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Preface

he Philebus is hard to reconcile with standard
interpretations of Plato’s phlosophy. Instead of attempting
to find a reading of the dialogue that would fit it into a
coventional picture of the late Plato, I tried in the
dissertation to take the Philebus at face value, and
reassessed Plato’s late philosophy in light of the results.
The central thesis that emerged was that when Plato had
reworked the theory of ideas as a consequence of the
explorations and criticisms of the Parmenides, Sophist,
Theaetetus, and Politicus, he realized that the theory could
no longer be deployed as the main support of an ethical
position, as it had been in the Republic and elsewhere.
This mandated a new approach to ethics.

What I did not appreciate at the time I wrote was the
despite the innovative metaphysics, represented a return to
the methodology of the earlier dialogues. In the following
essay, written some 36 years after the dissertation, I
emphasize Plato’s reversion to the Socratic elenchus, and
connect it with the startling reappearance of Socrates as
the leading voice in the Philebus.

—Donald Davidson






PLATO'S PHILOSOPHER
Donald Davidson

It is a fine gquestion how the aim and method of the
philosophical enterprise is to be related to the beliefs we bring
to that enterprise. It is bootless to pretend we can start by
somehow setting aside the equipment with which we approach philo-
sophy, for then there would be nothing with which to work. We can,
however, ask whether the main point of philosophizing is to
examine, clarify, reconcile, criticize, regroup, or even unearth,
the convictions or assumptions with which we began, or whether
something more is possible: a search which might lead to knowledge
or values that were not in sight at the start, and not necessarily
implicit in what we then knew.

Each of these enterprises has its obvious difficulties. No one
can object to the attack on confusion, conflict, obscurity, and
self-deceit in our everyday beliefs; these defects in our views of
ourselves and the world exist in profusion, and if some
philosophers can with skill or luck do something about reducing
them, those philosophers deserve our respect and support.

But it would be disappointing to suppose this is all philo-
sophy can do, for then philosophy would seem to be relegated to the
job of removing inconsistencies while entering no claim to achieve
truth. Consistency is, of course, necessary if all our beliefs are
to be true. But there is not much comfort in mere consistency.
Given that it is almost certainly the case that some of our beliefs
are false (though we know not which), making our beliefs consistent
with one another may as easily reduce as increase our store of
knowledge.

On the other hand it is not easy to see how to conduct the
search for truths independent of our beliefs. The problem is to
recognize such truths when we encounter them, since the only
standards we can use are our own. Where the first approach makes
no attempt at fixing objective standards, the second can seem to
succeed only by illegitimately relabelling some portion of the
subjective as objective.

There is an obvious connection between the two pictures of the
method and aim of philosophy and two traditional concepts of the
nature of truth: one method goes naturally with coherence theories
of truth, the other allies itself with correspondence theories. A
coherence theory in its boldest and clearest form declares that all

‘"Plato's Philosopher" was the S.V. Keeling Memorial Lecture
in Greek Philosophy, given at University College, London, March
1985. It was first published in The London Review of Books, Vol.
7, no. 14, 1985, pp. 15-17, and is reprinted here with the kind
permission of its editor.




beliefs in a consistent set of beliefs are true; coherence is the
only possible test of truth, and so coherence must constitute
truth. So stated, a coherence theory of truth can be taken as a
defense of a philosophical method which c¢laims only to remove
inconsistency; for once inconsistencies have been excised, the
coherence theory assures us that what remains will be an
unadulterated body of truths.

Correspondence theories, on the other hand, maintain that
truth can be explained as a relation between a belief and a reality
whose existence and character is for the most part independent of
our knowledge and beliefs. Truth of this sort is just what the
second approach to philosophy seeks. But unfortunately
correspondence theories provide no intelligible answer to the
question how we can in general recognize that our beliefs
correspond in the required way to reality.

No theme in Plato is more persistent than the emphasis on
philosophical method, the search for a systematic way of arriving
at important truths, and of insuring that they are truths. Yet I
think it is safe to say that Plato not only did not find a wholly
satisfactory method, but he did not find a method that satisfied
him for long. In the early dialogues, in which Socrates takes
charge, the elenctic method dominates, and there is nothing in
those dialogues to promote the suspicion that Plato, or Socrates,
sees the need to add anything to it. Yet it seems clear that it is
a method that at best leads to consistency; if it is supposed to
yield truth, the ground of this supposition is not supplied. In the
middle and some of the late dialogues Plato suggests a number of
ways in which the elenchus might be supplemented or replaced by
techniques with loftier aims. But what is striking is that Plato
does not settle on any one of these methods as a method guaranteed
to achieve objective truth; one by one the new methods are
discarded, or downgraded to the status of mere useful devices.
Plato often makes it clear that he recognizes the inadequacy of his
methods for achieving his aims; and the inadequacy is often
painfully apparent to the modern reader.

Plato and Aristotle are often held to be paradigms of the
contrasting methods. Aristotle insisted, at least in moral philo-
sophy, that views that are widely shared and strongly held within
our own community must be taken seriously and treated as generally
true. But Plato, we are told,

Throughout the middle dialogues...repeatedly argues
against the philosophical adeqguacy of any method that
consists in setting down and adjusting our opinions and
sayings. It 1is Plato who most explicitly opposes
phainomena, and the cognitive states concerned with then,
to truth and genuine understanding. It is also Plato who
argues that the paradeigmata that we require for
understanding of the most important philosophical and



scientific subjects are not to be f?und in the world of
human belief and perception at all.

This is, indeed, the standard view, and when, as in this passage,
it is restricted to the middle dialogues, it is roughly correct.
Even with this restriction, though, it needs to be taken with a
grain of salt. Nussbaum gives, as a striking example of the
opposition of methods 1n Plato and Aristotle, their views on
akrasia, or weakness of the will. Socrates, as we know,
paradoxically maintained that akrasia was impossible; he argued
that if an agent knows what is good, he cannot fail to act in
accord with that knowledge. Aristotle, on the other hand, held that
the common view must be right: despite Socrates' arguments, there
are cases of akrasia.

How clear is the contrast here between Plato (really Socrates)
and Aristotle? In the early dialogues we meet with the most
emphatic cases of conclusions that plainly contradict common
conviction; yet nothing is said to show that the elenctic method
is capable of more than revealing inconsistencies. In the middle
dialogues there are the strong representations just mentioned that
philosophy can arrive at truths not dreamed of by ordinary men, and
not to be tested by experience; yet in these same dialogues much
less is made of the paradoxical character of the doctrines that
emerge. In particular, the Socratic denial of the possibility of
akrasia is explicitly dropped. To make our own small paradox; you
might say in the early dialogues dogmatic claims are based on a
method that cannot support them; in the middle dialogues rather
tamer results flow from methods which are advertised as leading to
absolute and objective truth.

I think that in the end Plato lost faith in the ability of
these methods to produce certified eternal truths that owed nothing
to the serious goals and convictions of most people, but came to
have a renewed confidence in the elenchus, supplemented and refined
in various ways, to arrive at truth by way of consistency: in other
words, he returned to something like the Socratic method and its
approach to the philosophic enterprise. It is not hard to think of
reasons why, in the middle dialogues, Plato decided the elenchus
was not enough to prove the sort of theses he wished to establish;
nor is it hard to imagine why he became dissatisfied with the
alternatives. We can guess why Plato may have become discouraged
in his qguest for a foolproof, supermundane method, since he himself
produced criticisms that must have left him as skeptical as they
do us.

It would be foolish to try to demonstrate the historical truth
of the idea that at the end of his career Plato returned to
something like the Socratic faith in the power of the elenchus;
Plato's writings were successfully designed to leave us in doubt

“Saving Aristotle's Appearances" by Martha Nussbaum:
Lanquage and Logos. ed. by M. Schofield and M. Nussbaum {Cambridge,
1982}, p. 270.




about what he believed. I will be more than pleased if my
speculations cannot be made to seem wrong.

The line of thought I am pursuing was inspired by a brilliant
and provqcative paper by Gregory Vlastos called “The Socratic
Elenchus" Viewed logically, the elenchus is simply a method for
demonstrating that a set of propositions is inconsistent. 1In
practice, the elenctic method is employed by Socrates, or some
other interrogator, to show that an interlocutor has said things
which cannot all be true (since they are inconsistent). If this
were the whole story, the function of the elenchus would be no more
than to reveal inconsistencies; such a revelation should, of
course, be interesting to anyone tempted to believe all the
propositions in the inconsistent set.

There is no obvious reason why a philosopher--or anyone
else~--should be concerned with inconsistent sets of propositions
only when they happen to be believed; after all, one can prove a
proposition true, and hence worthy of belief, by showing its
negation inconsistent. This is no help in establishing substantive,
or moral, truths as opposed to logical truths. Nevertheless, it is
often helpful, when trying to decide where the truth 1lies, to
appreciate the inconsistency of a set of propositions to which one
is not yet committed.

It is therefore surprising, and instructive, that in the
Socratic dialogues, Socrateés usually insists that the interlocutor
be seriously committed to the propositions being tested. It is one
of the merits of Vlastos' article that he notices this striking
feature of Socrates' method, and appreciates how important it is.
Vlastos quotes from the dialogues: "By the god of friendship,
Callicles! Don't think that you can play games with me and answer
whatever comes into your head, contrary to your real opinion."
(Gorgias 500b); "My good man, don't answer contrary to your real
opinion, so we may get somewhere" (Republic I. 346a); and when
Protagoras says in answer -to a question of Socrates, "But what does
it matter? Let it be so for us, if you wish," Socrates angrily
replies, "I won't have this. For it isn't this 'if you wish' and
'if you think so' that I want to be refuted., but you and me. I say
'you and me' for I think that the thesis is best refuted if you
take the 'if' out of it." (Protagoras 331c)

This last guotation brings out another feature of the
elenchus, and helps answer the question why Socrates is so
concerned that the people he questions should express their real
opinions. Socrates 1is interested in refutation. The typical
elenchus begins by Socrates asking a question, to which the
interlocutor gives an answer. Socrates then elicits some further
views from the interlocutor (not infrequently by putting them
forward himself, and getting the interlocutor to agree), and
proceeds to demonstrate that these further views entail the falsity
of the original answer. Unless the person being questioned accepts

1
1983) .

Oxford Studies in Ancient Philosophy (Clarendon Press,




the propositions which refute his original answer, he will have no
reason to give up his opening proposal; no particular thesis will
have been refuted.

As Vlastos points out, all that Socrates has shown is that
the interlocutor's beliefs are inconsistent, so at least one of
those beliefs must be false. But there is nothing about the
elenctic method to indicate which belief or beliefs should be
abandoned. In the event, it always turns out to be the original
proposal. For pedagogic and dramatic reasons, this is clearly the
right strategy. But it is a strategy that will lead to true
conclusions only if one is careful to start with a false belief,
and then to draw upon additional, but true, beliefs to disprove the
starting claim. How can Socrates know in advance of using his
method what is true and what false? Is the method after all just
a device for persuasion?

What is clear is that Socrates trusts that the elenctic method
does lead to moral truths: the negations, in general, of beliefs
held by interlocutors at the start of a discussion. Where p is the
original claim, Socrates repeatedly sums up the result of an
elenctic argument by saying that the negation of p "has become
evident to us," or the interlocutor now "sees" or "knows" that
not-p. In the Gorgias, Socrates says that his thesis (the negation
of the interlocutor's p) has been "proved true"(Gorgias 479e).
(Here not-p is: to suffer injustice is better than to commit it.)
Presently he puts it even more strongly: "These things having
become evident in the foregoing arguments, I would say, crude
though it may seem to say it, that they have been clamped down and
bound by arguments of iron and adamant..." (Gorgias 508e-509a).

According to Vlastos, whose argument I have been following
closely up to this point (as well as using his translations), the
last two gquotations differ substantially in strength from the
earlier claims; proving something is more than simply making it
evident. Vlastos thinks the claim that the elenchus can "prove"
truths is not Socratic; he believes Socrates did assume that the
elenchus leads to truth, but it was an assumption on which he did
not consciously reflect, and which he therefore felt no need to
defend. Vlastos continues,

Throughout the dialogues which precede the Gorgias Plato
depicts Socrates arguing for his views in much the same way
as other philosophers have done before or since when trying
to bring others around to their own view: he picks premisses
which he considers so eminently reasonable in themselves and
so well-entrenched in his interlocutor's system of belief,
that when he faces them with the fact that these premisses
entail the negation of their thesis he feels no serious risk
that they will renege on the premisses to save their

4

" For references see Vlastos's "Afterthoughts on the Socratic
Elenchus," pp. 71-2.



thesis...This being the case, the ‘"problem of theielenchus"
never bothers Socrates in those earlier dialogues.

Plato, however (to continue Vlastos' theory), did come to wonder
what ensured the choice of true premisses; and well he might have,
given how often what seemed common knowledge to almost everyone
else was found to be false according to Socrates. Although the
words are put in Socrates' mouth, it is Plato who, according to
Vlastos, realizes what must be assumed if the elenchus is to
produce truths: the assumption is that, in moral matters, everyone
has true beliefs which he cannot abandon and which entail the
negations of his false beliefs. It follows from this assumption
that all the beliefs in a consistent set of beliefs are true, so
a method like the elenchus which weeds out inconsistencies will in
the end leave nothing standing but truths. Therefore Socrates did
not need to know in advance which beliefs were true, nor did he
have to worry that upon discovering an inconsistency, the
inconsistency might be removed by inadvertently throwing out the
true. For the retained falsity would itself be found inconsistent
with further beliefs.

I shall not consider the textual evidence in the Gorgias for
this doctrine, since it is clear on the one hand that something
very like this assumption is necessary if the elenchus is to be
defended as a way of reaching truths, whether or not Plato or
Socrates realized it; and on the other hand, it is equally obvious
that there is absolutely no argument in the Gorgias or any of the
earlier dialogues to support the assumption. Vlastos believes that
Plato realized this, and that it is for this reason that in the
next three dialogues, written just after the Gorgias, the
Euthydemus, Lysis, and Hippias Major, the elenchus makes no
appearance. In these dialogues there is philosophical argument, but
Socrates carries on essentially by himself, acting both as proposer
and as critic.

In the Meno Plato finds a new way of defending the elenchus:
the doctrine of recollection. According to this theory everyone is
born knowing everything, but the vicissitudes of life have caused
him to forget what he knows, and to come to believe falsehoods.
Once again, it is clear that a method that claims no more than that
it can remove what is inconsistent with what is known is adequate
to achieve truth. Vlastos describes the theory of recollection as
a "lavish present"” by Plato to Socrates. "By the time this has
happened," Vlastos concludes, "the moralist of the earlier
dialogues has become the metaphysician of the middle ones. The
metamorpho?is of Plato’'s teacher into Plato's mouthpiece is
complete."

Vlastos sees a vast difference between Plato's two ways of
saving the elenchus: the way of the Gorgias, which merely assumes

! Vlastos, "Afterthoughts", p. 73.

2 "Afterthoughts", p. 74.



the existence of enough ineradicable truths in everyone, and the
way of the Meno, with the transmigration of the soul and the theory
of recollection. Years passed between the writing of these
dialogues, years during which Plato lost all confidence in the
elenchus. "Then, one day,"” writes Vlastos, the theory of
recollection came to Plato.

This is a fascinating story, and Vlastos makes it plausible
with a wealth of references to the texts, and a shrewd
consideration of the human and logical probabilities. I have no
intention of arguing against it, except on one point which is not
explicit in Vlastos' article, but is strongly implied. That
implication is that after the Gorgias, Plato permanently lost faith
in the idea that moral truths can be elicited from anyone by
something like the elenchus. In any case, I want to put forward the
hypothesis that at a certain point late in his career Plato returns
to (if he ever departed from) both the Socratic concern with the
good life, the right way to live; and that he depends on the
assumption that there is enough truth in everyone to give us hope
that we can learn in what the good life consists.

First, we ought to notice that though it is certainly true
that the doctrine of the transmigration of the soul and of
recollection is new in the Meno, that doctrine is closely related
to the methodological assumption which Plato realizes, in the
Gorgias, is needed to defend the elenchus. Indeed, the doctrine of
recollection doesn't supplant the assumption of the Gorgias; it
entails it. Viewed solely as a supplement to the elenchus, the
theory of recollection has no need of the doctrine of the
transmigration of the soul. Like the methodological assumption of
the Gorgias, the theory of recollection postulates that there is
enough ineradicable truth in each of us to insure that the
elimination of inconsistencies ultimately results in the
elimination of error; when all inconsistency is removed, what
remains will be true. From a strictly methodological point of view,
the chief difference between the two doctrines is that while the
assumption of the Gorgias suggests that the only sure route to
knowledge is the elenchus, the theory of recollection places no
premium on the elimination of inconsistencies and so invites us to
consider methods other than the elenchus in the search for truth.

And of course other methods do come to the fore in the middle
and late dialogues: the various methods of "ascent" in the
Republic, Symposium, and Phaedrus; the method of "hypothesis", of
"collection and division"; and the method or methods of the
Philebus. There is an obvious transfer of interest from moral
problems to epistemological and ontological problems, a new concern
(in the Theaetetus) about the possibility of perceptual knowledge,
and a persistent worry about philosophical method.

Plato 4did not abandon the elenctic method; what philosopher
would? Our concern is with the question what can be expected of
that method, and what Plato thought it could deliver. The essential
problem is the one with which we began: can philosophy hope to
transcend what is inherent in the beliefs and values with which it
begins? If not, consistency but not truth is all we can trust it

7



to deliver, and this is what the unaided elenchus promises. But if
the theory of recollection is true, the elenchus can do more. The
trouble is that the theory of recollection, treated as an essential
assumption needed to support knowledge claims, drops out of sight
in the dialogues almost as soon as it appears. It is crucial in the
Meno, and plays an important role in the Phaedo. But by the end of
the Phaedo the doctrine of recollection has been superceded by the
method of hypothesis; this is not a method better suited to prove
truths, as we shall see in a moment. The important thing is that
Plato no longer seems willing to trust the theory of recollection.
Recollection is introduced in the Republic, but it is obvious that
quite different methods are the ones on which Plato relies in that
work; there are further mentions of the theory of recollection in
the Phaedrus, Philebus, and Laws, but in none of1these dialogues
does 1t serve a significant epistemological role.

It seems clear that Plato was not willing for long seriously
to embrace the theory of recollection as a source of substantive
moral truths. What, then, did he think to put in its place? If, as
Vlastos convincingly insists, the "problem of the elenchus"”
obsessed the methodologically-minded Plato, how can he have
relinguished the substance of his "lavish gift" to his teacher
without finding a suitable substitute?

The answer which appeals to most Plato scholars is that Plato
did find other methods in which he placed confidence. This may be
true: certainly many methods are mentioned, some of them a number
of times, and some of these methods come highly recommended by a
character named "Socrates" or "The Eleatic Stranger”, etc.
Nevertheless, there are three good reasons for not accepting this
answer as the last word on Plato's last word on the method of
philosophy. The first 1is that we can find arguments in the
dialogues that show why these methods are in one way or another
inadequate or incomplete. The second is that when, in the Philebus,
Plato returns once more to the question of the nature of the good
life, these methods are not seen to provide the answer; despite
several long and difficult discussions of method, it is the
elenchus that provides the basic argument. The third reason, which
the historically minded may consider irrelevant, is that we can see
for ourselves that none of the alternative methods can provide a
firm basis for moral truths, while there is, after all, support for
the assumption which, in the Gorgias, is recognized as sufficient
to defend the elenchus, the assumption that (in ethics at least,
and perhaps metaphysics more generally) there are enough truths in
each of us to make it plausible that once our beliefs in these
matters are consistent they will be true. I do not think it
ridiculous to suppose that Plato figured this out for himself; but
the direct evidence is no more than suggestive.

It is far more than I can attempt here to survey all the
philosophical methods Plato discusses, and the arguments he

! See Kenneth Sayre, Plato's Late Ontology: A Riddle Resolved
(Princeton University Press, 1983), pp. 188-93.
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produces against them; and I do not pretend to have made any new
discoveries. What 1 shall do is indicate how, in the Philebus, the
elenchus, and only the elenchus, can be claimed to have achieved
a correct description of the good life.

The Philebus is a significant test case. It is a very late
dialogue; probably only the Laws is later. It is directly concerned
with a Socratic question (one might say the Socratic question), the
nature of the good life. Even the phrasing of the problem reminds
us of earlier works: the Philebus asks "what is the best possession
a man could have" (19c), it enquires after "the proper goal for all
living things”™ (60a). In the Republic, Socrates says "our argument
is over no chance matter but over what is the way we ought to live"
{Republic I. 352d; cf. Gorgias 500c).

The Philebus begins with a double elenchus. Socrates sums up
the two starting positions: "Philebus holds that what is good...is
enjoyment, pleasure, delight, and all that sort of thing. I hold,
by contrast, that intelligence, thought, memory...are, for anything
capable of them, preferable and superior to pleasure; indeed to all
those capable of a share of them, whether now or in the future,
they are of the greatest possible benefit.” (Philebus 11c). As in
the early dialogues, it is assumed without question that
"everything capable of knowing pursues"” the good; this is taken to
be an infallible test of what is acceptable as the good life. With
the aid of this assumption, Socrates is able to prove that both
Philebus' position and his own position are false.

PROTARCHUS: Neither of these 1lives seems to me worth
choosing,...and I think anyone would agree with me.
SOCRATES: What about a joint life, Protagoras, made up of a
mixture of both elements?

PROTARCHUS: One of pleasure, thought, and intelligence, you
mean?

SOCRATES: Yes, and things of that sort.

PROTARCHUS: Anyone would choose that in preference to either
of the other two, without exception.

SOCRATES: We are clear what follows for our present argument?
PROTARCHUS: Certainly. There are three possible lives before
us, and of two of them neither is adequate or desirable for
man or beast.

sOCRATES: Then it's surely clear that neither of these at
least can be the good...For if any of us chose anything else
he would take it in defiance of the nature of what is truly
desirable... (Philebus 21e- 22b)

The argument has exactly the pattern Vlastos found problematic
in the early dialogues; an interlocutor answers a question;
Socrates gets him to agree to further premisses; the original

Here and throughout I use J.C.B Gosling's translation in
Plato: Philebus (Oxford, 1975). I am also indebted to Gosling's
excellent commentary.




answer is shown to be inconsistent with the further premisses; it
is then agreed by all hands that the negation of the original
answer (or answers in the Philebus) has been proven true. The
correctness of the conclusion depends on the truth of the
unexamined further premisses; it is just this that made Vlastos
decide that Plato could not accept the elenchus as leading to
truth. Yet here in the Philebus there seems no room for doubt that
Plato uses the elenchus, and accepts its results.

Two other features of the early elenchus are also conspicuous
in the Philebus. There is, first, the feature on which Vlastos laid
great stress, the insistence that the interlocutor sincerely
express his own beliefs. One may guess that it is just to emphasize
this point that has Plato substitute Protarchus for Philebus as the
chief interlocutor: Philebus is too stubborn and crude to be
counted on to answer honestly. But Socrates repeatedly makes
certain that Protarchus is expressing his own views. At one point,
Socrates turns to Philebus to ask if he agrees. We get this
exchange:

PHILEBUS: My view is, and always will be, that pleasure
is the undoubted winner,--but it is for you, Protarchus,
to decide.

PROTARCHUS: As you have handed the argument over to me it
is no longer for you to say whether or not to agree to
‘Socrates' proposal. (Philebus 12a)

A second striking point is Socrates' insistence at every point that
what he takes to be true, every untested assumption on which
further results depend, be agreed upon. As we have just seen, he
does not do so well with Philebus. But the agreement on which he
depends is the agreement of those engaged in the dialectic. In the
passage I dquoted a minute ago, Socrates secures Protarchus'
agreement no less than three times to "what anyone would choose";
when the guestion is asked in the right way. what everyone would
choose is the good; and when the question is asked in the right
way, everyone will agree that the mixed 1life of pleasure and
intellect is better than the life of pure pleasure or the life of
pure intellect. Early in the dialogue, Socrates makes clear that
his own position is as much at risk as that of Protarchus: he says
"I take it that we are not now just vying to prove my candidate or
yours the winner, but shall join forces in favor of whatever is
nearest the truth." (Philebus 14b) And at another point he remarks,
"Should we then register our agreement with earlier generations,
and instead of just citing other people's opinions without risk to
ourselves, stick our necks out too..." (Philebus 29a) Towards the
end, Socrates asks once more whether everyone would agree with the
essential assumption on which the argument rests, and on the
conclusion that the mixed life of pleasure and intelligence is
best. He even suggests that "If anyone thinks we have overlooked
anything...I hope he will now go back and state the matter more
accurately." (Philebus 60d) At the very end, Protagoras proclaims:
"We are now all agreed, Socrates, on the truth of your position."”
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(Philebus 67b) This is not, of course, the position with which
Socrates began; it is the position reached by following the
elenctic argument.

The central argument! of one of Plato's last dialogues
concerns, then, a major focratic problem, employs the Socratic
elenchus, and unambiguously endorses the outcome of the elenchus.
Why, after entertaining such profound doubts about it, does Plato
unquestioningly return to Socrates' method?

Those who are familiar with the Philebus will, of course, have
noticed that I have been discussing a very small proportion of the
material in that dialogue: the defeat of the pure lives of pleasure
and intellect and the victory of the mixed life is assured in the
first fifth of the dialogue, and the actual argument uses up barely
more than three Stephanus pages. That is the heart of the dialogue;
but there is, after all, a great deal more. And much of the rest
is remote from anything we find in the early dialogues, or, for
that matter, anywhere else in Plato. There is much confusing
discussion of methods, and ontological doctrines are put forward
that sound vaguely Pythagorean and perhaps something like the
doctrines Aristotle attributes to Plato in the Metaphysics. Little
of this material can be attributed to Socrates:; at one time,
scholars were reluctant to attribute it to Plato. We need not be
concerned here with how these strange views are to be reconciled
with the rest of what we think we know of Plato's late philosophy,
nor with how they can be reconciled with one another. For I think
it is reasonably clear nothing in the rest of the Philebus solves
Vlastos' "problem of the elenchus", that is, shows why it yields
truths, and if this is so, the central argument and result of the
dialogue depends on nothing but the unadorned Socratic elenchus.

One .important argument is not really elenctic (I have already
mentioned it). In proving by the elenchus that neither the life of
pleasure nor the pure life of the intellect is the good life,
Socrates uses, as we have seen, two unexamined assumptions, which
he and everyone concerned agrees are true. These are (1) the good
is what everyone ("capable of knowing") prefers or would choose if
he could and (2) no one would, on reflection (and aided by
Socrates' arguments), choose either the pure life of pleasure or
the pure life of the intellect. This completes the elenchus.
Socrates then wins agreement to a further claim: (3) everyone would
prefer the mixed life of pleasure and intelligence to either of the
other two 1lives. This implies the negative conclusion of the
elenchus, and so could have been used in place of (2). It is
introduced, however, as an independent conclusion. But nothing here
departs from the elenctic method: (3), 1like (1) and (2), is
accepted once agreed to.

