIaviy...0no. .. ayyé v répnwv everywhere . . . by sending mes-
sengers perhaps echoing Pindar Olympian 9.36 mavtd ayyeAiav mépypw
Twill send a message everywhere. Burnyeat (2004, 85) notes the paral-
lel between this announcement of the first of five prizes and Republic
580b8, where Socrates urges that heralds be sent to declare which is the
best of five lives.

66a7 mavta onéoca rtowadta whatever [is] such—the contrast is between
the forms and the things that are like the forms. We becomers are able
in some sense to possess causes—that is, forms like the measured (which
are beings)—and also to possess their effects—that is, things that are such
as the measured, for example, a healthy meal or appropriate clothing.

66a7-8 [xp1 vopilewv v aidiov fjpificBar @vowv] It is impossible to
reconstruct this passage with any confidence. The square brackets fol-
low Gosling’s (1975) conjecture that this is a scribe’s comment on the
text—we ought to think that the eternal nature has been captured—which

is not part of the original text.
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66c1-2 toU dyaBot yé Eéotipdariov [ij] tiigNdovilg ouyyevij [these things]
are more of the kind of the good than of the kind of pleasure. If, with Bur-
net (1901), and following Stallbaum (1842), we bracket 7, we get [these
things] are more of the kind of the good than pleasure [is].

66c8 "Op@evg Delcomminette (2020) notes that according to West (1983,
118), “these six generations would be: (1) Night; (2) Heaven and Earth;
(3) Ocean and Thetys; (4) Phorcys, Kronos, Rhea and the other Titans;

>

(5) Zeus, Hera and the other Olympians; (6) ‘all others.”

66d1-2 @omep keEPAANV dtodovvar Toic eipnpévorg continues the meta-
phor of an Orphic ritual: as it were to assign the crown to what has been said.

66d4 TO tpitov T® cwTipt the third [libation] to the savior. Bury 1897
compares Aeschylus Eumenides 759, Supplices 27, Plato, Charmides 167a,
Republic 583b, Pindar, Isthmian 6 (5).11, and a scholiast on Charmides 167b.

66d7-8 TayaBov ... Hpiv ndoviy eivar tdoav kai tavteli that every
pleasure was the good for us, and was perfectly/completely the good [for
us] in every way. Plato uses the adjective mavteA six times, and in every
other case—Republic 414b2; Timaeus 31b1; Laws 698a10, 796¢1, and
796d8—in modifying some X it means perfectly/completely X in every
way. Gosling, Frede, and Delcomminette give it meanings not found
in the lexicon. Gosling (1975): “our good in life consisted of pleasure.”
Frede (1993): “every pleasure of every kind is the good (likewise Frede
1997). Delcomminette (2020): the good is “complete and total pleasure”
(le plaisir complet et total).

66d10 Tov €€ apyijc EémavaraPeiv deiv Adyov that we must take up the
argument again from the beginning. This subordinate clause after the
verb of speaking €Aeyeg appears to stand in apposition to To tpitov.

2. Epilogue: Some small part is missing from the discussion.
67b: Protarchus recalls some details that remain to be discussed.

See notes to 11c2, 22¢7-d1, and 63e9-64a3 for some missing “small points.”

67b6 T@V...pepavievpévey ... Adywv deponent participle pavtevopat
[than] arguments that divine [in philosophic music]. An alternative is to
take the participle to be passive: arguments that have been divined.
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