The bulk of the dialogue is devoted to a detailed examination
of the various kinds of pleasure, with arguments designed to show
why most pleasures are unsuited for inclusion in the good life. As
a first step, Socrates undertakes to show that although all
pleasures are alike in being pleasures, it is possible that they
differ in that some are good and some are bad. The demonstration
of this elementary point begins with a fairly 1lengthy, but
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confusing, description of a method. Protarchus asks Socrates' help
in finding a "better way to conduct the argument®. Socrates
obliges: "There could be no finer way tlan the one of which I have
always been a devotee, though often it has slipped through my
fingers and left me empty-handed anu bewildered...It is not
difficult to expound, but it is very difficult to apply. It has
been responsible for bringing to light everything that has been
discovered in the domain of any skill...it was a gift from the gods
to men..." (Philebus 16b,c)} The description of the method that
follows is open to many interpretations, especially when one.tries
to square it with the subsequent four-fold division of all things
into limits, unlimiteds, mixtures of the two, and the cause or
causes of mixtures. But the uses to which Socrates puts this
method, or these methods, is easier to understand. The first use
is this: if we start with a collection of entities, we must first
"posit a single form", then subdivide it into two or three more,
until no more organized divisions are called for. This takes skill;
it is easy to go wrong. So far the method sounds like the method
of collection and division defended and practiced in the Sophist
and Politicus. And that is exactly the use to which it is put.
Socrates divides up the species of pleasure with the ultimate aim
of distinguishing the good from the bad pleasures. But the method
of collection and division cannot make these distinctions: at best
it shows that there is no contradiction involved in saying
pleasures are one in being pleasures, but may differ in other
respects.

As the method is elaborated, the importance of 1limits,
measures, proportion, and symmetry is increasingly stressed. Good
things, good lives for example, are the result of the imposition
of a limit or measure on one or more indefinite continua: such are
the mixtures, among which the good 1life is to be found. Most
pleasures, though not all, are argued to be unsuited for inclusion
in a properly balanced and stable life; most forms of wisdom and
even practical skills are worthy of inclusion. Mind plays a dual
role; its functions and objects are admirable and desirable in
themselves, and mind, being akin to the cosmic cause which accounts
for all that is good in the universe, is itself the cause of the
measured life.

I call attention to only two aspects of these somewhat
tortured passages in the Philebus. The first is that no
interpretation of the "god-given method", at least none with which
I am familiar, can reasonably be said to provide either a
substitute for or a supplement to the elenchus of the kind provided
by the assumption of the Gorgias or the theory of recollection. The
method of collection and division does not itself provide a guide
as to which the true "units" are, nor how to tell when a division
has been made "at the joints". But even if it did, no substantive
moral (or other) truths could emerge; nor does Socrates suggest
that they could. The four-fold classification of ontological
features of the world does far more work, for it is clear that both
the categorization of many pleasures as basically "unlimited" and
the principles that guide the construction of the good life draw
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heavily on the necessity of the presence, in all that is desirable,
beautiful, or stable, of a limit. What the method entirely fails
to do is to provide criteria for telling when a mixture is a good
one. Sometimes Socrates talks as if every true mixture is good, and
every limit a principle that produces a mixture. But this is no
help, for we then want to know how to tell a limit from some other
arrangement of parts; how to tell a mixture from a mere grab-bag
of ingredients.

Plato seems aware of the fact that the "god-given" method
gives no clear guidance in these matters. Although he stresses the
superiority of the pure sciences, like mathematics, to the applied
arts such as flute-playing and building, he compares the choice of
ingredients for the good life, and their blending, to the work of
a craftsman; when it comes to describing the good life, Socrates
says: "Well, then, it would be a fair enough image to compare us
to builders in this matter of the mixture of intelligence and
pleasure, and say we had before us the material from which or with
which to build." Protagoras: "That's a good comparison." Socrates:
"Then our next business must be to try to mix them?" (Philebus 59e)
One is reminded of the detailed examples drawn from music and
phonetics earlier in the dialogue, which illustrate that producing
a pleasing or acceptable product depends on more than the analytic
methods which discriminate the ingredients; it depends as well on
the skill and knowledge of the chftsman. The theme is familiar
from the early Socratic dialogues.

The second aspect of the methodology of the Philebus to which
I want to call attention is the role, or lack of it, of the theory
of forms. Critics have argued endlessly over the guestion whether
any of the four elements in the "god-given" method is to be
jdentified with the forms. From the point of view of the present
thesis, it doesn't matter. For as we have already seen, nothing in
that method could, or is claimed to, yield substantive moral
truths. Nor is it likely that at this stage in his development
Plato would have relied on the theory of forms for this purpose.
In the late dialogues he found more and more reasons to be
dissatisfied with his earlier doctrines about the forms, and no
aspect of this dissatisfaction is more evident than the abandonment
of any close connection between the forms and value. The unity of
the forms which earlier had insured their purity was given up when
it became evident that analysis reqguired that the forms blend with
one another (as pleasure does with good and bad; the crucial
discovery is made in the Sophist). The idea that value depends in
some way on being like or resembling a form was recognized by Plato
(in the Parmenides) to be incompatible with the epistemological or
semantic functions of the forms. Value in the Philebus can no
longer be connected with the forms as such; it may be that limits,
or mixtures that have limits, are forms and are good; but what
makes them good is not that they are forms or limits or mixtures,

1
' For a revealing treatment of this subject see Terence Irwin,
Plato's Moral Theory (Clarendon Press, 1877).
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but that they have symmetry, commensurability, and truth--that they
are proper limits or appropriate mixtures.

My proposal then, is that when, in almost his last dialogue,
Plato returned to the guestion of the nature of the good life, he
also returned to the Socratic elenchus as the clearest and most
reliable method for discovering how we ought to live. So it seems
no surprise to me that in this dialogue the leader is once again
Socrates. As we know, Socrates practically disappears from all the
other late dialogues. In the Parmenides he is portrayed as very
young, and it is the great Parmenides who directs the guestioning,
Socrates who responds. In the Critias and Timaeus Socrates is
present, but makes no serious contribution; he is not present in
the Laws. In the Sophist and Politicus, the two dialogues most
closely related to the Philebus, Socrates turns over the discussion
to the Eleatic Stranger. Only in the Philebus is he once again
Plato's spokesman, and, if I am right, again speaks in his own
person so far as basic method 1is concerned. He is Plato's
Philosopher.

In the Sophist we are apparently promised a trio of dialogues,
on the sophist, the politician, and the philosopher. The first two
dialogues survive: there is no record of the third. By the most
likely dating, the Philebus was written soon after the Politicus,
about when the Philosopher should have been written. For a number
of reasons we can see why the Philebus could not be called the
Philosopher. But I like to think of it as taking the place of that
unwritten dialogue. It is about Plato's philosopher, it comes back
to the problem with which that philosopher was most concerned, and
it accepts his way of doing philosophy for its most important
results.

If, as I have argued, Plato returns in the Philebus to the
confident use of the elenchus, it must be because he decided in the
end that Socrates was right to trust that method. Clearly Plato had
found nothing better--nothing that he did not come to criticize
himself. What explains Plato's renewed confidence in the elenchus?
As Vlastos explains, the elenchus would make for truth simply by
insuring coherence in a set of beliefs if one could assume that in
each of us there are always unshakable true beliefs inconsistent
with the false. It is not necessary that these truths be the same
for each of us, nor that we be able to identify them except through
the extended use of the elenchus. Thus someone who practices the
elenchus can, as Socrates repeatedly did, claim that he does not
know what is true; it is enough that he has a method that leads to
truth. The only question is whether there is reason to accept the
assumption.

I think there is good reason to believe the assumption is
true--true enough, anyway, to insure that when our beliefs are
consistent they will in most large matters be true. The argument
for this is long, and I have spelled it out as well as I can
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elsewhere. But the argument hinges on a good Socratic intuition:
it is only in the context of frank discussion, communication, and
mutual exchange that trustworthy truths emerge. The dialectic
imposes the constant burden of interpretation on questioner and
guestioned, and the process of mutual interpretation can go forward
only because true agreements which survive the elenchus carry a
presumption of truth.

In coming to see that Socrates was right to trust the elenchus
to do more than insure consistency, Plato was returning to a point
at which he started. James Joyce quotes (or misquotes) Maeterlink
as saying: "If Socrates leave his house today he will find the sage
seated on his doorstep.” The same, I have urged, can be said about
Plato; or even about philosophy.

Balliol College, Oxford, and the
University of California at Berkeley

! In "A Coherence Theory of Truth and Knowledge": Kant oder
Hegel, ed. by D. Henrich (Klett-Cotta, 1983).
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INTRODUCTION

The Philebus is one of the best preserved skeletons
in the cupboard of Platonic scholarship. As cupboards go,
this is a well stocked ond; and yet, as skeletons in this
cupboard go, the Philebus is peculiarly unnerving. TFor all
ti.e words that are heaped hopefully upon it, it won't quite
stay dead; and for all the props and machines that are in-
sinuated into it, it won't talk either. The experts have
contrived all menner of subtle rigs to hold the bones
respectably together, aml yet the results are somehow always
so gruesome that it i1s hard to believe the monster could have
lived, What is wrong with the Philebus that the doctors (of
philosophy) can neither cure nar decently retire 1it?

The apswer 1is a string of paradoxes: the Philebus
promises to reveal the highest mystery Plato knew -- the
nature of the Good -- and yet not only is the revelation
cryptic, but it is not even clear whether it is a revelation;
the Philebus gives the longest account we have of Plato's
method, but although that method itself is used to explain
the method, its meaning end its application remain inscrutable;
the Philebus attempts to define what the Republic calls the
highest idea, but it never unambiguously ment ions the theory
of ideas; the Philebus seems to be the key to the most
important problems in Plato's philosophy -- and yet we can-
not find a single lock it fits. It is no wonder then that

the Philebus is conceded by everyone to be a very important



work, but almost no one offers to tell us what 1t means.
Nevertheless, that is the bold purpose of this thesis. I am
going to try to explain the philosophic meaning and intention
of Plato's Philebus.

Unfortunately it must be confessed at once that this
task, so formidable and promising of hidden secrets, is here
conceived as a fairly pedestrian chore -- so pedestrian that
it is necessary to defend its method and importance.

About its difficulty there can scarcely be a reason-
able doubt. It can be said witihout much exaggeratio n that no
attempt has been maile in any language to explain the philosophic
content of the Philebus as a whole. The text has been edited
by philologists, indivlidual problems have been attacked,
isolated segments of the dielogue have been anal yzed amd cuoted
to support omne or another theory, and reputable scholars have
explained away some of the difficulties. a4 German has inter-
preted the Philebus from the point of view of neo-Hegelianism,
and mare recently an Englishman has urbanely restated some of
the central problems. To date, however, nothing on the scale
of the commentaries on the other Platonic dialogues has been
attempted for the Philebus. The closest thing to this, and
the best, is the introduction to the new French edition by
M. DiSs; this brief and brilliant treatment of the Phllebus
pleasantly confirms, in a general way, many of the results
reached in more detail in this thesis. But more important

than the very few satl sfactory works on the Philebus is the



combination of reverence, abhorrence and systematic neglect
with which most scholars have treated it.

Yet the importance of the Philebus i1s seldom questioned,
so that the value of an exegesis should be fairly plain. The
Philebus is the only Platonic dialogue which explicitly deals
with the question of the nature of the good life for man; it
has what 1is clearly a very importarnt analysis of being; it
has a canprehensive discussion of the philosophic method; and
it contains an obscure but highly interesting doctrine about
value Jjudgments. It is clear that our entire view of Plato's
later philosophical position must be influenced by our inter-
pretation of the Philebus. The difficulty and the significance
of msking an overall explanation of the purpose and meaning of
the Philebus is thus fairxly well attested; the point remains
what form such an explanation should take. The ultimate pur-
pose of an analysis such as this thesis attempts should, of
course, be insight into philosophical truth. But such a
purpose 1s ultimate. In the case aof the Philebus it must be
mreceded by the spadework of interpretation. Before we can
attempt to evaluate Plato's philosophy as a whole, we nmust
know what it is that he means to say. And before we can know
this, we nust do our best to understand each individual work.
My aim in this thesis is then very preliminary: it is to
understand as fully as possible tkhe meaning of a single
Platonic dialogue. I do not thereby disoredit the more ad-

vanced (and more interesting) job of overall interpretation



and criticism; but | do feel strongly that such attempts to
erect a superstructure of criticism and interpretation must
be set aside until a foundation of understanding of the parts
has been built.

Because of the intentionally limited purpose of this
monograph, | must note specifically certain general areas of
interpretation that will be found lacking. In the first place,
| have made no consistent attempt to reconcile the doctrines
of the Philebus with those of other Platonic dialogues. |
have used material from the other dialogues, of course, but
my aim has always been to use this material to throw light on
the Philebus, and not in order to provide a norm or basis for
interpretation. That is to say, when the Philebus contradicts
supposed doctrines from other dialogues, | have (for the most
part) not let this alter my interpretation. | have sometimes
mentioned such problems of reconciliation, and | have even
occasionally suggested solutions. But the main point is that
| have avoided consciously fitting my interpretation of the
Philebus to any preconceived notions of the "Platonic philosophy."

My method in this respect can, | think, be justified in
several ways. It seems to me the best hope of understanding
the Philebus itself. If we approach it without preliminary
categories into which we are going to force it, we surely
have a better chance of discovering Plato's purpose. What
right have we to assign prior authenticity to any particular

dialogue or group of dialogues? The fact that we think we



understand the Phaedo or Republic better than the Philebus

(which is not a very sure thing) is certainly no reason to
suppose that somehow the Philebus must be accomodated to our
theories of Platonism drawn from those dialogues. As a matter
of fact, I can see several ways in which the Philebus might be
used to considerable advantage to help us interpret aspects of
the other dialogues, provided we take it as a vhole and not

as a series of independent paragraphs to be used at random

to support our already-formed interpretations of those dialogues.
I would also suggest that my approach to the Philebus can be
Justified by observing that there 1s very little evidence that
Plato had any one consistent philosophy, or even that he thought
he had, while there is plenty of evidence that he did not have
one consistent philosophy, and some evidence that he thought

he did not. This is not to deny that there are plenty of
themes, views and attitudes which run through all the dialogues,
and which give Platonism s certaln tone and set which cannot,

in a general way, be denied. And I feel certain there are

some generalizations about Plato's etnics, epistemology, and
metaphysics which hold true for almost everything he ever said.
I am a good deal less certain that I know what these general-
izations are, however; and whatever they are, they must be

broad enough to leave very wide areas of variation open. So
long as we are ignorant of the precise formulation these
generalizations should take, the approach I have used in this

thesis seems to me to be more than valid; it is de rigeur if we



are to arrive fairly and fipnally at any true conception of
Platonism.

Not only have I not tried to reconcile the Philebus with
the rest of what Plato has said or is supposed to have said, but
I al® have not tried to reconcile Plato with what I myself be-
lieve to be the truth. Where I think Plato is wrong or confused,
I have sometimes said so, but I have attemnted to guard myself
from foisting upon Plato theories which I would prefer to defend
myself. At the same time, I have attempted to express Plato's
views, when I could, in terms which I found (and which I hope
others will f£ind) more unambiguous than Plato's. There is danger
in this, but it 1s the necessary danger, of course, of all inter-
pretation. The risk of misinterpretation is obviously inseparsable
from interpretation. V/hat makes me more unhappy is to fail to
make an interpretation at all; but I feel that tids has happened
in pleces. That is, there are places where I have tried to re-
duce the Philebus to language which was more comprehensible to
me, and where I could not. '/hen this has happened, I have been
discouraged, but not entirely downcast. For there is certainly
a point, whether I have reached it or not, where the violence
done a historical idea by applying modern categories or termin-
ology does more harm by reducing our grasp of the author's
historical position than it does good by increasing our under-
standing of the philosophic issue involved.

The mere attempt to put an author's views in other

languege, that is, to interpret and understand them, often




gives the appearance of an attempt to solve the philosophic
problems involved. I want very clearly then to banish any
doubts about my intentions on this score. Naturally I am
interested in knowing the truth about philosophic questions;
and I also hope, indirectly, to assist my understanding of
them by studying Plato's meaning. But nothing in this thesis
is a direct attempt to solve any problem in philosophy, much
less to solve agll the problems Plato raises. I could hardly
have set it as my task to solve all the problems Plato has
railsed; that is the continuing enterprise of the whole of
western philosophy.

The question of interpreting Plato's position so that
we can understand what he meant 1s closely lnvolved with
another problem, namely that of making Plato (in the Philebus)
consistent with himself. This is, certainly, to my taste, the
toughest aspect of interpretation: to know, that is, how far
to go in trying to malie the material to be interpreted self-
consistent. It 1s shirking the main task of interpretation to
assume either consistency or lack of it; on the whole, one is
tempted to sin in the direction of dolng one's best to fit the
pleces togetner snurgly when this seens at all possihble. But
I hope I have not gone too far in this direction. It is more
valuable to confess defeat openly when attenpts at consistent
interpretation fall than to ignore the difficulty or to force
consist ency beyond all reasonable meaning of the original. I

have in several cases decided that the Philebtus suffers from



fundamental confusion or inconsistency; in such ceses T heave
tried to state what I think the trouble is, and left it at that.
This leaves me open to the accusation of failure to egrasp the
final unity and meaning of Plato, or of taking the originsl
too literally, or too seriously, and so forth. These accusations
I shall gladly declare to be jJustified the moment someone shows
ne a better way to understand the Philebus.

I believe it will be of some value to state briefly
here what I consider the most importent points in my interpre-
tation of the Philebus. These points are, of course, inter-
related, but for convenience they may be considered as three

in number.

1. Subject matter. The first thesis vhich I wish

to maintain is that the Philebus is intended, and is best
interpreted, as a unified and systematic treatment of the
nature of the good life for man. This may seem like a trivial
point to make much of, I confess, but since no conmentator
(so far as I know ) has held this view, it has been necessary
to defend and cemonstrate it at length., This thesis really
involves twvio separate argiments. The first is, that the

main problem with which the dialogue deals is the nature of
the best 1life for man, and that it was with this problem in
mind that Plato wrote the Philebus. The second is that every
part of the dialogue is, in one way or another, directly
related to this problem, and that there is an evident schems

or pattern in the dialogue which mekes this clear. What I



am not arguing is that the connectlon between the various
topics covered in the dialogue is of the sort which Plato
imagined it to be, nor that the scheme i1s a logical or
necessarlily helpful one. All I intend to argue is that Plato
did have a definite problem in mind and (what he conceived,
at least) a systematic way of treating it. If I am right,
then it is foolish to try to understand anythi ng important
about the Philebus until we grasp this unity of intention
and treatment.

Since I have wanted to demonstrate the unity of the
original work, I have written my interpretation in the form
of a running commentary on the text of the Philebus, with very
1itt le rearrangement in the sequence of topics. If the general
scope and structure of the dialogue were clear to begin with
there might be more to be galned by treating the met erial in
some other systematic manner. But in this case, since no
exggesls exists which can show why the material in the Philebus
is presented in the way in which Plato wrote it, I take it that
the first Job is to try and make sense of the dialogue in its
present form. Even 1f many other problems remain to be solved
when this is done, thare will be a very obvious advantage to
our understanding of Plato if we can reveal the original structure
and interrelation of the parts of the Philebus.

The basic structure of the dlalogue follows, I shall
argue, from Plato's conception of the philosophic method of

dialectic which 1s outlined early in the Philebus. This
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method consists of three separate, but related, techniques.
Together they form the techniques of any practical art; applied
to the question of the good life for man, they constitute what,
for lack of a better name, I have called the "Art of Happiness."
The three techniques are collection, division, and combination.
The first two are generally accepted as part of the late
Platonic dialectic; the third 1is, however, entirely different
from the other two, and absolutely necessary if dialectic is

to produce any practical and useful results. Combination is

the only aspect of dialectic which issues in synthetic Judgments,
and on its application depends the whole positive description

of the good 1ife in the Philebus.

I have divided the dialogue into three parts, basing
the division on the predaminance in each of one of the three
aspects of dialectic. In the first, the task is concelved
as that of defining roughly the scope of the Art of !lappiness,
and of finding some criteria in terms of which its product,
the good life, may be judged. In the second, the major
aspects and potential ingredients of the good life ars
studied by trLe use of the techniques of division. In the
third part, the potential ingredicnts are judged for their
value to the good life, and the acceptable ones are combined

into the good life.

2. Universals and values. The second thesis which

I shall maintain is that in the Philebus universals are not

directly connected with the sources of value. The universals



are still called ideas, but they are not considered as
particuler patterns or iconsg, resemblance to which might be
a test of value, nor is there any hint that the 1ideas exist
in some superior or exclusive sense. Value 1s taken to
inhere only in objects or ccmplexes which exist in the world
of change and life. I shall argue that one of the most
importent aspects of the Philebus is that the problem of the
nature of universals is separated from the problem of the
source and nature of value. This has the effect of diminish-
ing certain problems concerning universals, even though it
cannot be said to solve all problems concerning them. The
"Platonic ideas" of the earlier dialogues do not, I shall
maintain, appear anywhere in the Philebus; or rather, they
appear in several different places, since their manifolad
functions have been divided among several discriminated

elements.

3. The ontological basis of value. The third main

point of interpretation which I wish to establish is that in
the Philebus value is explained by a teleological theory of

- existence. Plato's teleological view of the universe, which
is clearly set forth in a section on the ultimate elements of
all existence, can only be understood in terms of an analogy.
In this analogy, everything which exists is explained as the
product of conscious rational purpose. In so far as the
product can be explained at all, it is what a mind intended

to create; to the extent that the product falls short of the

11.
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intention, it is irrational and, on Plato's theory, inexplicable.
But what can be explained in terms of rational ourpose is, by
the same token, good, for it is the end which was envisaced.
This, I believe, is the reasoning which we must find at the
bottom of the value theory of the Philebus. The detalled
conception of the good life follows directly from what Plato
conceives to be the ratiogpal purpose of man -- not, of course,
the purpose which any living man has in mind, but the true
purpose for wihich he was created. Thils purpose can only be
the purpose of some Givine mind which patterned the universe,
and man can grasp it only by trying to find and know the
divine intention. According to Plato, this is the function

of mind in man.

* * *

In the Seventh Eplstle Plato complains of those who have

reported his doctrine of the Good, and re pudiates their reports:

There is no writing of mine on this sub ject, nor
ever shall be. It 1s not capable of expression like
other branches of study; but, as the result of long
intercourse and a common life spent upon the thing,
it is brought to birth in the soul suddenly, as light
is kindled by a leaping spark, and thereafter it
nourishes itself. If I thought this could be ade-
quately written down and staced to the world, what
finer ocoupation could I have had in life than to
write what would be of great service to mankind, ard
to reveal nature in the light of day to all men?

But I do not even think the effort to attain this a
good thing for men, except for the very few who can
be erabled tc discover these things themsslves by
means of a brief indication.”

lseventh Epistle, 341C-E. Italics mine.
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The Philebus is as close as Plato came to putting
this "brief indication® into words, and it is up to us to
find whether we are among the "very few" who can discover,
if not the Good itself, at least the meaning which Plato
intended us to find in his directions. But we must be on
guard from the start, knowing that Plato intends us to learn
no final answer, perhaps little positive doctrine, but
instead a hint as to the direction in which we are to proceed,
a sketch of the method and the purpose, rather than a detailed
description of the goal. The Philebus tells us the road or
way to the good, it arms us with weapons to take with us for
protection from evil and error, and it leads us, if we can
follow, to the house where the Good dwells. But when the door
seems about to be opened, and we expect to be dazzled with the
light of the True and the Beautiful, we are doomed quite
necessarily to disappointment. If there ever was a dialogue
whi ch was unambiguously to show us the Good (and we may doubt
that there was), then perhaps thet diaslogue was tle abandoned
Philosopher. as it is, we must be satisfied with second best.
If Plato never told us what it was that the true philosopher
knows (and how else could he have told us the essence of the
philosopher?), at least he has written instead, in the
Philebus, his fullest account of the Philosopher's method,
the method by whi ch the philosopher learns and creates the
Good. To know the Good without mastering the way to it is

impossible; and if we master the way, we need no further



help. That would surely be what Plato would wish us to

understand befora we begin.

14,



CHAPTER 1

THE PROBLEM (11B-12B)

1l. One of the theses I shall try to establish is that
the central purpose of the Philebus is to describe the good
for man. A second and related point is to show hov the
various other topics which are discussed are all subordinate,
directly and consciously, to this purpose. It is necessary
to insist upon the unity and purpose of the dialogue because
tney have been traditionally questioned by almost all scholars.
I think it is obvious that if we mistake Plato!s aim and pur-
pose in writing the Philebus, there is little chance of our
comprehending the argument. Yet if I am right most inter-
preters have made important mistakes as to the subject matter
of the dialogue. These mistakes follow, I think, from a
failure to grasp the unity of argument which relates the
parts. Until we see this unity as Plato saw it, we are bound
to miss the charzcteristic temper of the value theory of the
Philebus because that theory depends absolutely, in my opinion,
upon the treatments of dialectic and of ontology which occupy
so much of the dialogue. To show that Plato wrote the Philebus
to explain his theory of human good, and that &ll the major
sections of the dialogue must be related to this purpose, is
therefore nc idle point which I cantankerously wish to make

against the experts. I would hold that we cannot understand
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Plato's basic position at all until we follow the reasoning
which, in the Philebus, leads him to base his theory of value
upon ontological considerations.

The fact that the Philebus deals with many apparently
unrelated topics allied with the failure to discover any
uniting bond has led interpreters to strange and contradictory
opinlons about the dialogue. Galen, for instance, is said to

N —~ > / /
have written a book wepi TLV £v C\):qu? peTe Barswv,
Schleiermacher felt that the Philebus must be an early work,
an undigested conglomeration of notes. Poste, an early editor
of the Philebus, felt that the variety of its subject matter
could be explained only by assuming it to consist of two
dialogues hastily assembled into one.l Grote writes:
. The fault appears to me to lie in the very scheme
of the dialogue. Attempts to discuss Ontology and
Ethics in one and the same piece of reasoning, instead
of elucidating both, only serve to darken both.,
Aristotle has already made a similar remark: and it
i1s after reading the Philebus that ve feel most dis-

tinctly the value of his commenBs on Plato in the first
book of the Nicomachean Ethics.

Shorey claims that the treatment of ethics and dialectic in
the same dialogue is largely accidental, and that the two

topics are not fundamentally related:® the discussion of

1. E. Poste, Philebus of Plato.

2. G. Grote, Plato, and the Other Companions of
Socrates, Vol. 2, p. 586.

3. Paul Shorey, ¥What Plato Said, p. 217. Shorey does,
however, recognize the fundamental unity of the dialogue in
other respects (Cf. pp. 317, 319, 321, etc.).




dialectic is of only subsidiary importance, he contends.?

Henry Jackson, on the other hand, holds exactly the opposite

opinion:

If Plato had been asked what the subject of the
dialogue was, he woula no doubt have answered 'I
leave that to your own penetration'; but I am very
much mistaken, if to himself, in his heart of
hearts, the metaphysical element of the treatise
was not vastly more important than the ethical.S

Jackson stood ready to split the dialogue into two parts
written at different times if this was necessary in order to
prove the lateness -of the metaphysical passages. He writes:

I must confess that the ontology of the Philebus
seems to me so certainly later than that of the
Republic that, if there were (which I do mot think
there is) clear proof that the main argument of the
Philebus is earlier than the corresponding passage
in the Republic, I should not scruple to regard the
ontological parts of the former dialogue as inter-
polations introduced by Plato gimself subsequent to
the composition of the latter.

Even Hackforth, latest English editor of the Philebus, and
one who stresses the unity of the dislogue far more than
most, is forced to call one passage a "semi-independent

discussion™ which is "not &n integral part of the dialogue"

17,

4. Paul Shorey, The Origin of the Syllogism, Classical

Philology, Vol. XIX.

5. Jackson, Journal of Philology, Vol. X, p. 273.

6. Ibid., pp. 266, 267.



and which "a modern author would hsave relegated to an
appendix . " 7
The proof that the many parts of the dialogue are
integrated segments of a larger, unified argument about the
good can only come with the detailed ciscussion of the
structure and articulation of the Phllebus; this begins with
the next chapter of this monograph and dominates it to the
end. But before we go on to the close anslysis, it is worth
observing what Plato unambiguously says the dialogue is about.
11B The announced problem of the dialogue is to decide
between two theories as to the nature of the good
life: one holds that "the good for all animate
beings is pleasure"; the other that "the good is
11D not pleasure but mind.”" The disputants further

agree that they will attempt to define a "state
or condition of the soul which can render the life

13E of every man a happy life." The problem 1is
presently rerered back to as being "What the good
14B is," and "whether we ought to give the title of the

Good to pleasure or to intelligence or to some
third thing.™

When the talk turns to the question whether pleasures

15C are all good or not, Protagoras admits they nmust
discuss this point as the "first task" before
returning to the problem of the good life.

7. Hackforth, Plato's Examination of Pleasure, p. 105.
To do-him justice, however Hackforth says In his 1ntroduction
{p. 10) that "The formlessness of the work has been often
exaggerated., The more I have studled it, the clearer has its
structure become, and the more understandable its transitions,
digressions, and postponements.” Yet Hackforth holds (with
many others) that the subject of the dialogue is not what
Plato says it is, but 1is an attack upon hedonism (Op.cit.p.9).

is.
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18D,E After the method of dialectic has been expounded,
Philebus asks how this discussion is related to
the problem of the good life, and Socrates explains
the relevance carefully. It will be necessary to
use dialectic to discover what the real nature of
19B pleasure and intelligence is.

19C Protagoras mentions that Socrates made an ofler of
this discussion "for the purpose of declding what
is the best of all things possessed by man," and
19C- the nature of the dispute is again summarized.
25C
Socrates now ennumerates three characteristics which
20C ff. something must have if we are to call it the good,
and pleasure and mind are tested by these criteria
and found wanting. It 1s suggested that the good
life must contain both pleasure and mind, but that
22C-D one or the other of these two factors may come closer
to being the cause of its goodness. The "objective”
238 of the next part of the dialogue is therefore "to
secure the second prize for reason.”

4 fourfold division of all that exists follows, amd
it i1s immediately put to the announced use of determin-
ing the place of pleasure and mind in the good 1life.
WWo are explicitly reminded that this is the purpose:
27¢C "What is our next point, and what was our purpose
in getting where we have got? Wasn't it that we
were trying to find out whether the second prize
would go to pleasure or to intelligence?” It is
finally shown that the cosmic mind creates the good
30A=- of the universe as the human mind creates the good
3la for man.

It will be remarked that up to this point the discussion
has hinged entirely around the question of what the good life
' is. Both pleasure and mind have been rejected as constituting
the entire good life, and both have been rejected on the same
grounds so far. The "second prize" has been awarded to mind
on the basis of an elaborate analogy. Certeinly no one could

contend that the refutation of hedonism is the main thesis so

far, or that the analysis of pleasure dominates, or that Plato
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"in his heart of hearts'" felt the discussion of dialectic

or ontology to be the core of the argument. MNor do I see

how anyone could contené that the parts, up to here, are

unreleted, accidentally juxtaposed, or whatnot. Yet we have

now summarized one third of the dlalogue. The next long third
is devoted to the examination of pleasure, it 1is true, and
this examination uses both the dialectical procedure outlined
above and the fourfold ontological scheme. The explicit pur-
pose of this examination of pleasure is, however, not to
exclude pleasure entirely from the gecod life; nor is it to
prove that pleassure cannot be the good (for this has adequately
been shown for both mind and pleasure). The purpose of this
section transcends the interest in anti-hedonism completely;
its vhole intent 18 to analyze pleasurs so that we can decide
which pleasures do, and which pleasures do not, belong in the
good 1life (32C,D). A large part of the discussion of pleasure
is devoted to showing that pleasure and mind are not really
separable, and that value judgments and pleasures are closely
related. The transition to this point is marked by Socrates,
who says:
It certainly looks as if we were raising a

question of some importance; is it relevant to

what has preceded? ‘e ought to have nothing to

do with extraneous disquisitions, or with any=-

thing in the way of irrelevant discussion.”(36D,E)

S50D,E., Socrates concludes his treatment of the mixed
pleasures by remarking that he has much more to say
on the subject, but that he has sald enough for the
purpose of the present discussion. "I shall be

willing to go into the whole guestion with you
tomorrow, but for the present I want to address



55C

59E
604,B

60C

61B

654-F

664 ff,

06D

674

21.

myself to the matters which are still outstanding
if wa are to settle the problem set us by Philebus."

Next comes an examination of knowledge, which begins
with the remark that this, like the review of
pleasure, is part of the "joint attempt" to define
the good life.

When this is complete, Socrates announces that "we
have at hand the ingredients, intelligence and
pleasure, ready to be mixed: the materials in which,
or out of which, we as bul 1ders are to build our
structure.™ The original scope and purpose of the
dialogue is again carefully repeated, and the
arguments by which the lives of pure pleasure and
pure intelligence were re jected are restated. Here,
as always, Socrates ges out of his way to treat
pleasure and mind symmetrically, as if each deserved,
and had received, equal treatment. And he concludes,
"our discussion has made it plain to us, now as at
the outset, that we must not look for the good in

the unmixed life, but in the mixed."

The rest of the dialogue is concerned with the selection
of the kinds of pleasure and knowledge to be included
in the good life. Here, of course, the results of
the long analysis of pleasure and knowledge are used
to help evaluate the candidates. All the forms of
knowledge are included, but only soms of the
pleasures: mind thus wins on this score. But mind
wins also on the larger score of being (as we saw in
the ontological section) the cause of the harmonious
mixture vhich is the good life. This point 1is
emphasized by showlng that the good 1s by nature
beautiful, true and measured, and these are qualities
which are preeminently those of mind.

The results of the dialogue are now surmarized in

a fivefold list in which mind and its qualitiec

of measure and proportion win the first three places,
practical knowledge the fourth, and the best pleasures
come last.

There 1s one last recapitulation of the subject of
the dialogue ~- even Socrates remarks that he has
been over the ground many times -- namely, whether
pleasure or reason constituted the good life. The
last words of the dialogue Jubilate that pleasure not
only has lost -- it is not even second or third in
the good life; they boast likewise that reason,
though not first, is "ever so much nearer and more
ekin than pleasure to the character of the victor."
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The intention of this brief survey of those passages
in the Philebus in which the main course of the discussion
is charted is to assist the understanding of the detailed
analysis which will follow and to meke it as clear as it is
possible to make it what Plato has declared the main topic
to be. ilhen these passages are set before us it seems
absurd that anyone could ever have been decelved about the
sub ject matter and main pattern of the Philebus; yet such
deception is the rule; there apparently are very few who are
willing to take Plato's word about his own intention.

We can now turn to a preliminary examination of the

problem to which the Philebus explicitly seeks a solution.

2. The Philebus avoids an exhaustive opening state-
ment of its problem by assuming that the discussion 1s already
in progress. Protarchus is about to relieve FPhilebus of the
responsibility for the defense of the hedonistic position,
which Socrates then summarizes. Philebus holds (Socrates
explains) that delight, pleasure and Joy are good to all
creatures. This statement (11B) isof course intentionally
vague as it stands, and only the course of true discussion
can clarify it. llevertheless, it i1s worth meking a few
remarks about the words themselves here. The conjunction
of Xoﬂ/eaw, ﬁJovr{ and T&FW!SS is not meant to specify

Separate classes of emotions, but to indicate the scope of

8. This list may be taken as falrly definitive, since
it is repeated in precisely thils form at 19C.
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a single class. Philebus wants to be sure he is not mistaken
as saying merely that pleasure in some restricted sense is
understood as being good . Anything thet creates a positive
satisfaction is to be included. The relation of 6\73%95\/ Tiven
to these satisfactions is also indeterminate here: does it
mean to eguate the good with pleasure, interpreted in its
broadest sense? Or does it intend to permit the possibility
that other things also are good? This ambiguity 1is fairly
settled in favor of the fo rmer interpretat ion when the
original statement 1is recapitulated at the end of the dialogue
(604), for there Philebus' position is regarded as being that
the two "names,” "gw d" and "pleasant," are really and by
nature one. Finally, Philebus says that pleasure is good

"to all living creatures® (Trec: ?u.:o‘s). This phrase is also
repeated at 604, and Plato seems to have regarded it as an
inportant addition. The reason for this will be clearer when
we see vhat Socrates' thesis is.

Socrates puts his view in this way: wisdom, thought,
memory and the related right opinion and true Jjudgment are
better than pleasure, and the most advantageous of all things,
for all those who are capable of them (11B,C). The many full
or partial restatements of the position vary the list of gonds
8lightly, but the only important additions are knowledge and

art.9 The carelessness with which the exact contents of the

9. 13E, 21D and 28i all list ®plvnris,voos and £MIOT P
while 59D omits the last; 19D adds d‘uvr,ws (1ntelligence) and
Tixvr\ {art). 60B the most complete restatement of the problem,
mentions onhy ofov ™S, but 60D has pvimy, Pedvnws, Emicry
and *An@9s J6% A has the same list as 6D but omits §rovnais



lists areeltered suggests that the statement is not meant
to be precise in this direction. A4n area 1s indicated; its
limits, If eny, will be left to the discussion to define.
Socrates states his position rather mildly when he says these
things are better than pleasure, for he lsaves open the chance
that pleasure may be good also, and this possibility still is
not excluded by saying that the noetic functions are the most
advantageous of all things. At 60A, B where the two original
positions are restated in somewhat modified terms, Socrates
says all he ever claimed was that "the share of wisdom in the
good is greater than that of pleasure.”

A troubling matter in the Philebus hinges on the
question what it is precisely that Plato means to indicate
by the complex of words noted above {voOs , éyo’vqws', etc,).
The question which I raise is not one of terminology -- it 1s
seldom profitable to try to find any precision in Plato's
use of words; the guestion is one of consistency about what
is meant. It 1s probeble that Plato intends to talk about

the same general thing in man which he believes (against the

24,

hedonist) to be most akin to the good. This thing he designates

with different phrases at different times. The trouble arises
vhen we find that it does not seem to be the same thing which
is designated each time. The chief ambiguity is whether
Plato 1is ar;uing‘that the superior element in the good life

is mind or is knowledge. ‘Jhether mind is concelved as an

organ, a function or & capacity of same sort, it is certainly
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not the same thing as know ledge. Mind is what does the know-
ing, and knowledge is what is known. Yet Flato never draws a
distinction between the two. In the earlier parts of the
dialogue, it seems to be chiefly mind, the function of knowing
(and 211 affiliated functions like remembering and opining),
which is discussed. But when "mind" is finelly examined and
studled in order to Judge its importance for the good life,
it is various kinds of knowledge which are considered. The
finael list of elements in the good life puts mind and wisdom
(vovs and be&q\ns) in one category, and science, art and true
opinion (‘tﬂ\ﬁr;yw\ ,TIEXVT) s ’o?ec;s (S({)Zoﬂ) in another. Vhen
we are told that mind wins second prize because it is the
cause of the good 1life, this would seem to refer to mind as a
function or capacity, not only for thinking, but also for doing.
When we are told that pleasures would be worthless unless we
had anticipations, knowledge andmemory of them, then the
reference would seem to be not to mind but to the knowledge,
menories and anticipations which a mind has.

Probably the conclusion to which we are forced is
that Plato di¢ not cansider it important for his purposes in
the Philebus to distinguish betweeu mind ané knowledge. There
is an obvious and necessary conmection between the two, and
he may have felt that this was enough reason to treat them
as opne. PBut I believe that if Plato had been more rigorous
in his examination of just what it was in man's life which

is most akin to the good, many of the difficulties of the



dtalogue would diminish. One such difficilty is this: Plato
eventually argues (54D) that pleasure cannot be a final good
because it cannot be an end. I do not think his argument on
this point is a gwd one, but apart from that, it suggests
quite strongly that Plato does consider that mind or knowledge
or some related thing is an end. Now it is very hard to see
hov mind (which is the cause of the goodness in the good life)
can be an end. The fact that it is necessary, but not
sufficient, for the good 1ife implies that it is an indis-
pensable means, but that it is not an end. It is a little
more plausible to think of knowledge as an end, although even
this is difficult to understand. It waild seem most plausible
to argue that the experience of knowing, remembering and so
forth is an end; but Plato never says this. The virtuul

impos sibility of deciding what it is precisely that Plato is
talking about when he speaks of mind and knowledge (as if they
vwere one) in the Philebus is one of the many difficulties we
must face in trying to interpret the dialogue.

In stating his own preliminary position Socrates also
adds the restricting phrase that mind and so forth are better
and most advantageous only far those who are capable of t hem.
This has been taken to mean that Philebus and Socrates are
striving to solve two diff erent problems ; that Philebus wants
to know what the gwd is for all creatures (presumably includ-
ing plants as well as animaels) while Socrates 1s interested

only in the "good for man." One might agree that the two

26.
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points of view set rather different problems, without agreeing
that this is the real difference. The difference might better
be put in this way: Philebus is trying to define "goodness."
He would like to answer this question: what does it mean to
say something is good? He is not seeking the good, 1f there
happens to be such a thing, nor the highest good, if there
happens to be such a thing. Socrates, on the other hand,
wants to know -what things are good, and, in particular, which
are best. This question must be answered, if it can be, in
relation to something or somebody: -- best for wiom? ~ In the
dialogue, both guestions are quite definitely considered.

In spite of vacillation in the formulations of the
problam}o however, the ultimate aim of the Philebus seems
clearly to be the description of the nature of the good life
for man. In fact, much of the dlalogue would be quite point-
less if it were considered only as a search for a definition
of the good for "every living being."” A final passage even
lmplies that evidence drawn from animals other than man is not

bertinent to the problem at hand (67B).

10

Cf. 11D, 22B. At 20D Socrates says the good life
Dust be pursued by Tdv TS yiyvidesov, Thls is a hard phrase
to translate without pre judice. It could mean "every intelli-
%ent being™ but this would seem to indicate more than is meant,
Every aware thing" might be the most neutral. Philebus 22A
Speaks of "man or any living thing,"” and 22B says the good is
desired by Wow Purois , "all living things.” This would seem
to inelude even plants (cf. Timaeus 774 ff.), and probably
Shovs that the 7¥wGVKov of Philebus 20D should not be trans-
lated (as 1t 1< {n the Loeb Editlon) "intelligent being."
Some editors would rather reject the brouder terms, however.
Badham in particular says "it is high time these HoTawere
“seded out of the text."
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The fact that the dialogue quite clearly seeks an
answer to the question "what is the good life for man?" does
not mean that it does not touch on the broader guestion of
what the good may be. The Philebus certainly does examine
the broader question about value, "what are the (or some)
criteria by which we can determine whether anything is good?"
This is not the problem of the dialogue, because it is raised in
order to help solve the dependent problem of the nature of
the good life for man. EBut there can be no doubt that in
this sense, the Philebus does discuss what it is that makes
things good in general. Whether the discussion of what it
is that makes things good in general provides a definition
of goodness depends on whether the criteria which are listed
ere thought to constitute a definition of the essence of
goodness. There is some evidence that Plato does so consider
them, although it is impossible to say definitely that he does.
This must remain an open question.

The Philebus takes as its central task, then,
neither the discovery of the good in general, nor of the
good for all living beings, but of the good life for man.

An ambigulty lurks here also, however, which is not unrelated
to the one concerning mind. This ambiguity can be under-
stood by asking this question about the task of the Philebus:
does it seek to tell us directly what the good life is like,
or does 1t seek to tell us what- qualities or possessions or

abilities a man must have in order to live the good life?



29.

These are certainly diff erent questions, even though neither
question can be said to be clear vas it stands. The first
question asks about the end or ends of life; the second

assumes the ends and asks what means are necessary to attain
them. To the first question we might expect swh answers as:
the good life 1s doing nice things for other people; or having
the maximum of pleasure; or learning the truth, To the second
question we might anticipate such answers as: to live the good
life a man must have intelligence and memory; or he must be six
feet tall; or he must be able to calculate the consequences of
his actions. But diff erent as these questions are, it appears
that Plato attempts to answer both simultaneously and without
discriminating them. As a result, both pleasure and mind are
tested by eriteria which tell whether they can constitute the
good life; both are also spoken of as "possessions™ (KT;“\'AAGGA).
A8 a result, it is possible for Plato to treat of intelligence
and pleasure as if both were "ingredients" on the same level,
although one is most easily thought of as an ability or
capacity necessary for attaining an end, while the other would
seem to be an end (if it belonged in the good life at all).

The truth is that the Philebus asks its question in the naivest
possible form: which would you rather have, pleasure or mind?
It never seems to have occured to Plato that the reason he can
give the small child's answer 1s that pleasure and mind as he

interprets them are not necessarily competitors on the same level.
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Having raised so many difficulties, I would like to
make one helpful suggestion. It seems to me that behind the
various questions which the Philebus explicitly raises lies
another question which is never mentioned, but which 1s very
close to the center of the problem. It is this question which
I think Plato is really interested in, and it is a question
the answer to which would solve the other questions immediately.
and I think one reason Plato is not too worr ied about the strict
formulation of the problems he does state is that all the while
it is another problem with which he is primarily concsrned.
This further problem is this: ¥hat are the qualities of the
&od man? In this question, the other questions about the good
life and the best possessions over-lap; only the good man has
those possessions which enable him to live the good life. Thus
when we find that the "good life" combines pleasure with intelli-
gence and knowledge, the apparent caafusion of including intelli-
gence as an experlence can be partly resolved if we think of this
rather as a statement about the good man: the good man will have
sonms pleasures; he will also have a controlling intelligence. In
the same way, the final list of "goods" at the end of the Philebus
is more intelligible if we take 1t neither as a description of
the good 1life nor as a list of possessions, but as a mixture of
both as they apply to the good man.

It is interesting in this conmection that Plato once
speaks of pleasure amd intelligence as "conditions and dis-

o -
positions of the soul" (a?w \}(U)(r)s Katt (51:\9£¢nl) which may
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make & man happy (11D). The important thing here is the
insistence that pleasure or intelligense (or whatever the

good may be) is a condition of the soul. The proper condition

of the soul is surely what makes a man a god man; so that

what 1 s being debated (at this point) i1s whether intelligence
or pleasure characterizes the condition of the good man's soul.
sné although the word ‘é‘g"vs does not turn up again (except in
other contexts - e.g. 32E, 480),11 the idea is basic to Plato's
thesis. The good for Plato is a state or condition of the soul;
it is not something passing (like all experiences considered in
themselves), which might be tested and evaluated at any one
moment. It can only be recognized in the long run, in terns

of its general tendency and direction. In the same way,

justice in the Republic is a condition of the soul rather than
separate actions; Plato calls it the "health of the soul”
(Republic 443C-E)}. In the Philebus the proper mixture of the
"good 1life" is constantly compared to the ideal ratio of health.
Probably, thersfore, we should be on our guaré against any
interpretation of the Philebus which would lead us to think

of the good as a matter merely of "having" pleasure or mind or
Some comblnation of the two. The good is not having samething;
it is being something. I do not thipk it would misrepresent
Plato's views very much to say that for him the gaod 1life for

Qan is being & good man.

I'4
11. The word $14Bsers 1s repeated at 64C.
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Such phrases as "the gwd life" and "the good man"
invariably have, especially in a Platonic context, a speci-
fically morel or ethical connotation. In the case of the
present dislogue, however, it waild be a mistake to limit the
good to moral value. The Philebus is concerned with all value
and the relation of value to the valuing subject; it is not
primarily concerned with moral value, the question of why we
blame or praise. This is a special subject which might be
considered to fall within the scope of the larger, but it is
not specifically pursued here. Moral conduct can be valuable
or not just as other events and ob jects can be, of course, and
moral conduct is discussed as a primary interest in many of
Plato's works. But moral caaduct and "virtue" are conspicuously
ebsent from direct scrutiny in the Philebus. It would not be
incorrect to say that the Philebus is not an ethicel treatise,
but a general treatise on value; in this respect it falls rather
outside the maln stream of Greek thought. Standing midway

between the Republic and the liicomachean Ethics, in many ways

forming a transition between them, the Philebus nevertheless
eschews almost completely direct consideretion of the most im-
portant subjJects of those two works, namely, the nsture of

noral virtue and Justice.



CHAPTER 11
THE ART OF DIALECTIC {12B-19B)

1. When the two opinions about the nature of the
good life have been presented, Philebus is dismissed after
he has formally disclaimed any responsibility for the out-
cone of the discussion (12B). Protarchus is on his own;
Philebus cannot stop him from "meking an agreement™ with
Socrates if he wants.

It is now proposed to evaluate the hedonistic view,
that pleasure is the good. Socrates considers this propo-
sition as i1f its supporters thought it were demonstrable
from the meanings of the words alone. A considerable section
(12B-14B) issues in the rather modest conclusion that this is
not a very useful approach to the problem; that individual
pleasures (like many other things) are such that different
properties may properly be predicated of them.

This passage leads to the more serious question of
the relation of ideas to one another, and after a cogent
statement of the general problems ascocisted with the ideas
{15B,C) the discussion turns to Plato's most detailed account
of the philosophic method (154-198B). This method reveals
three movements which are necessary if we are to "learn, teach
and investigate"; these are collection, division, amd combi-
nation. The first 1s the somewhat fumbling act of divining,

through a process sometimes of sampling, sometimes of
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intuiting, the nature of the unity to be defined or studied.
The second proceeds to anglyze this unity by dividing and
subdividing it until the smallest units are reached. The
third is the art of combining and classifying the material
revealed by these divisions to form a harmonious whole. Un-
like division, the combinatory art 1s zathartic, for it
rejects elements which are disruptive and creates a hierarchy
in which some elements rule and some are ruled.

The rest of the Philebus demonstrates how this three-
fold method must be used to define and create the good life.
The first part is devoted to discerning the scope and unity
of the desired object; its scope is defined by a set of
three criteria which a good life must have, and its unity is
defined broadly as a combination of pleasure end intelligence
properly mixed. This ends the "collection" and the first

part of ths diaslogue. The original question, whether the

1

Throughout this paper "dialectic" or "the art of
dlalectic” is used to refer to the entire philosophic msthod
whick includes the three subdivisions, Plato's usage is much
less consistent; he often uses "dialectic” to refer to
dlaeresis alone, or to diaeresis and collection. The terms
"division™ and "diaeresis™ have been used interchangeably in
thiis thesis to refer to the process of analysis by which
dilalectic demonstrates the contents ani structure of a concept
or idea. "Combination" (and occosionally "synthesis") will
be used to refer to the synthesizing aspect of dialectic
which selects, judges and relates the appropriate elements
revealed by diaeresis into a valuable and well-proportioned
whole. Catharsis is one facet of combinetion, for it
eliminates disruptive, inconsistent or false elements. All
these words and their meanings will be explained presently.



life of mind or the life of pleasure is the good, 1s answered.
But a new goal, which was always the real goal, 1s then set,
namely, to decide on the relative positions of the two con-
stituents of the good. The sccond part of the dialogue
comprises a threefold application of the process of division.
In the first application, a scheme of classification for all
created things is suggested which helps us understand the
ultimate nature of mind, pleasure and the mixed 1life. The
next two applications are to pleasure and mind, which are
then divided and subdivided to help us judge and evaluate
them. The final step, combination and synthesis, involves
the creative act of selecting, arranging and mixing the in-
gredients of the good life. This last function of dialectic
is not contemplative but practical; it 1s the active work of
a rautional art. The synthetic movement complete, a summary
is provided by a final definition of the good which combines
the formal criteria of the mixture with an indication of thke
hierarchicel structure of the contents.

This brief outline of the development of the argument

of the Philebus is meant to suggest the significance of the

35,

section on method, for this section provides the only important

key to the articulation of the whole dialogue. It relates the
barts which otherwise appear to fall apart, and it gives mean-
ing to what seems repetitious, unnecessary or arbitrary. It
is worth saying this because the tendency has been, either

with Shorey and Bury, to consider the passage on method as an
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inconsequential diversion, or with Stenzel and Jackson, to
think of it as the most important part of the dialogue. The
point made here is that it is neither. The discussion of
method is essential to the dialogue because it establishes a
framework, because it explains the necessity for the lengthy
sections on the analysis of pleasure and mind, because it
relates the sets of criteria of the good to one another and
to the overall scheme of the dlalogue. At the same time, it
is only a method, a tool, for learning and investigating; it

is in this sense incidental to the main purpose.2

2. A preliminary section (12B-14B) serves both to

destroy a certain paive view toward a hedonistic definition

of the good, and at the same time introduces a far more serious
discussion of method. The guestion to be answered is, does the
fact that a number of things can be designated by the same word
mean that these things are the same? For instance, the word
"pleasure"” 1s applied both to the experience of the libertine
viien he carouses and to the experience of the puritan when he

righteously restrains himself; the fool 1s pleased with his

2

An important book on the Philebus, Platos dlalektische
Sthik by ilans-Georg Godamer (Leipzig, I93Is, also stresses the
connection between the dialectical amd ethical aspects of the
dialogue. Godamer views dialectic, not as a tool or method, but
as establishing the ethical hierarchy directly ti:rough its re-
lation to the phenomena. He therefore speaks, not of Plato's
ethical theory as being dialectical, but of the dialectic being
ethical (p. iii). This would make the ma jor interest of the
dialogue the dialectic, although it would mske the ethical
content essential to that interest.
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foolish hopes and the wise man with his wisdom. Certainly
there seems to be a difference between these kinds of pleasure.
Yet Protarchus contends that though these pleasures may origi-
nate from opposite sources, they are the same in being pleasnres.
3ocrutes retorts that "the most opposite things are made one™ by
this argument; for white and black are both colors. The hedonist
claims all pleasant things are good; but he admits that pleasant
things are unlike. VYhat is common to both bad and good pleasures
which lets the hedonist call both good? Since Protarchus (quite
gsensibly) resists the logic of this inference, Socrates tries
to make it more palatable by reversing the positions, saying he
would not be worthy of dialectic if he were to contend that no
form of knowledge is unlike any other even if some fomms of
knowledge were shown to be opposite. The two parties then
agree that both pleasures and forms of knowledge are many
and different.

What are we to make of this passage? Socrates points
out that actual examples of pleusure differ in some respects.
Protarchus grants this, but contends that the examples must
be alike in one respect: they must all be pleasures. It
would seem difficult to make an argument out of this, but
Socrates is determined to. His point is that although pleasures
differ in other respects than having a common property which
engbles us to designate them all with the single word "pleasurs,"
yet Protarchus implies that all pleasant things are similar in

another respect, namely that they are good (134A,B). This would
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appear to be a contention which might either be true or falsse,
but Socrates argues as if some pleasures must be bad if
pleasures differ in any respect whatscever. This 1s modified
somewhat to mean that soms pleasures must be bad if some are
"opposed” to others (13C), which Socrates apparently thinks

he proved by the examples given in 12C, D. Again Socrates seems
to be arguing fallaciously. For i1f he means by "opposed,"
"opposed in respect to goodness,™ then he is right; but he can
hardly think he has proven this. If he means by "opposed,"
"very different in some respect” (which is the case with the
example of black and white (12E), then nothing follows so far
as the goodness or badness of pleasure is concerned.

It is possible to give more importance and cogenoy to
Soorates! position, however. First, it is worth noting that
this passage stamds as an introduction to the discussion of
real dialectic. The entire method of dispute illustrated here
is to be classed as childish, easy, and a hindrance to specu-
lation (14D). The value of Socrates' argument must be taken
to be largely negative. The major import of the passage (as
develops immediately below) is to demonstrate the uselessness
of declaring the obvious paradox that objects are at the same
time one (in respect to one name or quality) and many‘(in
respect to many qualities). This is an imitation dialectic,
or eristic, which can never lead to useful results, even

though it is not wrong in itself.
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But the text of the passage lmplies that Plato also
thought he was refuting some argument which the hedonist
might adduce to prevent the application of dialectic at all
to the problem of the good. Such an argument would be to the
effect that since all pleasures are one (having only one
"pame”), they must also all be either good or bad. Here
Socrates skips the step which would prove that pleasures must
be good, because he wants merely to show that the oneness of
the class of pleasures. implies nothing as to whether or not
the entire class is further characterized by some other quality.
But from Aristotle we learn what the argument may have been,
Eudoxus reasoned that all pains are bad and that therefore all

pleasures are good (Nicomachean Ethics 1172b, 18-20). Socrates

does not want to refute this with Speusippus!' answer3 because
he intends to reject that answer also (Philebus 51i), nor can
he refute it by an analysis of pains and pleasures, because the
hedonist's position 1is just that analysis 1s useless since the
proof was independent of the type of pleasure involved. But,
as aristotle was later to object more explicitly, this "proof"
is accomplished merely by assuming a definition which contains
the desired conclusion to begin with.4 This type of argument,

3
Nicomachean Ethies 1173a, 5-9. Speusippus held that
both pleasures and pains are bad.

4
: Angl, Post, 92a, 20-27; Topics 147b, 17-25, cf.
H. Cherniss, Aristotle's Criticism of Plato, p. 37.
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called €K Tou gvavTiou because it proceeded from the

definition of the opposite, was apparently common in the
ancademy. Clearly it has no more validity than to argue
directly that all pleasures are good, which is the conclusion
for which proof is sought. To argue it directly could only be
done by claiming that if members of a class are alike in one
respect, they must be alike in others. DProtarchus never
actual ly says this, but Socrates implies that this is his con-
tention (134). Socrates makes Prot archus admit that some
pleasures differ in some respects. "How will that damage my
pogition?" Protarchus asks. "Because I shall point out," says
Socrates, "that although they differ, you give them still
another designation in common. ZFor you say that all pleasant
things are good."5
This argument is very similar to one discussed in the
oSophist. The Stranger is attacking the problem of non-being
ané negative statements in generaul. Before coming to the
solution, which involves certain distinctions in the meaning
of the word "is" and the conditions under which the ideas can
and cannot combine, he considers a voint of view vt ich, if ac-

cepted, would deny the possibility of any ideas combining.

5

This translation of the passage at 13A shows that
no revision of the text is necessary. Cf. Bury, The Philebus
of Plato, p. 7, n.

40,



This 1s the view that only one word can be applied to one
thing (or class).
Anyone can teke & hamd in the game and at once
object that many things cannot be one, nor ons
thing many; indeed taey delight in forbidding
us to speak of a man as 'good'; we must only

speak of a good as good, and of the man as man
(Sophist 251B).

This doctrine can be related to that of the hedonist in the
Philebus in this way: If one word applies properly to one
thing only, then if we find another word which applies to
the sams thing, we must assume the two words mean the same.
This is exactly the way 1n which the hedonist's attitude is
stated in Philebus 60A: "the two names (or words), 'good'
and 'pleasant', are in some sense one, and of one nature.”
Plato objects to this theory about words, not so

much because it is paradoxical or becanse of the support it

may seem to lend to hedonism, as because it denies the possi-

bility of dialectic and of communion among the ideas. As

Socrates argues in the Republic (505C), if we define the good

as pleasure, we simply obliterate the distinoction between

g8ood and bad in any ordinary sense of the words. Analysis

becomes useless, and dialectic, the tool of rational investi-

41.

gation, loses its application. Unless we can make distinctions

within classes, unless ideas can be "divided" in some sense,

—

6

Translation by ¥. M. Cornford. Cornford discusses
the possibility (Plato's Theory of Knowledge, p. 254.) that
antisthenes is the man who held this opinion about names.
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philosophy will be idle.7 This point turns out to be of great
importance in the development of the rest of the Philebus. The
real issue is not between Socrates and some hedonistic theory,
but between two elements in Platonism itself. This issue hinges
on the question (shortly to be introduced explicitly in the
Philebus) how ideas or universals, which are one and indivisible,
can be divided. It may appear at this stage in the discussion
that the problem is only whether the particulars which fall
under the same universal can differ from one another; but it
soon becomes apparent that if these differences are to be made
accessible to analysis, then the particulars must be divisible
into subclasses which-correspond, of course, to other universals.
Diaseresis is just the matter of determining the number of these
universals and their relation to each other and to the more
inclusive universals.

The other point which is adumbrated here and which gives
a special importance to this introductory passage is this: 1if,
as 18 quite clear, there are to be good and bad pleasures, and
it is the task of dialectic to discriminate them and group them,
then there will be classes of pleasures falling under the genus
pleasure which will be bad. This means that the;e must be a

corresponding idea or universal which stands for the class of

7Prota oras 331D ff. remarks that all things resemble
one another ln some sense or other. But it is not fair to
describe things as like which have some point alike, however
small, or as unlike that have some point unlike.
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bad pleasures (of course there may be several such classes
and several such ideas). The Parmenides had suggested that
it might turn out to be the case that there were ideas of in-
ferior or bad things, but the problem was dismissed there.
In other late dialogues divisions are frequently made (such as
those which classify the sophist in the Sophist) where one or
more "parts" of the original idea are ideas of bad things. But
it is here in the Philebus that the issue must be met, because
here the explicit task is to find s basis for and a definition
of the good. And in the earlier dialogues, the ideas were
often held up as the source and origin of all value. The ideas
were considered as ideal patterns the goodness of which par-
ticulars could share only in so far as the particulars resembled
those patterns. Once it 1s admitted, however, that there can be
ideas of bad things, it will no longer do to say that a thing is
good simply in so far as it resembles an idea -- any idea; nor
will it do to say that knowledge of universals is a knowledge
of ends and therefore, without further ado, of the good. If
some universals stand for good things arnd some for bad, then
the mere fact of resembling a universal 1s no guarantee of
goodness, and some other way of defining goodness must be found.
This other way it is the central task of the Philebus to discover.
It must be remarked, fimally, that Socrates has not up
to this point shown that pleasure 1s not the good, nor does he
assume he has proven it yet. 41l he has shown is that if the

hedonistic thesis can be proven a priori, or if it is taken as



a definition, then we must abandon all analysis. But at the
same time he has algso indicated that nelther will the theory

of i1deas provide a simple solution to the question at hand.

3. It 1s always possible, Socrates continues, to
create apparent varadoxes by saying that something 1s both one
and many. Protarchus, for instance, ls one person, Just him-
self; he 1is also tall, heavy, and dark complexloned, so he 1s
many. And of course he 1s tall relative to Socrates but short
relative to someone else. And so forth. To make such state-
ments about particular objects, like Protarchus, which are
senerated and pass away, 1s childish and easy and should be
d1scouraged, Socrates says (14D). But when we make such state-
ments about universals 1like man, ox, beauty and the good, then
there 1s zealous interest and controversy (15A).

It has been maintained that the kind of statements

ridiculed hLere were once very ilmportant to Plato.8

Phaedo
1028-103A makes the paradoxes which arise by predicating tall-
ness and smallness of one anl the same particular one basis

for the vostulatlon of 1deas. Republic 523A-5263 calle the

relation of the one to the many the basis for dialectical
education. Jackson takes thls apnarent auift in attitude as

oroving that Plato changed his mind radically concerning

8
Jackson, Journal of Philology, Vol. X, p. 264,
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the nature of ultimate truth -~ that it was no longer to be
found in the hypostatized world of ideas.

I believe it is true that the Philebus represents a
somevihat different attitude towards universals than the

9
Republic amd Phaedo but I also think it is dubious that the

passage under scrutiny is so decisive in indicating the com-
plexion of that difference. Here Plato is merely objecting

to any undue emphasis on the paradoxes themselves. This
certainly does not mean that the solution offered by the ideas
is to be rejected, but merely that once fourd, the problem
ceases to be very interesting. This is not because all
problems involved in the relation between ideas and the indi-
viduals are solved, but because Plato felt that the ideas, no
matter what their status, did solve ths paradoxes of the "one
and many" in regard to particulars. The Parmenides contains
the first expression of relative indifference towards this
problem. In that dialogue, Socrates considers it "not
particularly remarkable”" that one material object can have
opposite predicates at different times or in different respects;

this is explained, he says, by the theory of 1deas.lo

3
Ibid., p. 266.

10
Parmenides 128E-129E. Cf. also Sophist 251B, C.
Cornford comments (Plato's Theory of Knowledge, p. 297):
"...the 0ld question how one thlng can have many names is
distinguished from the problem of the interrelations of Forms
and dismissed as already solved by the theory of Forms, though
the precise nature of this participation may remain obscure.”
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What our present passage does show concerning Plato's
changed attitude towards the ideas is, I think, this: in the
earlier dialogues Plato had used the paradoxes to demonstrate
the inferiority of the passing world and the superiority of
tze realm of ideas where such paradoxes could not occur. In

the rhaedo, Symposium, Republic apnd other middle dialogues

tiie 1dea was treated as an icon, a perfect pattern, which was:
morelly, ontologically and aesthetically supsrior to particu-
lars as well as, of ocourse, universal, changeless and immaterial.
ilhen the idea was considered as an icon, it was hard not to
think of it as a thing, a very wonderful particular which was
one more denotatum of some general word. But the paradox of
being, for instance, both beautiful and ugly could never happen
(Plato thought) to Absolute Beauty as it could to a particular
beautiful object. Absolute beauty is always beautiful (Phaedo
100C, D). By the same token, two individual objects could
never be really equal in length; but Absolute Equality is
always and perfectly equal (Phaedo 74D). By the time he came
to write the Sophist Plato realized that this argument would
not serve to differentiate the ideas from particulars after
all. TFor an idea could participate in opposites also. Any
idey was the same as 1tself, for imstance, but different from
any other idea. As the Parmenides had hinted they might

(1298, 130A), the ideas were now exhibiting the same em-
barrassing paradoxes as particulars. Wevertheless, the ideas

remained the only satisfactory explanation of the paradoxes
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regarding sensible ob jects. liore important, the paradoxes
with respect to the ideas could be mitigated if the ideas
were not regarded as glorified particulars which could never
be divided in any sense (the Sophist showed this). 3/ith this
discovery, a crucial gap began to open between the function of
the ideas as the immediate source of all value and the function
of the ideas in the solution of the problems of knowliedge.
Although, then, there were still ambiguities about the
relation of 1dea to particular, the "miracles'" about the things
of becoming were no longer of great intrinsic interest compared
to the problems regarding the interconnections of the ideas.
Plato's purpose now was to demonstrate the possibility of
"dividing" the ideas, not among particulars (the problem of
the Parmenides), but among themselves. Vhere at first he had
insisted on the oneness of the idea as & solutlon to the
paradoxes concerning individuals, now the problem was to pre-
serve this oneness while permitting diaeresis or division,
which requires that ideas be "divisible" and have "parts.,"
Where early dialogues like the Buthyphro and Meno stressed
the unity of the idea exhibited in different particulars,
Philebus 12D stresses the variation of kinds under a single
concept. Where Republic 505C argued that particular pleasures
aust be condemned because they can be both good amd bad, and
hence belong to the changing world, the emphasis here is

Tather on the fact thst the universal, pleasure, must be



divisible into subordinate classes, some good and some bad.lg
The solution of the question at hand, whether the
gooé is pleasure, requires that ideas be divisible. The
difficulties of the type involved in saying Protarchus is one
and also great and small, heavy and light concern a particular
(Protarchus), while the real problem concerns a universal
(pleasure). A universal can "contain" contradictory particu-
lars or contradictory species, because a class of objects,
grouped by one characteristic, can include without contra-
diction units or classes denoted by another characteristic;
whereas the particular cannot be said to contain differing
characteristics, but to exhibit them, at different times, or
in different relations. The problem in the two cases is
different. In the case of pleasure, the problem is whether
or not the examples which are legitimate cases of pleasure,
and which notably differ in certain respects, can nevertheless
exhibit some further characteristic in cormon, namely goodness,
The problem in the case of Protarchus is whether the individual
can exhibit one relation to one thing and another dissimilar
relation to another thing at the sams time. The answer to
the second question is easy, even trivial, but the enswer to
the first is di fficult, Plato felt. Some of the main problems
of the Philebus therefore alreedy begln to emerge as those of

the whole late Platonic philosophy: how to maintain the

11
Vide J. Stenzel, Plato's Method of Dialectic, p. 137 ff.
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eplstemology of the theory of ideas whlle ridding it of its
ontological perplexities; how to re-establish the Platonic
ethics without direct reliance upon the theory of ideas; how
to validate the possibility and function of the dlalectic and

show its relevance to the discovery of ethical truth.

4. The difficulties Plato Is interested in are not
the paradoxes concerning particulars, then, but rather the
nature of universals and thelr relation to each other. In one
of the moest compact and problematic passages in the Philebus,
Socrates is made to summarize these difficulties. He is
discussing such "unities" (povéJBS) as man, ox, beauty and
the good, and he asks three questions about them:

(1) Do they really exist?

(2) 1In what sense can these unities, each being

a unit apart from all others, admit ting of

no change or generation, yet all be one?

(3) How is the unity relaigd to the unlimited
sensible particulars?

The first and third questions are definite and nesed
little explanation. The third is elaborated in the text into
two subdivisions: are we to say that the monads are divided
into parts which are distributed among the particulars, or

are we to say that each monad is present in its entirety in

12
This purports to be an accurate translation of
Philetus 15B except for the third question, which has been
sImpiified. Its full meaning is given, verbatim, in the second
Sentence which follows. Some of the considerations which have
led to this interpretation follow.
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each particular? This latter, Socrates adds, seem the most
ridiculous of all. In any case, the problems raised in the
third question are clearly those which were raised, but not
solved, in the Parwmenides.

The second question has proven the most difficult to

understand.l3

The text may well be corrupt. Yet none of the
suggested emendations has yielded results appreciably more
transparent than the original . Jackson reads the entire passage
as if it comprised only iwo questions, the second being "how are
we to suppose these monads -~ if they are each of them eternally,
immutably, one, neither coming into being, nor ceasing to be --
severally to retain this, their unity, and yet, either by division
or by multiplication, to be distributed amongst a plurality of

particulars?nl4

13
Bury, The Philebus of Plato, p. 13, n.5; p. 215 ff.
14

Quoted in Bury, The Philebus of Plato, p. 215,
Jackson expands this view in the Jourmal of Philology, Vol. X
pp. 262 ff. Hackforth (Plato's Examinaetion of Pleasure, p. 20
accepts the same gemeral interpretation as Jackson, believing
that these are just two sentences, and that the second concerns,
somehow, the relation of the monads and particulars. Yet his
translation is so absurdly awkward that with hardly a change it
can better be.taken as intending three questions than two. I
give Hackforth's translation of the second (and, I think, third)
question: "How we are to conceive that each of them [the monads],
being always one and the same and subject neither to generation
nor destruction, nevertheless is, to begin with, most assuredly
Egis single unity and yet subsequently comes to be in the in-
Algite number of things that come into being -- an identical unity
being thus found simultaneously in unity and in plurality.” It
1s at once clear that what comes after the dash here adds nothing
to what has been said, the sentence having already twice mentioned
the unity and oneress of the monads and once the fact of their
many examples. It is far simpler, I believe, to assume that the
second question proposes some difficulty about the unity of the
monads quite apart from particulars; it is ectirely clear, of
course, that the last part of the passage does deal with the
problem of participation. The trouble is thwt 1f thara 4a o
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Tnis interpretation requires a straining of the text, since

p@T; JéTbGTo can be explained only i1f more than two points are
intended. My greatest objection to Jackson's interpretation,
however, is that it does not ralse the problem of the relation

of the monads to one another; yet the passage leading up to the
questions, and the sequel, both require this as a major consider-
ation. 3ince neither the first nor third question is directly
about the interrelations of the 1deas, it seems likely a priori

15 pelieves that the second

that the second is. G. E. Moore
question does railse this point, but he is ratner vague concerning
the translation. The interpretation given here, which does not
require an extraordinary pressure on the text, is simply this:
how can these monads be one? We assume them to be comple tely
separate, to exist without change or modification; but in doing
this we attribute another predicate to them, namely unity or
oneness. This at once raises the gquestion of the communion of
the ideas. If all ideas mingle with unity (or the Sams, as in
the Sophist) then are they any longer one, since they have taken

on the character of a second idea?16

This is precisely the
question which is important in the Philebus. Is the idea of
pleasure a monad in the sense that il can never be analyzed or

divided into two or more species? We have rejected this question

15
Also quoted in Bury, The Philebus of Plato, pp. 215, 216.

16
: Just this point 1s raised in criticism of Parmenides
in Sophist 244B ff. The argument there is that if the All 1is
One, then it is not one because there are at least two, namely
the all and the one.
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with regard to the individuals as childish; the important
thing to know is whether pleasure itself can be divided, not
into particulars, but into other monads (such as good pleasures
and bad pleasures). The first question and the third question
raised in Philetus 15B are not relevant to the solution of
this problem. It is therefore not unreasonable to suppose that
there is a second question, and that it ralses the one point
which is most central and vital to the further development of
dialectic.

The ostensible reason for raising these questions at
this point is, Socrates says, to distinguish problems which
are "intensely interesting" and about which there is contro-
versy (15A), from the earlier problems concefning the one and
many which ere "common property" and which elmost everyone
agrees should be disregarded (14D). But once asked, does Plato
intend to provide the answers? Socrates remarks after listing
the problems that a poor solution will cause the greatest em-
barrassment, while a good solution is a profound satisfaction
(15C), and agrees with Protarchus that it is "our first duty
to thresh this matter out." Jackson feels that this passage
would be pointless unless Plato meant to solve the diffi-

culties mentioned,l7 and Stenzel is of the same opinion.18

17
Jackson, Jourpal of Philology, Vol. X, p. 267.

18
Stenzel, Plato's Method of Dialectic, p. 140.
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Grote, on the other hand, sees that these problems are the
same as those raised in the Parmenlides, but he cannot find

the answers in the Philebus or elsewhere.lg Certainly it was
not the habit of Plato to answer all the questions he pro-
pounded. What we must ask is whether a solution is necesgsary
for the discussion to proceed. Unfortunately, no clear answer
to this question is possible, partly, of course, because it is
not too clear what would constitute a solution. What happens,
in fact, is this. The first question, whether the monads
exist, is never explicitly discussed. I doubt that Plato ever
seriously wondered whether universals exist -~ the problem
rather was the nature of the universals and their manner of
exlstence. That he assumes their existence in somes sense here
is entirely clear because he assumes that the paradoxes con-
cerning particulars are solved, and Plato held that this
solution depended upon the existence of the ideas. The matter
of the nature of the universals and their manner of existence
is partly raised by the second two questions. And, if I am
right, a rather revolutionary ad justment in the nature of the

universals does emerge from the Fhilebus. This adjustment,

19

G. Grote, Plato, Vol. II. p. 558. Shorey 1s partly
right when he says that ".,.Plato does not state that these
metaphysicul problems must be solved before we can proceed.
He merely suys that we must come to such an understand ing
about them as will prevent the puzzle of the one and the many
froa confusing our inquiry. /e have no reason to look for a
Solution of them in the subsequent course of the argument.”
(4hat Plato Said, p. 316). But this last sentence denies any
Teal connection between the parts of the dialogue, and it is
directly contradicted by the passage quoted above (15C, D).




as I have hinted,'involves seeing more clesarly thapn before
that a universal is not a particular, that 1t does not have
the characteristics of a special particular, that it is
divisible by diaseresis, and that it cannot simply solve
ethical problems by being a pattern or model, at least in
any literal sense.

Tie second question, which I interpret as concerning
the relationship of the ideas to one another, is a crucial
one for the Philebus, and it 1is solved, or at least partly
solved, by the new analysis of the 1ideas suggested above,

The Sophist had already dealt with the problem of the inter-
relationship of a selected few ideas, but not explicitly with
the question of how such relationships are determined in the
case of division. HNevertheless, the solution which the Sophist
offers is applicable to division, amd the Philebus mskes this
application; how, we shall see presently. In any case, there
can be no doubt that Flato thinks the problem of the unit

ideas being divided is being dealt with in the Philebus, and
that he belleves a solution sufficient to jJustify using
diseresis has been found.

The third question, concerning the relationship of
universals and particulars, it is generally thought is nowhe;e
solved in the Philebus or elsewhere in Plato. Since philoso-
phers sre by no means agreed upon any general analysis of the
problem to this dey, it would be metty astonishing if they

were to hold that Plato solved it. On the other hand, I
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believe the Philebus has much to say on the question, and

that some of Plato's earlier difficulties are solved, or
solutions are at least suggested. Some of Plato's trouble
with the ideas sprang from the assumption that ldeas are

like the particulars which participate in them: the 1dea
Beauty 1is beautiful, for instance, and ideal Tallness is tall.
This notion introduces the "third man™ problem, as Plato saw
before Aristotle did; on the other hand, the solution does

not have to be so drastic as Aristotle'’s. Plato realized that
the solution to thls problem lay in recognizing the generality
of universals and their utter difference from particulars --
it d4id not (at least necessarily) require some form of
nominalism. Another closely related source of difficulty with
the theory of 1deas arose from the assumption that ideas are
icons or patterns from which particulars are copled, but which
are superior to particulars. As long as Plato held to this
view the ldeas could not solve the epistemological difficulties
they were invented to deal with, for the ideas wouléd not be
divisible as classes or meanings (or however we wish to
interpret universals), and there could be no ideas of bad
things. In addition, the "third man'" trouble would persist.
But these perplexities agaln would be mitigated i1f the idess
were no longer consldered as patterns (at least in the same
sense as before) and were no longer considered as realer or
better than particulars. This last remark, it will be found,

can only be asserted with great reservatlions. Plato never
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ceased to believe that 1deas exist as the objects of knowledge,
nor that they constitute the objects of the best knowledge. And
it 1s by no means certain that he was entirely willing to give
up the conception of the ideas as the source of reality and
goodness in the world, as even a casual glance at the Timaeus
will show., My point will rather be this; that Plato saw the
difficulties involved in trying to make the ideas both uni-
versals and moral patterns at one and the same time, and he
was willing to grant that this might be an error. The Philebus,
I take it, is an attempt to show that philosophic method, based
on the dialectic, does pot have to rely on the questiopable
aspects of the theory of ideas, and that a rationalistic ethics
can be built up without depending on ideal patterns which are
also universals aga source of goodness.

The purpose of this brief indication of the 'attitude
which I think Plato tcok towards the ideas in the Philebus
is to make it plain that the three questions raised at
Philebus 15B are not by any means ignored in the sequel. Plato
saw these questions as problems, and he set out to deal with
them as well as he could. To claim that he found definitive
solutions would be to claim too much; but to claim that he
ignored the problems or left them where he found them would
be to claim far too little.

When we come to consider why Plato felt bound to raise,
and try to answer, these objections to his theary of ideas, it

is interesting to notice that there 1is evidence that Zudoxus
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and Speusippus, whose ethical doctrines may be represented in
the Philebus, are also among those who are referred to by
Socrates as being intensely interested in the advanced form
of the problem of the one and many (15A). Eudoxus held that
particulars exist because of the mixture of ideas in them.
This view is attacked in the Parmenides, and is questioned in
the third problem stated in Philebus 15B. We know that in an
early work now lost, On the Ideas, Aristotle used the very
arguments of the Parmenides to combat the same theory; and

20 This is some evi-

Aristotle specifically mentioned Eudoxus.
dence that Plato was consciously attacking Eudoxus in the
Parmenides and that he has him in mind in the Philebus.

When Plato asks whether the ideas exist, and whether
they can mingle with one another, he may be thinking of
Speusippus, who abandoned the ideas as separately existing
entities apparently because he felt that to assume them would
eliminate all possibility of dialectic.zl According to
iristotle®® the difficulty which Speusippus thought he saw in
Plato's theory of ideas was that if the ideas are disorete,

there is no way for the species to be related to the genus.

20
This is known through Alexander's In Aristolelis
Ustaphysica Commentaria 96, 39-94, 24 which recounts
Aristotle's arguments against Eudoxus' version of the re-
lation of ideas to particulars. Cf. H. Cherniss, The Riddle
of the Early .icademy, pp. 78, 79.

2loe. Cherniss, The Riddle of the Early Academy, pp. 38-4l.

22
Metaphysics 109la, b; 1072b; 1086a; 1090a.
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If the "animality"™ in the i1deas of man and horse 1s the same
(idea of animal)}, then either the ideas of man and horss are
the same, or the idea of anima=l must be separate from itself,
lioreover, the 1ldea of animal would simultaneously have contra-
dictory characteristics.zs In Topics 143b 11-32 Aristotle
outlines this argument as a "stock method of disproving the
theory of separate ideas by showing that the existence of such
ideas would destroy the possibility of diaeresis and definition.”
Now this is the very objection to the ideas which Plato answers
in the Sophist and Philebus. The answer consists in saying that
(to use the example given) the idea of Animal has parts, two of
which are the ideas of Man and Horse. These two parts are not
the same as each other or the same as Animal, but neither is
the idea of Ainimal separate from itself, for its animality does
not differ from one part to another. The ideas of Animal, Man
and Horse are permanently "blended” without, however, being
identified. \ihen we say man is an animal, we do not negate the
ideas of man «nd animal, but assert (according to Plato) that
the icdea of Animal pervades, or is blended with, the idea of
lUan. Speusippus' argument applies only if we think of the

ldea as a concrete entity, the "parts" of which are conceived
a3 parts of its body rather than parts of its meaning or in-

tention. This kind of existence and nature I believe Plato

23
This argument is taken from Metaphysics 1039a 24-b
19. Cf. Cherniss, Aristotle's Criticism o% Plato, Vol. 1, p.43.

24
Cf. Cherniss, aristotle's Criticism of Plato, Vol. 1,
pPp. 5-7; 40.

24
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was willing to forgo for the ideas, at least tentatively.

This may show that not only the ethical doctrines of
the Philebus were common matters for dispute in the icademy,
but also the metaphysical doctrines. The further fact that
Speusippus and Eudoxus had interests in both fields suggests
a possible connection between the ir ethical theories and meta-
physies in turn. Speusippus, we know, was interested in
maintaining dialectic as a device for argulng, among other
things, that both pain and pleasure are opposite from the
neutral state which he considered the good, a view which is
discussed further on in the Philebus (44B). Thds he main-
tained against Eudoxus, who held that since pleasure is one,
and is opposite to pain which is bad, all pleasure is good.
From this Eudoxus reasoned that any particular which was
pleasant by reason of being a "part" of the idea of plsasure,
would also have to be good. In effect, this would be to deny
the possibility of dialectic.

If these connections and arguments were explicitly in
Plato's mind when he wrote the Philebus then we may interpret
the dialogue as attempting to strike a mean not only between
two opposed ethical doctrines but also betwsen two views about
the theory of ideus. 1Vie know that Plato rejected the view
represented by Eudoxus. Like Speusippus, Plato wanted to
retain dialectit as the most important method at the disposal
of the philosopher. Perhaps Plato wished, then, to meet

Speusippus' objections, so that dialectic might be retained
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to defeat the hedonism of Eudoxus; but at the same time he did
not wish to abandon his conviction that in some important sense,
universals exist. Some alteration, he may have agreed, was
necessary to meet Speusippus' objections. The trouble was
that this alteration left the ideas powerless to explain
(simply, anyway) the source of value in the world. The argu-
ment agailnst hedonlsm was thus strengthened by keeping the
dialectic intact -- but at the same time the positive grounds
in favor of Plato's rationalistic ethical viaws were apparently
destroyed.

If this analysis is accurate, then there is additional
evidence for taking the Philebus as dealing ocomsciously with
a dispute between Eudoxus and Speusippus. At the same time,
it increases our reason for believing in the lnner unity and
interdependence of the parts of the Philebus. For if I am
right , the partial compromise with a worldly ethics which
Plato makes in the Phllebus was forced by the revision of the
theory of 1deas, and this revision in turn was forced by a
desire to meet difficulties which he felt to be important.
The end result is still idealism, both in ethics and epistemology,
but it is an idealism definitely tempered compared to the un-
compromising death-morality of the Phaedo, and if peither the
hedonism of Eudoxus nor the nominalism of Speusippus are finally
accepted, yet neither are the exaggerated anti-hedonism of
Speusippus nor the exaggerated realism of Eudoxus. The Philebus

i1s thus a curious double compromise between the opposing views.
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And it should be strongly interesting to us because it shows
so clearly just what in Platonism Plato was most anxious to

preserve when the chips were down.

5. The one and the many, sSays Socrates, which are
utilizedé by reason (3fh; Xé&wV), always circulate everywhere
through all our discussions, both now and in the past (15D).
This is an ageless characteristic of the reasoning faculty
itself in us. Because this is the case, there is an irre-
sistible temptation to make trivial use of the one and the
many, and any young man discovering this is apt joyously to
impose his foolish arguments on anyone he can get hold of,
rolling things up and kneading them into one, and then un-
rolling and dividing them (15E-16A). This is a reference to
the "childish" form of argument dismissed earlier (15D) because
it dealt only with perishable things.

Now however, Socrates is invited to find "some better
road,"” and this he says is "that which I have always‘loved,
although it has many times left me alone and coanfused"” (16B, C).
This method is a "gift of the gods to m;en,"z5 given to men by
a 4ivine source just as fire was given men by Prometheus. To

it we owe all the inventions of art.z6 The ancients, who were

25
Phasdrus 266B also stresses the fact that dlalectic
is a "divine™ art.

26
Cf. Protagoras 320D ff. Protagoras tells how the
gods molded all creatures from a mixture of earth and fire and
the element s compounded from these. All animals were given some
equipment for survival; but when they came to man, none was left.
So Prometheus stole wisdom in the arts and fire (321D) and msde
man a partaker of a divine portion [ ©¢ixs f*o‘f)ds - 3224).




nearer the gods, handed this tradition down to us: that all
things which are ever said to be are derived from the one and
the many, and have in them the limit and unlimited as part of
their nature. Here follows a description of the method itself:

Since things are ordered in this way (as a result
of being derived from the one and meny), we myst
always assume that there is one idea {jpraxr tdgwv )
of everything, and must hunt it out -- for we
shall discover it there -- and if we lay hold of
this one, then we must look in the one for two
(if this is correct; if not, for three or another
number); and these we must treat again in the
same way, until from the original one (weT’&pXds £¥)
not only do we see that ghq;e is one and many and
infinite, but how many (omoca). Anq we must not
bring the idea of the infinite (&wsipoe 1déxr )

to plurality until we survey 1ts number between

the unlimited and the one. Then, and not until

tnag,‘ye may permit the one of each of everything

(TS v ERaaTov Tav Tr&yTwv) to pass on with-

out restriction into the unlimited (16D, E).

This erucial passage contains much which is very
obscure, and unfortunately the examples which are shortly to
follow serve in many ways to enhance the confusion. Never-
theless, certaein points do emerge even at first glance,

a. The language of the passage is of the sort which
Plato often uses when he is speaking of important and diffi-
cult matters and is afreid of being taken too literally. 'He
calls the dialectical method "the gift of the Gods" (or, he
modestly says, so it seems to him); it came to man by
Prometheus ("or someone like him"); and "men of 0ld” have
passeG on this gift in the form of a "saying.," The information
is third hand at best then, and even at that is in epligrarmatic

form. Plato could hardly have been more careful to warn us



against taking the actual words too precisely.

b, ‘#hat is described here is a method of "teaching,
learning and investigating," and it is the "instrument through
which every discovery ever made in the arts and sciences has
been brought to light" (16C). Both this and the phrasing of
the account itself make it entirely clear thet the method
deals with and yields understanding of the world of particu-
lars. It is quite clear that the ™ones"™ or "ideas™ are
discovered in the context of the many particulars and help
us, somehow, to learn about and investigate the world,
although how this is to take place is not yet clear.

¢c. There is a sudden and unexpected mention of the
"1imit" and "unlimited"; these are somehow linked with the
one and the many, and like the one and the many, are to be
found in all things. Later on the reason for this will
emerge, and 1t will be found that the limit and unlimited
are part of a general scheme of classification which embraces
all the existing objects of the wrld. But even if we did not
know this in advance, there are unmistakable hints that the
"one idesa" and the "many" which we are to find in it are
worth looking for because the world is constituted in a cer-
tain way. Tor instance, "everything which 1is ever said to be
is derived from the one and the many." I do not think that
we can take thls so literally as to mean that the visible
universe is caused or created by the ideas, but it surely does

mean that everything participates in some sense in the one and

63'
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the many. And let us be clear that this does not refer to
the "paradoxes" that everything i1s one because it 1s itself,
but many because it has many characteristics. It refers to
the fact that everything we seek to investigate falls under
some generic form, and that there is a discoverable set of
species into which that form can be divided. There is thus

a structure to the created universe which dialectic can trace

out:.zl7

Why this is so will come later; right here 1t is merely
stated as a faot: "because things are ordered in this way"
(that 13, are derived from the one and the many in the sense
just given) we ocan always be sure that there is a generic form
concealed in whatever we are investigating ("for we shall dis-
cover it there"). The method the Gods have handed down is not
arbitrary. It owes its success to the fact that both dialec-
tical discourse'?'8 and the created world are prevaded by the

one and the many, the one of the genera and the many of the
specles. According to Plato, the dialectical method would not

work 1f there were not monads (genera) and species to be dis-

covered in the world. For such genera and species are, of

27
Vid. Stenzel, Plato's Nethod of Dialectic, p. xxxiii.

28

Cf. 15D: ",..we get this identity of the one and the
meny cropping up everywhere as the result of the sentences we
utter; in every single sentence ever uttered, in the past and
in the present, there it is. Vhat we are dealing with is a
problem that will assuredly never o¢ease to exist; this is not
its first appearadce; rather it is, in my view, something
incidental to sentences themselves..."




course, universals, and heuace fixed and unchanging. To the
extent (and only to the extent) that there is evidence for
them in the world can we understand the world. And to the
extent (and only to the extent) that there is evidence for
them in the world do we know that creation is not completely
aimless and -unintelligible. This is what I believe Plato's
attitude to be, as I shall show in the sequel; I do not
suggest that analysis would not disclose a basic confusion
in his thought.

Close reading of the passage before us will reveal
two of the three aspects of the method which dialectic uses
to discover the truth. The analytic aspect of the method
(diaeresis) receives the most emphasis here because it is in
this dimension that the distinction. between the childish and
true form of the art of dialectic becomes clearest. It is
possible, however, even in this highly condensed account, to
find collection also described. Combination is not yet
mentioned, and it is in fact only implicit in what follows.

This will be explained presently.

6. Collection. The full dialectical method as out-
lined in the Philebus is intended to help us deal with any
subjJect matter; it 1s capable of defining a specles, classi-
fying the species in & gemnus, defining a genus, or of leading
us to the practical application of any special discipline.
But it accomplishes all of these ends in the same way, by a

complete investigation of a whole field of knowledge. We

65.
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learn about the parts, according to this .nethod, only by
mastering the whole. In the Philebus we are interested in
understanding and defining a whole art, namely the art of
living the good life, so that the lesser uses of dialectic

are incidental. But it is the fact that dialectic, as here
defined, must always start with the "one 1dea," the genus
which embraces the whole subject, that determines the starting
point of the method in every case.

No matter what it is we are interested in, then, we
must begin by searching for the most general single idea
whioh corresponds to the area of our interest or includes it.
The nature of things, Socrates says, assures us that there
always will be such a general single idea which embraces the
subject of our investigation; our first act must thererlore
be to "hunt it out"™ so that we can "lay hold of it.™ This
process applies whether it is a minimum species, a major sub-
species, or a genus which we want to study; or the inter-
relations between them, which can be expressed either in
theoretic or practical terms (this will be explained later);
no matter what we want to define or know about, we must begin
by finding the genus of the whole.

There are at least two obvious practical diffioulties
here, even if we grant from the start. that there are a finite
number of genera and species and that these exist both eternally
and yet also embodied in the created universe waiting to be

"hunted out."” The first difficulty is that there must be many
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(having granted thers are not infinite) genera which include
the same individuals and even classes of individuals. How
are we to know which one to choose? The answer to this
question seems to lie in the nature of our interest. Yhen
we investigate horses with a general bilological interest,
the genus is animal; when we investigate horses wlth war in
mind we might classify them as weapons (species: live; sub-
species: non-human, etc.). Plato could of course claim there
was only one genus under which a given species or particular
fell, but the classifications which he actually makes belie
this. I do not believe that Plato had any practical, unam-
biguous solution to this question, nor do I see how there
could be one. Let us grant, then, that when Plato tells us
to look for the one idea, he means the one idea vhich is
pertinent to our particular investigation and interest.

Even so, another problem arises. How general must
our genus, our one idea, be to rate as a starting point?
Obviously there 1s always a more general idea than the one
we have until we reach the idea of everytiiing. But if we
are always to go back to it, then why does Plato speak as if
there were different single ideas which we should hunt out in
each case; indeed, what hunting would we need to do if we knew
that every investigation would start from the idea of every-
thing? One answer to this is that as a practical technique
Plato takes only as general an idea as seems necessary for

the adequate study of his subject. This is not a logical
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rule, und there is no way to formulate it; but I am afraid
there is no better. In the Philebus we know that the object
of our search, the good life, is the subject of a falrly well
defined science, and this is often the case, as in polities,
shipbuilding, city-planning and so forth. In these cases
Plato assumes as the genus the subject matter of the art to
be studied. In many actual cases, arts or classes of arts
(using "art™ here in the broadest possible sense) provide
Piato with his classifications. There is a special reason
for this, as I shall show. At the moment it is worth re-
marking that arts emphasize purposes, and the essence or real
definition which the Platonic idea enshrines is frequently
couched in teleological terms.

The second answer to our objection that there is no
way to decide how large a generalization to start with is
that Plato quite frequently in the late dialogues did finally
take the genus "everything" as his starting point; there are

obvious examples in the Sophist, Timaeus, Philebus and Laws.

The advice to look for the "one idea" of whatever we may be
studying is thus often an invitation to start with the "one
idea" which embraces all reality.

Vle have made finding the one idea sound as if it
were merely a matter of deciding the scope of the subject
to be studied; actually of course, "hunting out"™ the one idea
is harder than that because it involves finding the "essence"”

of that unity. Plato does not tell us here what the essence
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is or how exactly we are to go about finding 1t , but the
examples of the method which follow, the information from
other late dialogues, and above all, the whole approach

and purpose of the early dialogues, give us some concept of
what is intended. This does not mean, unfortunately, that
no problems are left as to the nature of what we are calling
collection, but only that these problems are not peculiar to
the Philebus. I do not intend, therefore, to try to give
any new solutions or analysis of Plato's theory of definition
and essence in general but shall content myself with a few
remarks which are especially pertinent to the Philebus.

For the rest, the nature of the actual application of
collection 1n the Philebus will be examined as we go on.

a. It would be too strong to say that the early
dialogues are concerned with nothing but collection, but the
remark is helpful if it assists us in seeing that collection
means the entire process of defining or grasping the simple
true nature or essence of the thing (or concept or idea)
under examination. The word "simple" is 1nserted here to
mark a distinction between Plato's attitude in the early
Cialogue and in the Philebus. In the early dialogues, a
very large part of the task (possibly all of it) was con-
Cerned Just with finding the important or "true" nature of
bravery or holiness or virtue. In the Philebus this is still
neceséary, but the complete understand ing of the unity to be

Studied is only reveuled when its internal structure hes been
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analyzed (i.e., the pattern of species and subspecies con-
tained in it shown). In other words, we can find a definition
which determines the genus class without really knowing every-
thing about it. Its essence is divisible, and the divisions
must be made manifest before we have mastered the subject. That
is not the end of the matter either; but the point is that
collection (the purpose and end product of which is finding
the "one form™ we seek) is no longer conceived as a satis-
factory conclusion to philosophical research.

b. It becomes fairly clear in the Philebus that what
we want when we seek to define the essence of any idea (whether
of a species or a genus) is a condition or criterion by which
we can judge whether or not something belongs to that idea.

It would be unhistorical to say that what Plato seeks is a
class concept because Plato did not distinguish clearly
between classes and properties, nor even always, as we have
seen, between these and ideal particulars. And it would be
unhistorical even if Plato made these distinctions, because
his conception of division meant that he did not differentiate
between two classes one of which had as members species and
anotherfﬁhich had as members all ths particulars which fell
under those species.

¢c. Once we face the fact that there are genuine
ambiguities (from our point of view) in Plato's notion of
the one generic form, we need not trifle with unreal problems

concerning his meaning. In particular, we can now deal with
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the question what "collection" lnvolves. It is, as the
Philebus says, a matter of hunting out the one form in the
area of our interest. This I take to be identical with the
process described in the Sophist as preceding division; be-
fore dialectic advances to division, we must first "discern
clearly one form everywhere extended through many" (Sophist 253D},
And this, as Cornford points out,ag is the "preliminary process
of Collection" described in Phaedrus 265D as "taking a synoptic
survey of widely scattered forms and bringing them into a
single form."

The question whether the genus is to be interpreted
as a class of species or of particulars has been hotly debated;
whether, that is, what the single idea brings together is what
is common to the particulars that fall under it, or what is
common to the species that fall under 1t.50 The answer is, I
thick, that for Plato's purposes it did not matter which, and
he really thought of both as being much the same thing. This

29
Cornfard, Plato's Theory of Knowledge, p. Z67.

30

Ibid., p. 186 holds that collection "is wholly con-
fined to the world of Forms." Steuzel, though perhaps less
certuinly, agrees (Plato's Method of Dialectic, p. xvi).
Hacikforth (Pleto's Fxamination of Pleasure, pp. 142, 143)
states that "It seems simplest to conclude that Plato means
us always to think of the Forms mentioned in a collection,
(e.g. the various kinds gathered together into Jﬁnpnwnﬁ1ixh)~
at Sophist 226B-C) as reached by a previous Collection of
partIculars, since it is in fact, according to the Phaedrus
doctrine, only thus that they can be reached...” Philebus
16C-D he considers to be "ambiguous on this point.
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may seem pretty peculiar when we reflect that Plato drew such
a violent distinction between particulars and ideas; but re-
flection shows that this is not really the issue at all., Plato
is interested here in finding the common form; it does not
matter too much how we find it. The process is often quite
elaborate, as we shall see. In any case, what we seek is
general, not particular. If scanning particulars will lead

us to see what is common to them, good. If scanning species
will lead us to see what is common to them, also good; in both
cases we end up in the same place since Plato thought of the
genus as contalning, ultimately, the features common both to
the species and the individuals (as well as any sub-species,

1 A further consideration which leads to the same

of course).5
conclusion is this: it is often quite vague in any particular
case just how Plato regards the collection of cases which are
said to be contained in the single form. Plato very seldom
actually mentions particular cases. What he will say is "now
let us take pleasure {or pleasures); some are of the body and
some of the mind." Here pleasures of the body and mind are

two specles of the genus pleasure; yet we of ten get the im-

pression that this is a quick way of rounding up particulars,

31
An objection to this view which might be offered by
quoting the Republic to the effect that the dialectic "begins
and ends™ with Ideas would only make explicit the fact that
the dialectic of the Republic comprises but part of what we
are calling dialectic here.
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Or if this seems clearly a matter of collecting species,
consider the "pleasure of the wise man who rejoices in his
wisdom.” This is of course still a type of pleasure, not

a particular case; but it contains few enough cases to give
the impression of particularity. In eny event, one thing is

clear; the infima species must be collected from particulars,

or it would not be an infima species. Therefore we must

consider that Plato conceives of collection as including the
discovery of the common element both in lower forms and in
particulars.

d. We still have described the process of finding
the common form or idea only in vague or metaphorical language;
we must "search for it," "hunt it out" or "lay hold of it,"
Now we must ask how this is to be done. There is certainly
no one way to go about it, just as there 1s no one place to
look. Since the early dialogues are largely concerned with
finding and defining some universal, any method which is used
in them is available here. The Philebus adds nothing important
to this phase of the method; we are not bound then, to explain
in detail the Socratic devices by which a universal is approached.
In general, what 1s often called elenchus is most frequently used.
This is & technique of question and answer by which a proposed
definition or statement 1s tested both for self-consistency and
for consistency with postulates accepted by both parties. Vhat
is to be tested is, in other words, taken as a hypothesis in

order to see what the consequences would be if it were true.
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The testing uses the obvious logical devices; the syllogism,

sorites, reductio ad absurdum, and so on. Direct disproof

can be effected always by quoting a contrary case; this is
of ten done.

There are some qQuestions which one might raise con-
cerning the use of the elenchus for what we have called v
collection. First, it might be objected that what elenchus
tests must be a statement or something which we can put as a
statement, whereas what we are looking for is an idea or
common form. Part of the answer is that for Plato every
statement of lmportance is about some idea. This is not
enough however, for every statement about a form is not one
which defines its essential character. Ve must grant, there-
fore, that the elenchus can be used for other purposes than
finding the "one form." But when we are looking for an idea,
what we want, as we noted, is a definition of its essence.
This may mean some sort of statement of identity (as, "the
good for man is pleasure™) or it may be a listing of criteria
by which we can identify all those and just those cases which
fall within the scope of the idea. But in any case, "finding"
the idea means being able to maske & true statement which gives
the essence of the idea. Therefcre elenchus can test whether
or not we have found the idea.

Second, it may be objected that collection is a matter
of scrutinizing particulars or species in order to see the

common element, whereas the elenchus is a matter of testing
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possible hypotheses about what that common element is. But
how do we test the hypothesis? The mein way is to note
whether the cases which it would include are cases which we
pnutually agree come under the idea. If we discover that our
criteria for defining the scope of the idea include cases
which should fall outside, then the hypothesis is wrong; if

we discover that there are cases which the criteria exclude
which should be included, we reject the hypothesis. In

elther event, the testing 1s dopne by looking at the casses;

and this is all that collection requires. The process may be
more complicated, and it very frequently is when additional
premisses are introduced. Probably it could always be shown
that scrutiny of the particulars or the specles took place

at some juncture in the process. But rather than try to prove
this, I am willing to grant that there might be arguments
where the essence of an idea is arrived at by some other means;
I would therefore extend the meuning of collection to include
any such possible argument where the outcome is to discover
the essence of the generic idea.

A finel objection, and a serious one, to the use of
elenchus for finding the one idea, is that as a testing pro-
cedure it is only decisive as a disproof. Discovery of con-
tradictory cases can show that a hypothesis is wrong, and
discovery of very many confirming cases can make a hypothesis
very probable, but no number of cases can make it certain.

Plato's method 1s sultable for getting only probable results,



76.

while his epistemology demands certainty as an answer.
Unfortunately, I do not think there 1s any good answer to
thiis question. Professor Robinson, in what I believe to be
a tenable theory about the "upward movement" of dialectic in
the Reoublic,sz argues that the process which lets us know
that a hypothesis is true (that is, no longer need be tsken
as a mere hypothesis) is the intuitive realization that not
only have we found no objection to a hypothesis, but that
there exists no objection. The elenchus, in other words,
stops short of the final step; it is used to disprove inade-
guate theories, and it serves to try the adequats theory.
But the last step which, because it ylelds certainty rather
than probability is not inductive but intuitive, supervenes
on the testing procedurs.

Whether this is exactly what Plato meant by the upward
movement of the dialectic in the Republic I do not know, but
certainly it describes the actual technique which is often
used in the dialogues., The significant thing, and one which
cannot in any way be avoided, is that somewhere in the process
of finding the one idea and of grasping the essential common
churacter in a group of particulars or species, there comes

a moment which cannot be described as rational proof or as

32
R. Robinson, Plato's Earlier Dialectic, pp. 151 ff.
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empirical induction but oniy as intuitive vision: suddenly

we "see it."sa
One more remark about the negative aspect of the

elenchus must be added. This is that the disproof of inade-

quate hypotheses is frequently very useful in discovering

en adequate hypothesis. The relevant cases are reviewed

during the testing procedure, and while we are formulating

the criteria by which we ;udge the eligibility of genuine

cases we are at the same time often making strides toward

the discovery of a satisfactory definition of the essence

sought. For example, two important hypotheses as to the

essence of the good life are tested in the Philebus, both

are rejected; but the criteria and cases which we use to

refute the two hypotheses are highly useful in finding the

one idea we seek. In the same way, the seven unsuccessful

definitions of the sophist in the Sophist can easily be seen

to be helpful in arriving at the satisfactory definition, and

therefore, as Cornford Las pointed out, serve as a collection.

Thus the apparently negative results of the elenchus often

add up indirectly to a positive conclusion and constitute a

valid part of what we have called collection.

7. Division. The next step 1n the dialectical

examination of a topic is division. Thils is the feature of

33
Cf. Cornford, Plato's Theory of Knowledge, p. 186.
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the method of the late dialogues which is commonly held to
distingish it from the early dialectic which was satisfied

to reach the defining essence of the "one idea." That this
distinction between the early and late dlalogues is not
absolute is clear enough from the fact that examples of
division occur in the early dialogues; it 1s also evident
(though less obviously) from the fact that dlvision is some-
times used in the late dialogues just to arrive at a definition
of an idea (as in the Sophist).34 And as we go on, the inter-
relations between division and collection will become more
intricate until at times it will be hard to distinguish the
two. In particular, the impression we get from Plato's re-
marks on his method 1s that collectlion always precedes division;
but in fact there is no rule of precedence at all, or the rule
is much more complex than that. Yet collection and division
can be distinguished, if not by their order of application, at
least in their method of application. And if division is not
entirely new <o the late dialogues, the emphasis on it is,

We can partly understand why Plato no longer considered
collection as the end of philosophy by recalling the discussion
vhileh led up to this digression on method. Two propositions
were under consideration each of which pretended to define the
essential nature of the good for men, and of these two let us

select the first, namely "pleasure is the good for man." This

34

Cf. H. Cherniss, War-Time Publications Concerni
Plato, in the American Journal of Philology, April 1947, p. 139.




is clearly enough the kind of statement which, 1f true, would
show that we had found the "one idea™ of the good for man.
Now this particular statement could be disproven by pointing
out one bad pleasure. 3But such a refutation would neither
get us very far toward a satisfactory answer, nor would it be
a real disproof of hedonism, since a minor modification of the
meaning of the statement would protect it from this attack.
The more useful procedure, Plato believes, 1s to forget the
unity we seek for a moment and analyse the concept of pleasure
If large, important classes of pleasures turn out to be bad,
then the hypothesis can really be refuted. And at the same
time, we will have gained a much more critical knowledge of
the nature of pleasure which may turn out to be useful in
framing a satisfactory definition of the good life. Upon
analysis 1t develops that some pleasures are bad and some
good; this not only indicates that the simple identification
of pleasure and the good life is wrong, but also sugrests on
the positive side that there are some pleasures which may
belong in the good 1life. The division of the genus pleasure
is therefore essential not only to our adequate understund ing
of pleasure but also to our fruming a correct definition of
the good life.

Ultimately, however, the most important reason for
aCding something more to dialectic beyond collection can be
explained only by referring back to our discussion of Plato's

revised attitude towards the ideus. At one time, Plato

79.
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considered that to know the essence of any idea was to know
the ultimately real and valuable. Only after the gquestion
arose whether there could be ideas of inferior things
(Parmenides), after the discovery that there can be classes
of evil things such as a class of sophists (in the Sophist),
and after the need arose to divide the genus pleasure into
good and bad pleasures (Philebus), was it altogether clear
that knowledge of ideas is not always knowledge of valuable
ends., It might be plausible that in so far as a man partook
of the idea Man he was a good man; that insofar as a knife
partook of the idea Knife it was & good knife; that insofar
as a state partook of the ideal Jjust State, it was a good
state; but it was not only improbable but patently false (to
Plato) to say that insofar as a pleasure partook of the idea
Pleasure it was a good pleasure. A genus such as Pleasure
(or ..rt in the Sophist) might therefore have the epistemo-
logical unity that collection could confer on it without it
being certain that all species or particulars which come under
it are good, or are good to the degree of their participation.
a. In considering the technique of division in more
detail, it will be useful to follow this sequence: first
we will examine the structure of relationships which division
is sald to reveal; then the way in which this structure is
discovered; then how division is thought to assist the

philosopher in his aims.
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In a general way, it 1s not hard to grasp the object
of division. It is to arrive at a complete system of classi-
fication in which each thing to be classified falls not only
into the class which includes all the objects under consider-
ation, but also falls into some one smaller subgroup, and in
turn into some one still smaller subgroup, and so on. There
are certaln important but simple requirements: the subgroups
at any level must be mutually exclusive and yet comprehensive
(exclude no item to be classified); each subgroup must fall
wholly w;thin some next higher group or subgroup. These rules
always hold; there are other rules that hold for particular
divisions. Any simple filing system in which there is no
possiblility of ambigulty or cross-filing will do: 1imagine,
for instance, a vast central letter sorting machine in which
all letters for the continental United States are sorted. The
letters would enter through a single chute marked U.S.A.; this
chute would divide into 49 marked with the names of the states
and the District of Columbia; then each of these would divide
into numerous counties, townships, etc. and so on to the
Smallest subdivision. Ideally, no letter would lack a route
from top to bottom, no letter could properly end up in more
than one place, and there would be an unambiguous answer as
to the classification of each letter at any level.

This example serves to point up an important aspect
of Plato's concept of division: the divisions which it makes

Correspond to important "facts" in the real world. The United



8z.

States, Colorado and Wew Jersey, Astoria and Grand Raplds are

not logical inventions nor mere arbitrary subdivisions; they are
names of geographical areas which are distingulshed by such prac-
tical matters as state and city administrations, communication
systems and so forth. 1In the Philebus Plato stresses the fact
that dialectic cannot be conceived as using any arbitrary set of
subdivisions which might serve to exhaust the original genus.
Instead we must always search for the "particular number" of
species and subspecies which is appropriate to the case. Ve do
not decide how many subdivisions we wish any more than the postal
department decides how many states there are; we inspect the
situation to see just "how many" divisions are actually thers.

We are not finished dividing until we discover both the precise
number of species at each level and also Just how many levels
there are. This excludes the possibility of a mere dichotomy
based on one species and a contradictory (as "color" migh@ be

divided into "red" and".non—red").35 Division by dichotomy is

35
Division through dichotomy is permitted in the

Politicus (e.g. at 258B, C) and in the Sophist (cf. Cornford,
Plato's Theary of Knowledge, pp. 170 f££,). The difference, of
course, is that In these dJalogues Plato is chiefly interested
in finding a definition of a particular subspecies. When such
a definition Is sought, only one side or fraction of each division
is worth following, the one into which the obJect to be defined
falls. Thus each division is divided into "being" (the object
being in it) and "not-being" (the object not being in the other
part or parts). (Vid. Stenzel, Plato's Method of Dialectic, pp. 92,
95. Cf. Politicus 257€.) The fipal subdivision is the thing we
sought to define, and the definition consists of all the units
vaiich fell under the "being" side. (This is the quumhowny & dov
of Sophist 221A.) In the Philebus the interest is in the highest
genera, pleasure, mind and good, and so this restricted method of

eivision is less interesting except in so far as it explains how
false pleasures" can "be."
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ruled out, however, only when the purpose of division is to
apalyse a whole subject matter like pleasure.

It is of course a commonplace now to recognize that
classifications are highly conventional, that there are
infinitely many alternative systems, and that the choice be-
tween them is based on no other objective factors than our
interests and purposes and the usefulness of such classifi-
cations in attaining our purposes. This was not Plato's
view, however. That it was not 1s absolutely clear from the
passage befare us which makes the entire task of division
depend precisely on finding the "natural™ divisions in things.
Vhy it was not is a rather longer story, and one which wlll be
developed later; in general, the reason is that Plato believed
the world to be an object of purposeful design and that there-
fore there are real patterns and categories embedded in creation
which we must discover in order to understand it.

I stress this point here because there are aspects of
Plato's actual use of division which suggest that he did not
tlways cleave consistently to this theory. There are numerous
divisions of the genus Art in Plato, for instance, wvhich do not
use the same subdivisions; and theve are several different ways
of dividing the aspects of dialectic; and of dividing the genus
Everything; and so forth. But I am not sure that the general
theory that divisions can be based on some real and positive
features of the created world apart from our interests and

purposes requires that there always be a unique schema. It is



almost impossible to argue the point without giving Flato's
theory a fur more precise meaning. The conviction that there
are purposes and ends not our own easd which are expressed in
nature is a doctrine which can be worked out in many ways,.and
I do not think it is clear enough how Plato intended it to de-
cide the question at staks.

Other difficulties arise when we find that Plato, for
a1l his warnings, often neglects to finish divisions which he
begins (.irt in the Soghist), sometimes speaks as if divisions
were quite arbitrary (Philebus 23D), and often divides arti-
ficial objects as well as natural, although we would expect no

36 Yet thess

"natural Jjoints" between artificial objects.
difficulties only serve to show the practical problems involved
in the belief that science can profit from the assumption that
there are scrutable ends in the created universe; they are not

evidence that Plato ever abandoned his conviction. Plato never

claimed that he had discovered the truth or applied the dialectic

36
On "dividing at the joints" and the question whether

there are ideas of artificial object} Cf. Politicus 259D, 285B,
287C; Phaedrus 265E. According to Aristotle [(Hetaphysics 1070a
18) the "natural entities" (oméow (PSoetr ) were the only things
of which there were ideas for Plato. Epicrates is said to have
written a play which mentioned the finding of these natural
entities as the principal activity of the Academy (Athenaeus 1i.
59D). Jackson, Stenzel, and others have felt that this passage
in the Philebus shows that Plato had decided to abandon ideas of
artificial objects (like the bed in the Republic). It is not
very certuin, however, why dividing at the joints should exclude
beds or anything else from division. The Parmenides suggested
that when Socrates grew up, he would not hesitate to admit ideas
of all kinds of objects. sz. W. D. Ross, Aristotle's Metaphysics,
Vol. I, pp. xlix-11.)
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properly in any particular case and he often suggests that
any actual scheme of division may be wrong. But this suggestion
is not that of a man who thinks of divisions as arbitrary, use-
ful devices; such & man would pever call a scheme false, but
only useless or confusing. /e are bound to conclude that no
matter what the difficulties inherent in the view may be nor
how inconsistent his practice is, Plato never abandoned the
conviction that there are “"natural™ divisions in the world
and that dlalectic is right when it finds them and wrong when
it does not.

So far we have made use of an analogy to explain Plato's
conception of division. Now we must ask more definitely what
it 1s precisely that division divides. It does not divide
physical objects as the mail-sorter does; vhat then? Looking
at the passage in Philebus 16C, D we find that the sumnum genus,

the subaltern genera and infima species are described as '"ideas”™

and as "ones.” Nothing is said about dividing as such; we are
merely told to look for the one idea (the genus), then for two
(1deas) or three or however many there are, and so on. All

that we can safely say, then, is that division reveals a certain
set of relationships between ideas. Finding these relationships
in no way alters the ideas themselves; whatever division does,
it does not change the idecs. WNor does division change the
particulars which participate in the ideas. The process of

Givision is therefore primarily a process of discovery.
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vwhat does division discovery First of all, as we
have sald, a relationship between ideas; also, of course, since
this relationship applies to the world, it discovers something
about the world. yithout asking which part of the discovery
comes first, let us examine the relationship of the ideas vhich
is to be uncovered.

This is a mtter to which I do not think there is any
direct answer in Plato for the reason that Plato never decided
upanbiguously what the ideas were. Particularly in the Philebus
where, if I am right, Plato quite consciously suspended Judgement
about the nature of the ideas and their manner of existence, we
can expect no definite decisions as to the way in which they are
related. There are some comments which we can pertinently meke,
however, which may assist in understancing the part which division
plays in the Philebus.

The general question of the relationships of the ideas
is considered in the Sophist. The discussion there is not about
our particular problen, which concerns only the relationships
involved in division, but it is obviously relevant because our
problem is a case which falls unéder the scope of the broader
problen discussed there. In the Sophist, Plato speaks of the
ideas "blending." Some ideas, he says, necessarily blend with
each other; for some others blending is possible but not
necessary; for the rest blending is impossible. .is an example
Plato suggests a very simple division in which the genus is

Ziistence and the two specles are Motion and Rest. Here it is
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necessary for liotlon and Rest to blend with Existence; and it

is impossible for Rest and liotion to blend with each other.

These relationships will hold between the corresponding ideas

of any division: it will always be impossible for the species

at any given level to blend with one another; it will always

be necessary for the speclies at any given level to blend with

the speclies or genus which includes them. TFurther, when there

are more than two levels to the division, the ideas on the

third level and below must blend, not only with the ideas on

the next level above, but also (since these ideas are blended

with those above them) with every idea in the hierarchy above,

Blending, in other words, would seem to be a transitive relation.
But this does not turn out to be the case. Blending is

transitive provided we always move I1n the same direction, upwards

or downwards, through the division. But blending is never trans-

itive when we apply it to the relation between species in the

same level; for each of them will blend with the species or genus

above, but they do not blend with one another. The trouble is,

Ssimply, that "blending" suggests mere mingling, which is a sym-

metrical relation; when A mingles with B, then B mingles with A,

But the relation between specles and genus in division is

asymmetrical: since a horse is necessarily an animal, but an

animal is not nmecessarily a horse, it is clear that the uni-

versal Horse does not "blend" with the universal Animal in the

Same way that the universal Animal "blends" with the universal

Horse. "Blending" is therefore a misleading word, because it



suggests a misleading metaphor. "Blending" would be a better
word for the third aspect of dialectic, which I have called
v"oombining™; and Plato does, I think, use "blending" in this
way also. In any case, we can clarify our notlon of the relation
between the species and genus in division if we forget about
blending and think instead of some simple asymmetrical relation.
Then we can also say that the relation is transitive; if R is
the relation which stands between any species and genus, then
if Horse R Vertébrate and Vertébrate R Animsl, then Horse R
Animal., But since R is not symmetrical (as "blending" suggested),
we cannot derive the false result Horse R Dog because although
Horse R Animal is true, Animal R Dog is false.

These considerations of a very simple nature combine
to suggest that the relationships involved in a simple division
may be expressed by the notion of olass inclusion. In other
words, if ideas were classes, the relations between them in
division would follow the simple rules of a class calculus.
The generic idea is the all-inclusive class, and every other

idea is an included class. The infima species are the smallest

classes. ZIvery relztion between two ideas (eclasses) in this
system is completely expressed by the notion of inclusion;
there is no partial overlapping.

This view towards the ideas has the virtue of making
the vague term "blending" exact and giving it a logicul meaning
which can be used precisely in manipulutions. and I believe a

creet dezl thut Plato says about the icdeus and division in the
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late dlalogues, particularly the Philebus, can be squared with
the assumption that ideas are classes. Nevertheless, I am not
arguing for the interpretation of the ideas as classes, chiefly
because I think that while such an interpretation is helpful
when used tentatively, it obscures the real ambiguity in Pléto's
thought when applied dognietically. There is plenty in Flato
that resists the thesis that ldeas are classes -- I hardly need
mention this -- and it would be no service to try and deny it.
Before passing on to the next point, however, I should
like to discuss the position advanced by F. }. Cornford con-
cerning the blending of the ideas in the Sophist. Cornford
contends that the ontological implications of, Aristotle's treat-
ment of genus and species cannot be attributed to Plato.37 The
chief reason he gives is that the genus and species do not exist
in their own right for Aristotle and they do for Plato. This
means, Cornford says, that the highest genus for iristotle is
the furthest removed from reality and the most empty of content,
while for Tlato it is "the richest, a universe of real being, a
whole containing all that is real in a single order."38 FPlato's
dialectic tells us about ideas, Cornford remarks, not individuals
or classes of individuals, while in Aristotle's philosophy the

only proper subject for a statement is a particular substance.39

37
Cornford, Plato's Theory of Knowledge, »n. 268, 269.

38
Ibid., p. 270.

39
Ibid., p. 268.
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This distinction leads Cornford to conclude that (1) the ideas
cannot be classes and (2) therefore the blending of the ideas
cannot be represented by the notion of class inclusion.40

Now I do not wish to discredit Cornford's very manful
attempt to make sense out of this part of Plato's epistemology,
and much of what he says is plainly helpful. The distinction
he draws between Plato and aristotle was, after all, insisted
on by aristotle. WNevertheless, I would like to show that the
distinction is not so easily drawn as either Coraford or
Aristotle seems to think; and also that Cornford has given no
good reason for not considering the ideas as classes and the
blending the relation of class inclusion.

Quite general considerations, which have very often
been remarked before, suffice to show that there is less clarity
than confusion in the distinction between Aristotle’s predicates
and Plato's ideas at the level we are discussing. "Division,”
whatever it may divide and whatever the relations between the
things divided, is certainly common to both philosopaners. They
may mean éifferent things, and they may describe what happens
differently, but there is a suspicious similarity in the result.
And let us loock closer., Aaristotle, we are told, said only
individual substances could be the subjects of sentences. This
may be so: nevertheless Aristotle also said that the individual

was, per se, unknowable, and that it was only the universal

Z0
Ibid., pp. 270, 271.
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predicates which yielded knowledge. TFurthermore, Cornford
gives, as a perfectly good (and standard) Aristotelian sub-
ject "all men"; but "all men" is neither an individual nor

a mere aggregate (cf. Cornford, op. cit., p. 270, n.l)bw a
class, which is abstract and universal. Airistotle is very
often willing to make statements about abstract universals,
and his statements about them are very similar to Plato's re-
marks about the ideas., TFurthermore, the relations between
aristotle's abstract universals (genera and species) in
division are the same as the relations between the Platonic
ideas in division. And both men agree that we can know the
abstract universals but not the particulars. The difference
between them, then, is not, as Cornford would suggest, in their
account of division; it is in their answer to the question
whether the abstract universals, with which both are agreed
that division deals, exist. And here, of course, we aTe
taught that Aristotle und Plato are exactly opposed.

It would go very far from the subject of this thesis
to examine this point in detail. Tor the sake of our argument,
it is enough to have shown that in the actual technique of
division there is no important difference between Plato and
aristotle, and that there thus remains no clear objection, on
this score, to the view that Plato's dialectic deals with
classes und that the relation between the ideas in division
is that of class inclusion. Nevertheless, I wish to add a

remark which I believe is not impertinent on the question of
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the existence of the ideas. The difference which 1s said to
remain between Aristotle and Plato in this matter is not so
much exaggerated as it is misrepresented. The misrepresentation
lies in taking Aristotle at his own valuation when he tells us
that there is an absolute distinction between his own and Plato's
views towards the existence of abstract entities. There may be
a distinction, but it is not a very clear one. Let us think of
Plato first. What kind of existence does Plato say the ideas
have? These are the main points on which Plato relies to prove
the existence of the ideas: they are the objects of certain
knowledge; they are changeless; they exist out of space and
time; they cannot be objects of sensation. And how about
aristotle? He would agree that the genera and species, which
he correlates with the formal aspect in things, are the only
intelligible factors; that they are changeless; that they are
abstract, not concrete; that they are not sensible in them-
selves. TFurthermare, about half the time he holds that the
real essence of a thing is its formal cause which is defined

in terms of genus and species; at other times he says the
essence is the final cause, which turns out to be defined in
the same way. This surely marks no Inmportuent difference with
Plato, whose idea 1is Jjust such a mixture of form and purpose.
Our conclusion up to this point would be apt to be that for
Flato and Aristotle "existence" 1s an honorific term to be

applied according to taste -- and that their taste differed.
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Probably the real difference, however, and the im-
portant one, concerns the locus of value. In this respect
too, both Plato and aristotle have basic confusions which
brings them unexpectedly together. But even granting this,
there is a very broad difference in ethical theory between the

early dialogues of Plato and the Nicomachean Ethics which no

one can niss, and this difference affects the status of the
ideas. Without laboring the point, the difference can perhaps
be brought out by saying that Plato, in the early dialogues,
cannot decide whether the ideas are abstract entitles or
particular, concrete entities (that is, things with such
properties as tallness, beauty and perhaps even -location).
Plato wants the ideas to resolve certain epistemological
questions, which require that they be abstract; but certain
ethical problems seem to require that the ideas be particular
patterns which other particulars resemble. The whole problem
of participation wus greatly aggravated, as I have remarked,
because the ideas were sometimes thought of as particulars.
And this aspect of the ideuas Aristotle very rightly criticized
and ridiculed. If by existent Plato meant concrete and par-
ticular, then Aristotle certainly was justified in holding
that the ideas should not be said to exist.

My view is, as has been stated, that Plato had glven
up, at least tentatively in the Philebus, any contention that
the ideas are concrete or patterns. As a matter of fact,

Plato never once states that the ideas exist in the Philebus,
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much less that they are realer than partioculars; and, as we
shall see, he very carefully avolds making the 1deas responsilble
for value. Of oourse, he does say that dialectic examines the
ideas and their relations, and that dialecteknows the eternally
true and the real (Philebus S58A). But the ideas are found in
particulars; perhaps they are classes of partioculars; and what
is known about genera and species 1s known about the entire
world. The knowledge which dialectic ylelds is of the world

as well as of ideas, although of the world only insofar as it
is informed; the reality which dialeotic knows 1s therefore

not necessarily the 1deas.

The question why Aristotle continued to belabor Plato
for a view to which Plato clearly saw the objections himself
can only be answered by conjecture. The abandonment of the
idea as concrete pattern may not have been permanent, We find
the doctrine, although clothed in myth, in the Timaeus; &and

the Seventh Epistle certa inly asserts it. Our concern here

is with ths Philebus alone, and in the Philebus, nothing 1is
made to depend on the assumption of any particular sort of
existence or value in the idea., That the ideas exist may still
be assumed; but this alone lacks the usual Platonic tone unless
accompanied with the assertion that only the ideas exist -- and
this we do not find.

There is a point in the Cornford argument to which I
would like to return. Cornford contended that since dialectic

is never about particulars it could never be about classes
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(such as "all men," "all animals," etc.). To make this point
clear, as well as the point that the blending of the ideas is
not the same thing as class inclusion, he provided two diagrams,
one showing the relation of class inclusion, the other of blend-

ing. I reproduce them here:41

1. Class Inclusion 2. Blending

Animal

All Animals

In the diagram on the left, the circles enclose classes;

in the circle on the right, the variously shaded sectors repre-
sent different ideas. Where there are overlapping shadings,
the ideas are "blending." Here, for reasons which I do not
understand, Cornford has represented two different divisions
for comparison. But of cuurse, there is no reason mot to
represent the same division in the two ways and thus come
closer to a decision as to what the difference is between the
two types of diagram, and hence (according to Cornford) between
Aristotle and Plato and between class inclusion and blending. To
make the point quite clear, let us first represent by the usual
schemata the two divisions suggested by Cornford. They are:

41.
Ibid., pp. 270, 271.
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1. 11 mals 2. Animal

Men Llons ? Biped ?
\

Rational ?

¥We see at once that one of these divisions is quite different in
nature from the other; but it can hardly be held that the scheme, as
distinguished from the terms or concepts, on the left is more sult-
able to Aristotle than Plato; both Plato and Aristotle use both
sorts of schemes. Now let us represent each of these divisions

by Cornford!s two methods.

1. All Animals
Men
Lions
2. Animal
Biped
Rational

These diagrams, in which no attempt has been made to alter the
way in which the spaces are named, should suffice to show that
there is no difference of any importance in the pictorial part
of the diagrams between the two methods suggested by Cornford.
The use of circles within the outer circle in one case and thé

use of pie-divisions in the other is not a logical difference
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and does not alter the relations of the parts. Nor does the
shading of the sectors add anything (in a logical sense) to
the right hand ciroles, since an altogether similar system of
overlapping shadings could easily be added to the left hand
diagrams.

To this Cornford would probably answer that the differ-
ence between the diagrams (apart from the labels) 1s not meant
to be a logical difference, but merely a visual suggestion of
what Plato might mean by blending, and that the difference in
the labels reveals the important difference. It would be hard
to argue about this, sinoce the difference between the two types
of dilagrams would then be held to be one of psychologlcal sug-
gestion;. the question what the difference to be suggested is
remains, and must be examined with respect to the labels. The
difference to which we are reduced, then, is that some of the
diagrams seem to concern classes (e.g. all animals) while the
others concern properties (e.g. animal, biped, rational). With
respect to the phrase "all animsls,” it is quite certain that
it does designate a class; such woxrds as "animal" however, are
actually ambiguous, and can be used to designate either a olass
or a property. In general, we would say that the extension of
a word like "animal™ was a class and its Iintenslion was a property.
(The same, of course, is true of such words as "man" and "lion").
Now, is it right to say that the diagrams numbered 1 represent
relations between extensions (or oclasses) and that those numbered

2 represent relations between intensions; or, in general, that
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this is the difference between Aristotle'} end Plate's con-~
ception of division? We have already shown that there is
nothing about the form of such diagrams which would tell us
that one kind concerned classes anml the other properties. 1In
faot, we may say quite generally that the relations between

the intensions and the extensions of terms used in division can
be represented by exactly the same kinds of diagrams. This is
not, however, to say that the relations between the intensions
and extensions of certain terms will always be represented by
the same diagrems; this is not the case, of course. The reason
is that extensions are determined by the facts of the world,
while intensions are not. As a result, the relations betweesn
extensions sometimes depend upon the accidents of nature, while
the relations between intensions are independent of sush acci-
dents. 1In spite of this difference, however, the relations
between extensions can often (not always) be known and stated
quite independently of fact; and in these cases, the diagrams
which represent the relations between intensions and extensions
will be (at least from a loglical point of view) identical. For
example, whatever the facts of the world might be, it would be
true that all men were animals (i.e., that the extension of the
term "man" is a subclass of the extension of the term "animal”);
this would be true even if there were no men. This 13 true
because of the relations between the intensions of the terms
"man” and "animal." And all such cases, where the relations

of the extensions are determined by the relations of the
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intensions, ocan be represented by identical dlagrams; and in
all such oases, there 1s no reason, so far as the relations
glven in divislon are concerned, not to state those relations
by a class calculus -- that 18, in terms of the extensions.

The question whether division deals with extemsions
or with intensions turns out, then, to be quite undeocided by
the diagrams we use to represent it in all those cases whers
the relations between extensions are determined by the relations
between intensions. It 1s falr to say, then, that in such cases,
division may be considered as neutral as to whether what 1ts
terms designate are olasses or properties.

We might consider that the problem could be approached
by seeing whether Plato (or Aristotle) ever makes statements
in a division the truth of which dependson extensions. A clear
case would be such a statement as ™"men are featherless bipeds" --
a statement whioh Plato seems to toy with, but not definitely
expouse; in the Politicus. But unfortunately, many cases are
ambiguous because we are not given definitions (i.e., we are
not told the intensions) of the terms involved. Does the truth
of the statement that men are bipeds depend on the extensions
of the terms "man" and "biped," or does it follow from their
intensions? We can only tell if we know what the intensions
are, and this 1s often a matter of oconvention. In general,
however, I believe we can say with some assurance with respect
to division, that neither Plato nor Aristotle is much inter-

ested in relations between extensions which do not follow from
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the intensions of terms. The reason I feel reasonably sure
about this 1s that division, for both philosophers, deals with
the relations between entities which are designated by their
essential characteristics. And whatever else it may mean, one
thing is certain about the essential characteristiocs of a thing --
they are determined by intensions, and never by extensions alons.
In other words, it is emough to know that intensions alone do
not require that featherless bipeds be men to know that the
essence of man cannot be defined by the terms "featherlass”
and "biped."

The outcome of this discussion is not a solution to
the question whether ldeas are classes or properties, nor to
the question what the difference between Platonioc ideas and
Aristotelian universals is. The outcome is entirely negative,
and may be stated in this way: the difference between division
based on extensions and division based on intensions 1is not the
difference between Plato and Aristotle. Both men seem to be
interested only in cases where the relations of extensions are
determined by the relations of intensions; this seems to be
required by the fact that they deal only with essences. In
any case, both men speak of universals, whether these be con-
ceived as olasses or as properties -- and the question whether
either philosopher means by universals olasses or properties
18 not settled by the way they use division. For division

based on the intension of terms will say exactly the same things
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whether those terms are taken primarily as designating olasses
or not., Thus the fact that Aristotle seays, for instance "all
men are animals" does not mean that he 1s dealing with indi-
viduals, or with classes, in any sense that Plato is not when
he Bays "man is an animal." Both statements may be taken
either as sasylng that the class of men is included in the class
of animals; or as saying thgiitgg property of being a man is
necessarily implied b?iztgsproperty of being an animsl., This

I maintain, of course, only with regard to division; my point
is merely {(as against Cornford) that division does not require
that the terms employed designate (exclusively) classes, or
properties; still less does it require that elther propertles
or ¢lasses exist. Therefore, Cornfordhas said nothing against
8 possible interpretation of "blending" as class inclusion; nor
has he shown that, so far as division is concernsd, Aristotle
talks exclusively about individuals or olasses (Cornford con-
fuses the two) while Plato talks exolusively about properties.
By the same token, I cannot see the justifiocation for Cornford's
statement that for Plato the highest idea is "richest™ while
for Aristotle the highest genus is "poorest"; from a logical
roint of view, they seem to come to the same thing.

b. We now ocome to the question, how a division 1is to
be construocted, i.e., how we are meant to discover the re-
lations between ideass (however conceived) which are set forth
in a division. Plato describes this process as vaguely, and

in much the seme way, as he described how we discover the
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common character in a collection. Here are the main passages
which deal with finding divisions:

16D ..o.When we grasp the one (pg—rakdﬂu;w) we must go
on from one form to look {OkKofrgiv ) for two, if there
are two, otherwise for three or some other number of
forms...

17C,D ..eWhen you have grasped...the number and nature of
the intervals...

/
17D .s.0nly then, when you have grasped (N ns) all this
(the divisions) have you gained real understanding;
and whatever be the 'one' that you have selected
for investigating, that 1s the way to get insight
about 1it,.

18A When you have got your 'one,.,..whatever it may
be, you must not immediately turn your eyes to the
unlimited, but to a number...(you) must discern
{k~mt voziv) this or that number embracing the
multitude,

18B,C Theuth...discerned (K«T«voncsv) the existence, in
that unlimited variety, of the vowels -~ not ‘vowel'
in the singular, but 'vowels' ia the plgral..;
and as a third class he disoriminated (JdiecTHo aTo)
«sothe mutes...he divided up the noiseless ones... in
the end he found a number of things, and affixed to
the whole collection, as to each single member of
it, the name *letter.!

These instructions are not very clear; we must, there-
fore, consider in what way we are to "discern,” "grasp" or
"look for™ the divisions we seek. Several answers suggest
themselves: we may find the divisions by scrutinizing the
genus; or by some form of deductive reasoning; or by the
"inductive" process of collection; or by collection plus
some further process.

i. By sorutinizing the genus. Division generally

proceeds by taking some universal as genus and "dividing" it

into two or more species. Fach of these is then divided in



turn until the division is complete. The answer to the
question how a division is made would therefore seem to be
that we simply look at the universal to be divided until we
see the Joints, and then divide. If Cornford is right that
the genus 1s the "richest™ idea, this should be easy; it is
hard to see what "rich™ can msan except that the genus is so
constructed that we can find the species in it without search-
ing elsewhere.

Unfortunately, it i1s impossible to see how this could
be done. There would seem to be nothing about the universal
Animal whioch, per ge, suggests the universal Cat or Horse.

The species do suggest the genus; it does follow from the
nature of the universal Cat that every cat is an animal (or
that whatever has the property of being a cat has the property
of being an animal). But this is the reverse of division, and
lends no welght to the theory that we can "discover" the
species in the genus.

ii. By deductive reasoning. If mere scrutiny of the

genus yields no clue as to the species; then there is perhaps
some traln of deductive reasoning which will lead from the
genus to the species. This has apparently been the opinion
of those scholars who have identified division with the down-

ward movement of the dlalectic in the Republi .42 There can

———

42
Cf. Robinson, Plato's EBarlier Dialectic, p. 171 for
& full acocount and oriticlsm of this view.
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be little doubt that the downward movement of dialectic in
the Republic represents a deductive procedure: 1t depends
on using certain hypotheses as premisses and deducing oconse-
quenced from them. But in what sense can division be saild to
do this? Nothing can be deduced from a universal; deduction
can only follow from a statement.

Suppose, however, that we enlarge our view of division
somewhat. Collectlon, we found, may be sald to culminate in
a discovery of the essence of the genus, and the essential
nature of the genus can be proclaimed in a statement. Division
might be sald, loosely, to start from this statement, instead
of from the universal alone. Can we deduce some statement
about the specles from the statement which defines the essence
of the genus? For example, can we deduce the truth of

1. All cats are animals
from

2. Animals are living bodies with a soul {or soms
acceptable definition of "animal")? Obviocusly we cannot un-
less we have some further premise. Such a premise would
presumably tell us the definition of "cat"; and this would
presumably be 1 in oconjunotion with one or more other state-
ments, But in that case, 1 would follow directly from this
other premise, and 2 would be unnecessary. There would thus
seem to be no sense in whioch we could be said to be able to

deduce the species from the genus.
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Of course, this is not to deny that the relations
between universals which divisions reveal are analytic truths:
the truth of 1 does follow from the relations between the
universals Cat and Animal, and can be deduced from the defi-
nitions of their essences. But such truths as 1 can only be
proven when we know the definitions from which they can be
deduced, and vhen we kiow these definitions, we already know
the structure of the division we seek.

iii. By induction. There is a way of discovering a
division suggested in the Philebus which does not go down
from the genus, but starts from the partioculars and rises to
the genus, When, for some reason, we must start with the
"unlimited™ (that is, the particulars), then

we must not go immediately to the one (genus), dbut

must think of a number having some definite

quantity (the species) and must end by passing

from all to one (18A,B).

Since this passage ocours in a sentence which describes
division, it is unlikely that Plato thinks he is descridbing
collection again. Nor is there anything about collection

which requires that we think of some definite number of

species as we go from the individuals to the genus. Collection,
in fact, does just what we are told not to do in this passage:
it goes immediately from the "unlimited™ to the "one." Wor do

I see any way in which we can interpret this as the upward path
of the dimlectic in the Republic; for here we are clearly speak-
ing of ideas (universals), not hypotheses or statements. And

there is no special reason to warn anyone against going too
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rapidly to a statement which is not a hypothesis, because
there 1s no way it could be done.

It seems certain, then, that we have before us what
Plato considers an alternative way of discovering a division.
This method consists in going, not from the individuals
directly to the gemus, as in collection, but in going from

the individuals to the infima species, from the infima species

to the subaltern species (if any), and so forth until we reach
the genus. The question now 1s, how do we Tgo" from one to
snother? How, first, do we go from the particulars to the
infima species? Plato does not tell us. The reason, 1 think,

is that the process 1s loglcally identical to collection. It
is true that collection goes directly to the genus. There is,
as we have seen, no real way to tell what the genus must be;
but even if we restrict collection to the discovery of the
common element which defines the genus in any given hierarchy,
there is no logical difference between collection (defined in
this strict way) and the process which finds the common element
in the particulars which defines the infima species. And since

collection caﬁ also consist in finding the common element in a
number of species, there is no reason the higher steps cannot
also be called collections; in any case, they are exactly
simjlar to collections. Thus in the "reverse division" of
Philebus 18A, B we have found one way, at least, in which a
division can be discovered: by a series of collections.

iv. Collection and Division. Does this m=2an there
is no difference between collection and division? It is evi-

dent at once that it does not. Even if we were to decide that



there i1s no other way of finding a division than through the

use of collection, still the process of division would differ

from the process of collection. The process of collection

involves inspecting a group of particulars or specles and
stating thelr essential common element. Examples of such
statements as the outcome of collections might be: "all men
are ratlonal animals," "the good life is a mixture of pleasure
and intelligence,™ "the subject of this art is all sound with
pitch," "the quality common to épuisitive art and productive
art 1s the quality of being an art."™ The process of division
involves recognizing the logical relations between various
universals, and stating these relations in terms of species

and genus. Division thus issues in such statements as "all

men are either Greeks or barbarians," "art may be divided into
the aquisitive arts and the productive arts," "pleasures are
either mixed or pure."” It can be seen that if we made a series
of collections which exhausted the structure of a division, and
we were to put the results into statements, then not only would
we know the structure of the division, but the statements in
wvhich we put our knowledge of the structure (i.e. the statements
of division) would be directly deducible from the statements

of collection. To take a simple example, suppose we have a
genus, Color, with just three species, Red, Yellow and Blue.
Collection, let us say, inspects the cases of redness and states
that "everything that is red reflects light of wavelength n";
and similarly for blue and yellow (substituting other constants
for "n"). Collection also examines the species and states that

"everything that has color has a wavelength of n or m or r."

1o07.
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Division ocan now state that "everything that is colored is
either red, yellow or blue,” and it is clear that this state-
ment follows deductively from the results of the collections,

We might say, then, that the relations between speciles
and genus in a division exist whether we know them or not,
that these relations are always stated in one way when we
"divide," and that they may be stated in another when we
"collect." I say "may" because collection proper may also
go immediately from the particulars to the genus. But if it
does, then the further relations in the division can only be
discovered by performing other, subordinate collections: we
must always see that some higher genus is common to the
species before we know that we can "divide™ that genus.

There is one further question which needs to be de-
cided. If we perform all the collections necessary to dis-
covering all the relations of a division, then can we say that
division, as separate from collection, yields any new information
beyond what can be deduced from the statements of collection?
The answer would seem to be that it does. The additional
information is this: that the division is complete. Suppose
we know that the property common to red, blue and yellow is
that they are colors (that is, they have one of the wavelengths
which define colors). Suppose, further, that we know this is
the essential common feature; in other words, that no cases can
turn up which are colors but do not have one of the given wave-

lengths, Even then, there is no guarantee, waen we come to
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division, that we have collected all the species. If we know

that we have, this 1s in any case an additional pilece of in-
formation which 18 not essential to colleotion. But how could

we know that we knew all the specles in a given genus? Collection
can not tell us it; nor do I see how else 1t could be lsarned,

or, if 1t were known, proven. We must, I think, conclude that
this is something which 13 somehow given intuitively; and that

it 1s something which we must know in order to proclaim that a
division 1s completes.

6. We may now summarize the useful results which may
be expected from the process of division. Divislon reveals a
group of relations between universals or ideas; these relations
are determined & priorl by the nature of the universels them~
selves. As8 a result, a number of analytioc statements ocan be
made about the relations of the universals. These statements
may concern classes or propertles; the two kinds of statemsnts
can be intertranslated. Some of these statements can be ocon-
sidered as definitions.

In addition to the statements which follow from the
essential nature of the universals involved in a division,
Plato seems to believe that there are several other truths
we learn from a division. These other truths cannot be sald
to follow from the nature of the universals alone; they are
not analytliocally true, but are synmthetic statements about the
world; Plato nevertheless considers them to be a priori. These
truths are of two kinds. The first oconvey the information that
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the division is complete. Such information would be analytic
only 1f a division were dichotomous in the logical sense;
Plato excludes such divisions in the Philebus. Therefore
division, as discussed in the Philebus tells us something
about the world: npamely, that no species exist which are not
included in the division, The reason Plato believes he knows
this 1s, I think, that he belleves that the world was created
by a rational mind. The rational mind used dialectic (includ-
ing, presumably, division with its genera and specles) as a
gulde in creating the world; it is therefore certain that the
number of species will not inorease or change, and that there
is a real pattern in the universe for us to find and study.
The second kind of information which division conveys about
the world follows from the same teleological assumptions: it
is that there are absolutely definite species (and genera)
embedded in the universe, and that therefore some schemss of
division are true and others false., By "embedded in the uni-
verse™ I mean only that the particulars which exist can be
understood and studied {in Plato's opinion) only if we hit on
the right dlalectical scheme, because this scheme was used by
the divine mind which created the world. This last point 1s
no different than what Plato has in mind when he tells us that
dialectioc must "divide at the joints™ or that it must find "the
partiocular number" between the one and the indefinite.

In the Philebus, the various things which we can lsarn
from. division and colleotion combine to form the enalysis of
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the subject under sorutiny. The subject of the Phllebus is
the good life. Collection discovers that one feature which
something must have to be a good life is that 1t must be a
mixture of pleasure and intelligence. Division shows that
this mixture can be exhaustively divided into two species,
pleasure and intelligence., Division also shows that each of
these can be divided in turn. A large part of the dialogue
is then devoted to discovering the essential features of each
of the sub-species. This much should make it clear in what
sense Plato believes that collection and division can analyze

the subject matter of an art.

8. Before we turn to the final aspect of dialectio,
combination, we may look briefly at the illustrations of
dialectic which Plato provides.

Plato draws his examples from the arts of musioc and
phonetics; this brings it to our attention at once that the
practical application of dialectic is always some specific
art.43 Ccollection and dlvision, it would seem, could be
applied to any subject matter whatsoever; and this may be
true. But a practical art requires something more, so that
dialectic cannot be complete with collection and division.

To this point we shall return.

43.
Cf. Godamer, Platos dialektische Ethik, p. 15
"...alles was durch Logos bestiImmt Ist und damit io
Verfiigungsbereioch eine Wissens steht, erhdlt seine verbindende
Gewissheit von der Dialektik. Alle Wissenshaft und alle
Teohne ist solche positive Dialektik.™
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The first i1llustration is the art of phonetiocs (or
"art of letters,” 18D). What is mresented to the senses is
undifferentiated sound as it issues from the mouth (17B).
The mind at once grasps this as constituting the subject-
matter of the art; it is "one™ in this sense (17B); but what
the "seal of 1ts unity™ is we can only discover by applying
collection. Collection was first applied to spoken sound by

44 By a serles of

an Egyptian named Theuth, Plato tells us.
collections, he found in spoken sound three specles, which
he named vowels, mutes and sonants. These specles he then
divided each into its separate kinds (the individual letters).

He notliced next that these were the infima species and he gave

them a name in common, calling them all letters. "Letter"
being the generic name for all the sounds, he had now arrived,
by an irregular route of collections and divisions, at the
generic idea; at the same time, he had discovered the whole
division. He recognized that the division was complete, that
no one part could be comprehended without grasping the whole,
and that therefore he had discovered or invented the basis
of an art, the "art of letters" (18C,D).

The second illustration is musical. It is somewhat

less olear in detail than the first i1llustration, but the same

44,

Theuth 1is descoribed as a "god or godlike man," pre-
Sumably because all dialectic is a gift from the gods. Thus,
Just as it 18 a divine beneficence that makes dialectic apply
to the struoture of the world, so the first recognition of that
structure in any particular art is due to the divine spark in

man, Cf. Timaeus 47C: sound is a "gift from heaven."
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general pattern emerges. In this case, the subject-matter

to be studied is again sound, but this time it is sound with
a pitch, musical sound. What Plato takes to begin with is
again the totality of heard sound, in which no distinctions
are made. This totality, he notes, is "unlimited"™ in the
sense that the sounds in it belong to an endless high-low
continuum of pitch; it is also unlimited because we recognize
no divisions. Next, three distinctions are made in this con-
tinuum: we deteot high, low and the "level" pitch.45 We then
proceed, in some way which Plato does not specify, to sub-
divide into the various intervals, Depending on the precise
meaning of the terms, the genus would be "note,” "interval"
or "gsocale"; it 1s difficult to decide which.

In considering these examples of the art of dialectic,
it is probably more helpful to look for olues as to what Plato
considered the typical form which dialectic might take than for
a demonstration of all the principles of dialectic in general.
For instance, the precise sequence in whioch collection and
division follow one another is probably not important; we have
8een that the process of discovering the relations between genus

and species 1n a division relies, in the end, on certain intui-

45.

There is a problem here. It is hard for us to think
of high, low and the "level" as species unless some specific
Pltch 1s assigned to the "level." Otherwise the terms would
appear to be relational, so that any partiocular note ocould only
be called low in relation to some other, or to some level.
Possibly Plato means that highness and lowness supply the clue
to a olassification of intervals (of. 17C), and it 1s the
intervals themselves which provide the species and sub-species.



tive leaps; probably, then, there is no single established way
to find them. What is important, I think, is the nature of the
starting point, and the nature of the revealed structure of
forms when we have finished.

The starting point, in the typical case, is the body
of particulars to be studied. But sometimes, as with musical
sound, we do not really know what a particular is until we
have analyzed the subjeot-matter. And even if the starting
point is the body of particulars, we cannot, of course, name
the olass of particulars by its essential defining charaocter-
istic; this is one of the things we wish to discover. For this
reason, Plato chooses to designate the subjJect-matter to be
studied in some other way. Sometimes he designates the subject-
matter as a continuum without definite limits. To make quite
olear how such a continuum could determine the subjJect-matter
would require naming some charaoteristic which was common to
all the things to be studied; this does not worry Plato, be-
cause the characteristic which was named would not be the
essential characteristioc whioch allows us to divide the subject-
matter, For example, sound, in both the case of spoken sound
and of musiocal sound, is a generioc idea. As such, we could
proceed to divide it. The trouble is, that sound 1s an ambiguous
genus. It may refer to all particular sounds (letters or notes),
or it may refer to the undifferentiated sound which we hear. It
may (in the case of music) refer to the abstract continuum of

audible frequencles running from high to low. Any one of these
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definitions of sound makes it "one" 3in some sense, and such

that it could be divided. Actually, however, what Plato seems

to do in each case is to consider inadequate the definition
which names the subject-matter as a unit class instead of naming
the divided parts. Sound, meaning the low-high continuum, is

the starting point of collection, but not of division. Division
starts from the genus which gives a name to the particulars which

are discriminated by the infima species. The genus, properly,

is the class of all the particulars (or the essential property
which is common to the particulars); it is not the one continuum
or undifferentiated area where the particulars are to be found.
This means that in practice we usually begin with a continuum

or undifferentiated area (the high-low continuum of music, or
spoken sound), and "discover” within this continuum or area the
species., This is the process of collsction. Collecting the
species, we find the higher species, and so on to the genus.

The genus 13 then defined by the characteristic common to the

units defined by the infima species (letter, in the case of

phonetics).

This way of discovering a division and designating its
starting point and the kind of genus it seeks is not, I believe,
common to all the late dialogues, nor is it striotly applicable
to all the divisions of the Philebus. But it is the character-
istic form which dialectic takes in the Philebus. It is important
to See this, because it is only in this way that we can understand
why Plato felt that dialectic introduces order into an unordered
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or undifferentiated subjeot-matter. This 1s a loose way of
speaking, of course; dialectic does not really change the
subject-matter, but only shows us how to understand it. It
introduces arder into our understanding of the subject-matter,
When the subject-matter is the good life, however, it is not
a long step from introducing order into our understanding of
it to introducing order into our life.

I will now append a rough diagram to indicate the
actual sequence by which the subject-matter of the art of

phonetics was discovered.

Unlimited Spoken Sound

Step 1
Mutes Sonants Vowels
Step 2
etc I eto.
Step 3
L Letter

The first step here looks like a division, but-it is not; it

is a series of three collections, because basically it involves
seeing a common element in a group of particulars. Of course,

it follows that those particulars can be divided; but the ele-

ment common to all the particulars is only discovered at the



end. The second step is one of division. The third step is
again a collection. Since the outcome of the three steps 1is
to discover the essential common element in the particulars
which make up the subject-matter, I believe it would be
possible to call this entire process a collection.

This 1s not Plato's usage, however. Plato sees
that the above process reveals all we need to know to con-
struct the desired division, end he therefore thinks of the
process as combining collection and division. Strictly,

however, division would result in a dilagram like this:

Letter
Mutes Sonant s Vowels
B T K L S etc. A E I etc.

We shall use the term "division" to apeak of the process of

discovering or stating the relations between genus and speciles

in the order shown here, The two steps of collection and
division could, I believe, be represented by a composite
diagram of this nature (in which there is no attempt made to

show the actual sequence of discovery):

117.
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Unlimited Spoken Sound (unlimited)
Collection
Letter (one)
Division
Mutes Sonants Vowels (many)
B T KX L S eto. A E I etc. (many)

To show how this method might be applied to music, I
append a conjeotural composite diagram showing how Plato may
have intended dialectic to apply to music:

Pitoh

Ve
%/’/////////22122\\\\\\\\\\\\

hié% Level /f;g{r\\\\\
C

A B D E  etc.
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9. Combination. Nothing in our treatment of
collection and division would suggest that dlalectic ever
provides a reason for declaring that any particular event or
objJect exists. Collection and division, as we have seen, may
tell us that if something has certain characteristics, then it
must have others (if x is a dog then x is an animal); or that
if something is to be a member of a certain class, then it
must exhibit certain characteristics (only something which is
the product of a conscious purpose is a product of art). But
they cannot tell us that any one particular must in faot exist,
or that anything must have certain properties.46

Even if this were the case, however, that a dialectic
comprised of collection and division told us nothing about
what must exist, we might expect that it would tell us what
should exist. Particularly when the thing to be studled is
an art, we would anticipate that dialeotic would arrive at
a definition or discovery of some goal, norm, standarﬁ or
ideal towards which that art should strive. In many Platonio
works, we receive the impression that this is just the funotion
of dialectic: to discover the true ends or goals of all
endeavor. In the earlier dlialogues, this end was uniformly

represented as an idea, and the purpose of dialectic was

46.

This follows from the interpretation of collection
and division given here. But others (e.g. Stenzel) have be-
lieved that division can make definite statements about the
existence of particulars, This theory will be discussed
briefly in the next section.
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therefore to grasp, define or understand this idea. Now we
must ask i1f there is any way in which collection and division
could provide such an end for practical activity.

Let us consider collection first. In some cases, at
least, it is clear that collection provides no clue as to the
end or goal of an art. Collection, in the "art of letters,”
yilelded the result that there is a common characteristic of
the individuals which make up spoken sound, which is the
characteristic of being a letter. Even if wa conceived the
goal of the "art of letters"™ to be the production of perfect
letters (which is not very probable) the mere discovery of
the common element in the existing particulars would be no
hint as to what the perfect letter should be. Nor will it
help muoch to say that what collection discovers 1s the essence,
which is not found by mere induction,and that the essence is
the true (i.e. "correct") type or goal; for in this case &t
least we are not told anything further about the common
esgence except that it 1s to be a letter. If the genus in
the case of the musical art is Note, the same remarks apply.
And if, as 13 likely, Plato considers here as elsewhere that
the "art of letters™ is only part of the art of grammar, and
the art of music is the art of producing beautiful and harmoni-
ous melodies, then 1t is even clearer that collection and
division, as represented in the Philebus, cannot tell what
the ends of those arts are,

But is ocollection always so sterile with respect to

ends? How about the collection which tells us that the good
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life must be a mixture of pleasure and intelligence? Isan't
the mixed 1ife the goal which every man should strive for?

Ir I am right, and the mixed life is the genus whioch is
divided in the Philebus, and if collection reveals the es-
sential common element, then why can't we say that collection
here has found the essence of the good life -- what "makes it
good," and therefore constitutes it an end?

These questions are hard to answer. The answer is not
really direct, but must teke the form of a series of remarks,
the combined force of which 1s, I believe, to show convineingly
that collection cannot, as Plato once hoped, ever yileld practical
goals for action., In the first place, although it is true that
collection is supposed to discover the "true" and "essential™
common element in a group of partioculars, what it actually finds
is always too general or vague to serve as a practical desoription
of an end, Themr is nothing in theory, perhaps, to prevent the
"essential” common element discovered by collection from being
precise ana detalled enough to serve as a goal, since collection
is not truly inductive and what it "discovers™ is therefore
arbitrary. But in practice, the result of collection is more
often either to describe the genus to which any particular must
belong in order to belong to the scope of a given art, or else
to give oriteria (i.e., necessary conditions) which serve as
guldes in further search for the goal or end. The genera Note
and Letter are examplss of the first sort; the genus Mixed Life

i3 an example of the second sort. And in fact, both sorts of
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outoome to ocollection serve in much the same way. If we were
to use as a genus Pleasure and Intelligence instead of Mixed
Life, we would have a parallel case; and collection tells us

no more about the Mixed Life than that it is composed, somehow,
of pleasure and intelligence., In each case, then, collection
really tells us only what the elements are which are available
for use by the art; it does not tell us how these elements are
to be combined to produce a good product. Collection, in these
cases, tells us the essential common pature of the individuals
which are to be combined, mixed, or blended by the art; it does
not tell us the essential nature of the combination, mixture,
or blend. The "essence" which i1s discovered by collection 1is,
in the examples we have discussed at any rate, neither goodnor
bad, but merely neutral from the point of view of the art whioch
deals with it., Products of art are complex, they are madse up
of parts, and it is the proper relation of these parts which
constitutes their value. Collection, as it 1s practiced in the
Philebus, seeks to define the parts, but not the pattern or
relation of the parts,

T would not wish to contend that colleotion, as Plato
uses 1t, never defines ends. Ends can:be defined in many ways,
in the most general and abstract terms, or in highly conocrete
terms. I restrict my oclaim to this: that nothing Plato says
in his expliocit acoount of colleoction {and division) in the
Philebus suggests that he thinks collection discovers or de-
fines ends; that the examples he gives show that it does not
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define ends; and that the application of collection to the
problem of the good life in the Philebus does not define the
end in the sense in which it is sought and finally found. And
I would suggest, although I do not argue, that Plato never did
actually use collection alone to arrive at the desoription of
an end. Yet that he believed 1t could be done, at lsast at one
period in his life, seems almost certalin from famous passages
in the Republic and Symposium.

The second consideration which I feel is importent in
showing that in practice Plato did not depend on collection
alone to yield knowledge of ends 1s that he used division. I
do not mean that division ylelds knowledge of ends either, but
that if colleotion sufficed, there would be no reason for
division. The method which Plato says is so useful for "learn-
ing, teaching and investigating” is chiefly desoribed as division;
yot if collection sufficed to define and desoribe the goals we
seek, why would we need division? Division merely tells us the
species which fall under the genus; these would not be of any
further use to us if the genus were the end of our researches.
Thus the faot that Plato emphasizes the usefulnsss of division
in investigating a fleld of knowledge after collecotion has
identified it shows us that he did not consider collection to
be sufficient.

We have already enumerated the results we can expect
from division; they are knowledge of the relations between a
group of ideas and grasp of the essential structure of part
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of the oreated world. Is there any way in which these results
might be considered as giving knowledge of the desired end or
purpose of an art?

In the Sophist, the relations between the ideas whioch
are shown by division are spoken of, we have seen, as "blend-
ing." In that dialogue we also are told that the dialectician
is the man who knows how the 1deas blend; which blend with which,
and which do not (Sophist 253C-E). This knowledge of how the
jdeas blend is compared to the knowledge of the musician, who
possesses the "art of recognizing the sounds that can or cannot
be blended” (Sophist 253B), and of the grammarian, who possesses
the art of combining letters together properly to form words
(Sophist 253A, B). Now grammar and music are the same two arts
which are quoted as examples of the application of dialectic in
the Philebus. And, to anticipate, we are going to find that
knowledge of the good life in the Philebus i3 a matter of know-
ing how to blend, mix or combine the various elements which
compose it. All of this would suggest that division, or
division and collection together (both seem to be mentioned in
Sophist 253D), do yleld knowledge of the desired product of an
art. And certainly, if divisdon (or division and collection)
can tell us how to blend or mix ideas in the same way that the

musician knows how to blend notes or the grammarien knows how
to blend lstters, then division can tell us what we need to
know about the end of an art. For it would tell us how to mix

or blend the various kinds of element s treated by the art in
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order to produce a good or ideal product. In faot, if division
oould tell us this much, then it is difficult to see how know-
ledge of division in any particular sphere would differ from
the knowledge of the speclalist. If the dialectician, by knowing
how the forms blend in division in the ocase of music thereby
knows how the notes should blend to make good music, then his
knowledge and that of the musician would seem (with respeot to
music) to be identicel. The musiclan who knows how to blend
notes surely knows in general the types of notes which blend
and the rules of their blending, or he could not know in par-
ticular which notes to blend; thus hils knowledge is of ideas

as much as the dialectioclan's,

Here we must stop and teke stock. That Plato thought
that dialeotio, interpreted very broadly, could discover and
define the ends of practiocal arts, is perhaps true. But that
he believed that division alone could do it, I doubt; I shall
try to explain why. First we must notice a difference in the
context in which the arts of musioc and grammar are treated in
the Sophist and the Philebus. In the Sophist these two arts
are presented as analogles to dlalectio. The musioclan knows
how to blend notes (or types of notes?) as the dlaleotiocian
knows how to blend ideas. In the Philebus, the two arts are
éxamples of dialeotio, and we are shown that the musician or
grammarian must know what division reveal s about his art to
be a good musiclan or grammarian. Plato never says, there-
fore, that division tells the musiolan or grammarian how to

blend notes or letters.
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Nevertheless, the fact that the words "blend,"” "mix"
and "combins™ are applied indiscriminately to lstters, notes,
ideas and the elements of the good life suggest that Plato
meant that division does give this knowlsdge. If he did not,
then we have a rather confusing terminology to deal with. Yet
this is, I belleve, the case., The "blending" or "mixing" of
the ideas in the Sophist unambiguously refers to the relations
of ideas which are revealed by divisi on. And the relatlons
specifically meant are those of genus to species. Thus, for
instance, the letter A "blends™ with the genus Letter; so does
the letter B, amd so forth. But the letter A does not, &and
never can, blend with the letter B; it 1s a general principle
of division that species on the same level cannot blemd with
one another (Sophist 252D, 254D). This is simply because no
particular can belong to two infima species (in the seame

division) at the same time. On the other hand, the blending
of notes or lstters which the musicien and grammarian use to
produce musioc or words refers equally olearly to the indi-

viduals which belong to the infima species. The grammariem,

for example, knows that vowels must stand between mutes or
sopants (Sophist 253A). (This does not mean that the musician
and grammarian do not need and use the knowledge they gain from
division, of course. It means that the knowlsdge which they
have which tells them how to produce a desirable produoct —-

the knowledge of the end of their art -- is not given by
division.) It follows necessarily, then, that the blending
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of ideas which division deals with is not the blending of
elements which described the finsl product of an art. Division
will tell what the infima species are, aml how these are re-

lated to higher species and to the genus. But it will not tell

how the infima species are to be related to one another to form

a complex, valuable whole. Division is necessary to every art
because it shows the intelligible structure of the subject-
matter, and reveals the types of individuals available for
combination into valuable products; but something more is
needed to tell how these types should be combined.

There are thus two completely separate senses in which
Plato uses the words "blend," "mix" and "oombine ," and these
cannot possibly both be the function of division. In arder to
refer univocally to the second sense of the words, which spplies
to the blending of kinds of individuals with each other to form
a valuable product, I shall use the word "combination." It
should be understood that Plato also uses the word (as well as
others) sometimes to refer to the relation of species to genus,
which I call "division."

The question may now well be raised whether combination
is a part of dialectic or not. The account of dialectic in the
Sophist does not mention combination, but only collection end
division, and the passage in the Philebus obviously deals,
chiefly at any rate, with collection and division alone.
Furthermore, combination introduces an element of evaluation

and practical application which is not present in division and
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collection; it might therefore be better to say that every
art uses dlaleotic in the fom of division and collection,
but that combination goes beyond dialectic and provides the
norms and guides for each art. To restrict dlalectic to
division and collection would thus both be consonant with the

treatment of dialectic in the Sophist and Philebus and would

have the virtue of making dialectic the methods logical element
common to all the arts while distingulshing by a separate word
the practical element in each art which makes it an individual
art,

There are, however, good reasons for thinking that
Plato considered combination as part of dlalectic. Undoubted-
ly Plato of ten discussed dialectic as if it comprised only
division and collection, but perhaps more often he equated
dialectic with philosophic method in general. And philosophic
method for Plato included the discovery and definition of ends.
This is, of course, explicitly stated in the Republic and else-
where in the early and middle dialogues. But also in the
Philebus, where ideas are not identified with ends, nor dlalectic
merely with the discovery of the 1dea which constitutes an end,
Plato still definitely believes that dialectic defines ends.
The dialectical me thod, Plato tells us in the Philebus just
before the passage we have been considering (16C) "is indeed
the instrument through which every discovery ever made in the
sphere of the arts and sclences has been brought to light.”

And near the end of the dialogue, we are told that the "outoome
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of the present discussion" is the "oreation of an incorporeal
ordered system" (64B), where the system referred to is clearly
the well-mixed, or good, life, and not the loglocal system re-
vealed by division. In the Politicus (282B), Plato spesks
quite explicitly of the "combinatory art" which, like weaving,
tells the statesman how to bring together the various elements
to make a good state. As Cornford says, Plato belleves the
"practical task of the philosopher as statesman is synthetic.
Possibly the Philosopher, had it been written, would have com-
pleted the account of the philosophic method by recognizing
the synthetic or intuitive moment in d:lalectic..."47 In my
view, the Philebus comes as close as Plato ceme to giving an
account of the "synthetic" or combinatory aspect of dlalectic.
In the end, it should be reallized that the decision to
call combination an aspect of dialeoctic 18 only partly justified
by Plato's own usage. The best reason for this decision will be
found 1f we discover that the philosophic method, as applied in
the Philebus, involves the use of combination. In any case,
8ince Plato's own usage is ambiguous, it 1s to a large extent
an arbitrary matter of terminology. From here on, then, we
shall consider that there are three aspects to dialectioc (as
it is used in the Philebus): collection, division, and

combination.

47.
Cornford, Plato's Theory of Knowledge, p. 183.
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In the remaining partion of the jresent seotion, I
am going to make some general remarks about ocombination as I
think it is used by Plato in the Philebus. Combination, un-
like ocolleoction and division, is not reducible, éven in part,
to logical terms; it introduces matters of empirical, or at
any rate value, judgment, and so it cannot be treated with
even the slight element of precision to which the other parts
of dialectic are amenable., There is, however, a section of the
Philebus which discusses the general principles on which Plato
bases his use of combipation. That section i1s the section on
the four "ontological™ elements, and will be consldered in due
course. Thus what I say here is only of an introductory nature.

a. The statements whioh express the relations between
universals which are found by division are (with some possible
exceptions already noted) analytic in character; they follow
logically from the meanings of the words to which the unlversals
correspond. But the knowledge which cambination yieldé is not
of this character. It states, rather, what things should be
like, or what states of affairs or events or objeots are valu-
able or good. Its statements are therefore normative and are
value Judgments. Division might tell us, for instance, that
black is a color, that white 1s a color, and that nothing can
be both black and white at the same time. Combination, on the
other hand, might tell us that black and white must be combined
in a certain way to produce a beautiful picture. Division can

tell us that no letter can be a mute and a vowel simultaneously;
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but from among the infinitely many ways that letters can be
ocombined to form words and sentences, division ocan meke no
selecdtion. It is the combinatory art which tells the musicien,
also, how to combine notes into intervals which are lovely or
virtuous, With respeot to the good life, collection may inform
us that the good life will contain pleasures and functions of
intelligence; division may tell us what kinds of pleasures and
funotions of intelligence thers are; but only combination can
reveal which of these elements shall be combined, and how, to
make the good life.

The contrast between division and combination is not
properly expressed by saylng that one deals with universals
while the other deals with partioculars. The statements which
both make deal equally with ideas. The statements in whioch the
truths of combination are couched speak of kinds of things, of
qualities or olasses, as do the statements which speak of the
relations between specles and genera. There is no difference,
that I oan see, in this respsct, between the statement that
"all cats are animals™ and the statement that "the pérfect house-
hold should contaln cats, dogs and pigs."” If one of these state-
ments speaks of unlversals or ideas, or implles someﬁhing about
universals, or ideas, then so does the other. The difference is
that the first statement is true because of the meanings of the
words themselves, and for that reason alone, while the second,
if 1t i1s true at all, 1s true for some other reason.

I do not mean to infer that the statements which are

made by combination are not true a priori. That they are not
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analytioc is, I think apparent. But Plato belleves, I am sure,
that the truths of value, of combination, are known a priori,
and that they follow from the eternal nature of the world and
its creator.

b. A seocond point which should be made about combin-
ation is that it 1s always related to a particular art. Of
course, it ocan be discussed in general, Jjust as collection and
division can. But the principles of colleoction and division can
be stated, at any rate, without any necessary reference to pur-
pose or product. In practioce, the way collection and division
are used is often related to the subject-matter of an art; but
this is not essential to their nature, nor is it always true of
Plato's practice. On the other hand, whenever collection and
division precede combination, they are related to a specific art
because combination must describe how certain elements, distinguishe
by division, are to be ocombined to create a valuable product. The
point is that collection and division can be applied to find and
"divide" any generic ldea; this idea need not establish the subject:
matter of an art. But if comblnation is to follow, then division
must’ have provided kinds or species which are suitable for
ocombination.

The terms "art" and "subject-matter of an art™ as used
above, and previously, are unfortunately vague. The word "art"
is certainly being used in a broader sense than is usual in
English and even, though less certalinly, in a broader sense than

1
the word "TIXVq" in Greek. Plato, of ocourse, frequently extends
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the use of words, and "1fXVq" is one of the words which we

come to understand in a very broad sense in the late dilalogues.
Nevertheless, I am aware that I have probably gone further even
than Plato 1n my oconsistently wide use of the word. The reason
and Justification for this extenslon, if it 1s one, will become
olearer in future parts of this thesis. Here I will only say
that I have consistently assumed that there exists an art with
respect to every entity which can be considered a product of
art. I consider anythling to be a product of art which can be
explained in terms of a conscious, rational, purpose. The
created universe, and everything in it which belongs to the
world of becoming, is for Plato a product of art, both those
things which are oreated by men and those which are not. There
is therefore nothing in the created universe which cannot be ex-
plained and analyzed in terms of an art. Thls statement must be
modiried in a certain way to explain why many things which exist
are not perfect; we will consider this presently.

c. Combination may usefully be thought of as comprising
three separate steps, although in practice these are not always
discriminated. These we may call evaluation, selection and mix-
ing. Strioctly speaking, the wisdom of combinatlon 1s concentrated
in the last of these steps; but since we think here of combinatior
as everything whioh must be added to collection and division to
reveal the nature of the valuable product, we may include in
combination the processes whioh necessarily lead from the truths

of division to the final result,
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Evaluation is the process of determining the worth or
value of the various kinds of elements which form the subject-
matter of an art from the point of view of their ultimate places
in the final product. Evaluation 1s not necessarily a nalive
"welghing™ of values, because it may as easily mean determining
the true funotion or nature of the element beling considered.

But in any case, the purpose of evaluation is to study and
analyze each potential element in the final product with an eye
to learning its use or value to that product.

Selsction 1s best expressed negatively by saying that
it determines which elements are unsuitable for the final product.
It corresponds directly, therefore, to the art of purification
which, in the Sophist, 1s sald to "expel the worse and retain
what 18 better™ (226D). There is such a negative aspect to
every art: medicine casts out disease, politics casts out those
people who disrupt the community (Politicus 308E), and the "art
of happiness"” casts out the disruptive pleasures (Philebus 63D,E).

Finally, mixing is the process of combining the selected
elements into a harmonious whole. This process Plato compares
to weaving (Politious 282B ff) and to mixing water with wine
(Philebus 61B, C). It may be understood in two possible ways,
both of which are derived from the productive arts. The mixing
may be thought of as a blending of wvarious ingredients (water
and wine, warp and woof, cotton and wool), or 1t may be thought
of as an imposition of form or shape on a material (as the pot

is made out of clay, the figure carved in stone, the boat made
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of wood). As the art becomes less like the manual arts, from
which these analogies are drawn, the olear meanings of these
two sorts of "mixing" begin to fade, and the explanation be-
comes analogical or metaphysical. As we have already hinted,
in the oase of the good 1life Plato sometimes speaks of the
elements as ingredients, sometimes as form and matter. The
confusion which results is best understood by seeing as clearly
as possible the two analogical sources for the concept of

mixing.



CHAPTER IIX

THREE CRITERIA OF THE GOOD (19C-22C)

l. The purpose of the rest of the Philebus is to
determine what follows from the application of the philoso-
pher's method to the question, what is the good life for man?

The first step toward answering this question is
collection. Colleotion, we have seen, is a matter of search-
ing for the essential common element in a class of entities.
The end of collection is reached when this essential common
element can be stated. Just what is essential and what is
not is, of course, vague. In the example from the art of
grammar, the element common to the class of all letters was
merely that each member of the class had the property of be-
longing to the class -- was, that is, a letter. But often
Plato expected more from collection. With reference to a
particular art, it would seem that there are several (perhaps
many) classes in which collection might seek the essential
common property. In what we have chiefly treated as the
typical case, collection seeks the property common to all
the individuals which might be thought of as ingredients in
the mixture which the art seeks. There i3 no logical rule
which prevents collection from seeking the characteristic
common to all the good mixtures or products, however; this
is in fact what collection most commonly did seek in the
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early dlalogues. If collection succeeded in finding the really
essential characteristic of all good products, then neither
division nor combination would be neéessary. But the fact is
that what collection seemed capable of finding in this way was
either an empty or tautologous formal definition, or else, as
often, nothing at all.

Between the collection which seeks the common charac-
teristic in the elements of the mixture and the collection
which seeks the common characteristic of all good mixtures
there 1s the colleotion which states some characteristic com-
mon to all good mixtures, but a characteristic which is not
sufficient or (perhaps) not essential. In the Philebus, the
outcome of collection is embodied in the statement that the
good life is some sort of mixture containing as elements
functions of mind and pleasures. It does not state what
functions of mind or what pleasures are needed for the good
mixture nor how they are to be mixed. Collection in this
case can therefore be thought of as naming a necessary but
not sufficlent condition for the good life; or it can be
thought of as specifying a larger class {i.e. all mixtures
which combine funotions of mind and pleasures) within which
the class of good mixtures is to be found.

The result of collection in the Philebus thus tells
us very clearly what the elements for the final mixture are:
they are functions of mind or pleasures. So far, it ylelds
no different kind of knowledge about the good life than
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collection ylelds about grammar when it finds that all the
elements for comblnation into words are letters., But the
ocollection of the Phlilebus adds a further plece of information:
it reveals that for something to be a good life, it must contain
two kinds of elemsnts, funotions of mind and pleasures. The
collection of the Philebus therefore starts by seeking some
oommon characteristic in all good lives rather than some common
characteristic in the elements which make up good lives; in
this respect it resembles the collection of the earllier dialogues.
ind like the earlier dialogues, it begins the search by examining
various proposed definitions of the final unlty to test their
validity. In the testing of these proposals, criteria are formu-
lated which provide necessary conditions which any acoceptabdle
definition must satisfy. But collection does not attempt to
state the acceptable definition; having indicated the approximate
erea in which it may be found, division and comblnation are used
to complete the task.

Two tentative indications of the scope of the good have
besn suggested. In this sense we have "collected"” definitions
or hypotheses, Just as the Stranger collected definitions to
find the nature of the sophist.l It is now necessary to "test"
these suggestlons against any oriteria whioh we feel must be
satisfied if a definition 1s to be accepted., If there is an

1.
Cf. Cornford, Plato's Theory of Knowledge, p. 187,
"...these first six Divisions actually, though not formally,
serve the purpose of a Collection preliminary to the seveanth.”
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art of happiness, a subject-matter with which it deals, and
a content which may be analyzed, we must identify this content
and describe this subject-matter first.

2. Two possibilities have been suggested: pleasure is
the good; or mind (and its affiliates) is the gpod.2 If either
of these proposals is correct, then collection is terminated
and analysis ocan begin; but Socrates suggests that neither mind
nor pleasure is the good. Either intuition or discovery of
examples which disprove one or both of the proposed hypotheses
must supply Socrates with this hint; he tells us that "some
god has given him a vague recollection” (20B), so we may assume
that it is intuition. We might expect Socrates to suggest some
third definition or hypothesis about the nature of the good;
but instead of doing this straightway, he proposes three criteria
by which any such hypothesis may be judged. The result of the
application of these oriteria (which are accepted without demur
a8 self-evident by Protarchus) is that the good is found to re-
quire something, at least, of both mind and pleasure,

Whatever is the good in the inclusive sense of constitu-
ting the entire content of happiness must satisfy these criteria,
says Soorates: 1t must be 1. complete CréXEov), 2, suffiocient
(fkevdv), and 3. hunted, desired, sought for by every knowing
creature (20C, D). This last is expanded: "every knowing

2.
Where "is the good™ means, to be more precise,
"constitutes, or i1s the sole element in, the good life for man."”
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oreature wishes to catch and possess the good, and is
interested in nothing in which the good is not inocluded.”

It is now proposed to test the two original suggestions
as to the nature of the good to see if either fulfills the
conditions. Before examining the criteria, it will be valu-
able to see how they are applied. The application is not
systematic, in that the three conditions are not used one at
a time, but rather in a manner which relates them to one another.
Socrates proposes to apply the tests to purified, abstract lives:
if either pleasure or mind is the good,3 then it will not need
anything more. He first proposes to take the life of pleasure
alone, devoild of any noetic character. Protarchus says this
would satisfy him; he needs no wisdom or intelligence to calcu-
late his pleasures if it be part of the assumption that he
already has them. But, Socrates points out, he would not be
able to know he was enjoylng the pleasures, he could not remem-
ber those past, or anticipate those future (21B, C). Asked if
he would choose such a life, Protarchus says he would not.

In this case at least, the tests emerge as one: 1is it
desired? This is considered the vital question which eliminates
the 1life of pleasure. If we ask why the life of pleasure 1s not
desired, the answer is in terms of the other oriteria; because
it is not sufficlient, or not complete. But these are not
higher courts of appeal. If we ask in turn how we know the

life of pleasure is not sufficient, or complete, the only

-3

See note on previous page.
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answar can be, because we desire something more. Therefore we

can in effect eliminate sufficlency and completeness in terms

of desire. Now when we ask why the life of pleasure 1s not

desired, the answer is, because something more 1s desired. If

this 1s objeoted to as including the ldea of completeness or

sufficlency, then 1t 13 necessary to reallze that desire in

this context 1s from the first deflined as all-inclusive., To

be good, a thing must be desired; to be the good, nothing else

may be desired. Sufficlency and completeness are not super-

fluous to the test, but are explanatory of what is meant by 1it.

They are not intended to remove the good from the scope of desire.
The examination of the life of mind 1s even briefer, and

explicitly appeals to the third test only. "Nelther of the two

¢

lives," says Protarchus, "can ever appear desirable to me, or,

I think, to anyone else"(21D, E).

3. Turning to the three criteria, let us examine them
in reverse order. "Every knowing creature hunts the good,
desires 1it, wishes to catch and possess it." This 1is meant,
and stated,‘as a necessary condition, a sine guﬁ non, of the
good, not as a definition. The good must be related to the
desire of sentlent beings. But thls 1s not the same as saying
that everything desired is good, nor the same as saying that
the content of the good must be known. The object of desire
may pnot be known. For this reason, 1t would be possible to
choose>contrary to desire, where the cholce concerned a means

or a part of the entire context desired. Such error would of
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course be due to ignorance, or "some unfortunate necessity"”
(22B). What 1is really desired is not ever strictly an object;
it is satisfaction of the desire. This is why Plato speaks

of the good as a "state or condition" (é?.s Ket) Slv,f@)'lms, 11D),
Desire is often directed to some act or object, which is spoken
of as the object of desire. But our judgment may err; if the
act or objeot does not satisfy the desire, it was not the true
object of desire. We chose "contrary to tne nature of the
truly desirable™ (&Av\gii)s ot'ifa'n;\/, 21?,13).4 The good is the
object of search, not necessarily the subject of knowledge.
The phrasing of the passage 1s broad enough to cover every
kind of desire, interest, or pursult and every kind of entity,
object, state of affairs, totality of events, satisfaction,
process or feeling which might be desired. But the good need
not be the thing or event actually possessed or experienced.
Once the thing desired is obtained or realized, it may not
turn out to be good. Possession may be unprofitable. "Do

you think the possession of the whole world is of any value
without the good?"” asks Socrates in the Republic {505B). For
something to be good it must be desired; but once possessed

it may not satisfy the desire. The good is that thing, or

total state of affairs which, when possessed, actually does

4.
Cf. Protagoras 358C, D. Socrates says, "No one
willingly goes after evil or what he thinks to be evil; it
is not human nature, it seems, to do so -- to wish to go
after what one thinks to be evil in preference to the good."”
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satisfy the desire or desires. This 1is the sense in which
the good is the™est of human possessions” (iiv@Pwrn’vwv Kry -
»&7uv ﬁ\PlaTov , 19C); we can speak of it as the "most
advantageous” (‘:NPsX!}AJTotTov 'uTF-{VTOV, 11C).

These remarks show, I think, that it would be an error
to say that Plato belleved that being desired i1s the essential
attribute of the good life. If it were the essential attribute,
then I think Plato would be involved in a form of relativism;
he would be bound to admit not only (as he does d#imit) that in
some sense every one does desire the good life, but also that
the good life is good because it 1is desired by someone. And
this I am almost certain he does not believe. This is his
position: man has a natural purpose or end, and this can be
expressed in terms of the good life. When a man lives the
good life and pursues his natural purpose, he will be happy.
The natural purpose 1s the same for all men, when expressed
in certain ways (expressed in other ways, it may differ, as
the Republic shows). Therefore, there is one kind of purpose
or one kind of 1life which will make each man truly happy. Now
it is a matter of faoct that everyone desires to be happy. This
is an empirical fact in which Plato believes. And this explains
what he means when he says that the good life 1s desired by
8veryone; everyone wants to be happy, and there 1s only one
kind of 1ife whioch will make men happy. But of course people
hay be wrong about what the good life is like -~ 1f they could

hot be wrong, there would be no unhappiness in the world.
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Now if Plato is wrong when he believes that all men desire to
be happy, then of course what men desire is no test of the good
life in any sense at all. And 1t could be the case that it is
false that all men desire to be happy. Plato never oconsiders
this possibility.

Let us assume that Plato 1s right, and that it is a
fact of nature that all men do desire to be happy. It still
does pot follow neocessarily that all men do desire the good
life; to prove this, it is necessary to assume a further fact,
namely that men will be happy if they live the good life.

Piato belleves this 1s true because he believesinerg is a
benevolent and rational mind which ordered the universe., If
this were not the case, there would be no reason at all why

the man who llved the good 1life should be happy, and therefore
no reason he should desire it. In any case, although Plato
accepts these two facts about the world, that everybody desires
to be happy, and that living the good life will make everyone
happy, 1t still 1is almost certain that he does not belleve that
the reason the good life 1s good 1s because 1t makes people
happy or because it is desired. For if this were the reason
the good life 1is good, then even i1f everyone happened to de-
sire the same thing, it would still be the case that the good-
ness of the good life depended upon its being desired (or upon
its making someone happy), and therefore the good life would be,
by definition, relative to the person who desired 1t or to the

person 1t made happy. But the rest of the Philebus makes it
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entirely clear -~ if we were ever inolined to doubt it --
that Plato never abandoned his conviection that the essential
test of goodness is objective and independent of anyone's
desire for it or use for it. he good 1life is truly desirable,
and people do desire it, in the formal sense that they desire
what will make them happy. But being desired, in this sense,
is not what makes the good life good. What makes it good 1s
the fact that it is man's true purpose, that 1s, the purpose
for which he was created. Thus the goodness of the good life
in no way depends on the fact that anyone desires it or even
on the fact that it will make anyone happy; but being desired,
in the sense explained, remains one criterion of the good,
¥When we read that being desired is a test of the good
life, then, we must guard ourselves against two misapprehen-
sions. The first is that this means that the things men
desire are good; this 1s surely not Plato's meaning. Men
desire the good only in the general, formal sense that they
desire what will meke them happy. This is only another way
of saying what Socrates often sald; that if a man knew the
good, he would desire it. It would therefore be less mis-
leading to say (as Plato does say once in the Philebus, 22B)
that the good 1s the truly desirable rather than that it is
what men do desire. The second misapprehension to be avoided
1s that the desirability of the good constitutes part of its
8ssential nature; strictly speaking, this is an acoident.

It depends on two laws of nature, one to the effect that the



146,

good 1ife will make all men happy, the second to the effect
that all men desire to be happy. Plato bellieves both of these
generalizations to be true, and so he believes that desirability
is a true sign of the good life.

Plato believed that men do desire the good life (in
the formal sense described) because he considered desire (which
is always, as we shall learn, of the soul) to be closely re-
lated to the "determining principle of the whole creature™ (35d).
This "determining principle" 1is, I think, Plato's phrase for
man's natural drive towards his true (i. e. "essential") purpose.
Men do, Plato believed, really desire to be healthy and happy;
thus there 1s a sense in which men's desires are directed towards
the good. But men do actuslly misjudge not only the means to
health and happiness, but also the ends, thinking health am
happiness to be differently constituted than they are. The
true test of the good life 1s thus objective; the good life
is connected only formally with any man's actual desires. What
makes it good 1s the faot that it expresses man's true purpose
or "essence" ~- not the purpose from which any man necessarily
acts, but the purpose for which he was created. Man's true
purpose is not, therefore, his own purpose (except in a very
special sense). To give suck a theory a meaning we must assume
a purpose in nature whioch quite transcends man's own desires.

If this hypothetical account of the significance of
the criteria of desirability in the Philebus is correct, then
what validity can Plato have supposed that it had? For granting
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the conclusion that men do desire the good life in the sense
explained, yet from this follows nothing as to the actual con-
tents of the good life. We know Plato felt that most men
pursue the wrong goals all their lives (cf. 67B). How can he
then use what men do desire as & test of what the good life
should be? The answer, I think, lies in the use of the
elenchus. If Plato is right, when people see what it is

that will mske them happy, they will desire it. The method
of philosophy, properly applied, may make them see that their
present desires are confused, contradictory or actually mis-
directed. If they do see this, they will abandon thelr error
and desire the truly desirable. The &pplication of the cri-
terion of desire really requires the guiding hand of truth

to be any help in learning the nature of the good life.

4. Now we may turn to the other two criteria of the
good. To be good something must be desired; to be the whole
good 1t must also be sufficient. This we interpreted as an
explanation of what desire means in this context. The good
must be more than the true object of some desire; 1t must be
the object of enough desires, or of a desire which is suffi-
cilent. In a later passage the Phllebus spesks of a 1T£Pds
WNaév, a sufficient limit (30C). It is enough to accomplish
its purpose, fulfill its funotion. Again, the knowledge of
eternal veritiss is splendid, it is the highest and best

knowledge, but it 1s not Vwewvds (62A); more is needed for a
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man to f£ind his way home at night. What is desired must be
sufficient in the sense that it must be capable of perpetuating
itself. It must provide for itself. What i1s suffioclent is
sufficlent for something. It implies instrumentality 5 of

some sort, As the test of the life of pleasure showed, a life
is not desired unless it includes certain conditions of the
existence of desire. We may still think we want mind in order
to live the 1life of pleasure; but pleasure alone 1s not suffi-
cilent to live the 1life of pleasure. To be sufficient, the good
requires at least some noetic elements in order to be desired,
even as a life of pleasure. The life of the mind {as is less
clearly shown) would not suffice without some elements of
pleasure. If a man possesses the good, he has no further need;
this is the meaning of the perfectly sufficient { 1o h«aVSV

TEAE GTaAToV, 60C).

5. But the good i1s more than sufficient, it is inclusive;
not only does it not need anything, but it 1s complete. There
is no going behind it and asking, why 1s it good? It is finsal,
in the further sense of‘TEAEAV: no further end can fall outside
it. There is no sense, says Diotima in the Symposium, in asking
why a man wants to be happy, because happiness is the good, the
ultimate object of desire. There is no other question to ask;

S.
Cf. Bury, The Philebus of Plato, p. 212. The Phaedo
101E speeks of a hypothesls sufficient to explain the phenomena.
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S.
Cf. Bury, The Philebus of Plato, p. 212. The Phaedo
101E speeks of a hypothesls sufficient to explain the phenomena.
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this answer is final (Tékos).e The good is ocomplete in the
sense of containing not only its own conditions for existence,
but its own reason for existence, Jjust as the properly built
building or state or Universe contains its own reason for ex-
istence, "The properly built state will be perfectly good,"
Plato says in the Regublic.7 The world construoted by the
demiurge in the Timaeus is "whole and complete” (Eékov et
T%X£ov , Timasus 34B) because it is self-conteined; nothing
visible is left outside, nothing goes in and nothing comes out.
it is self-sufficing (aﬂfu(ﬂ«isTimaeus 33D).

These remarks give some indication of how Plato uses
the words ror "end'and "final." Applied to the good 1life for
man, their meaning is, I think, this: from the pqint of view
of man, the good life which we seek to define musé be such that
no end falls outside it. This applies in two senses. In the
first sense, it means that there must be no important (i.e.
"essential") aspects ofman's life which are left unsatisfied.
If there is any legitimate end which a man may or should.seek,
then it must be included in the good 1life. In the second sense,
it mpans that the good life must be defined in terms of ends,
not means. When we are through defining the good life, it must
not be possible to raise the question what it is a means to,
The good 1life must be defined as that for which man does things,

not as something done for the sake of something else.

—

6.
Symposium 205A.

7‘
Republic 427E.



Perhaps Plato is right in saying that the good life
should be an end in itself, but I have some doubt that the
ethical theory of the Philebus defines it so that it ocan be
considered in that way. If man's good is to be defined in
term's of man's "essential nature,” his "true purpose, then
the good life is ultimately good because it is a means to
realizing that nature or attailning that purpose. Although
Plato always insists that the good must be an end, his teleo-
logical view of the universe leads him to a position where
every human good is a means., The Philebus shows that this
paradox does not depend on the theory of ideas, but is an
outcome of the view that the world is a product of purpose-
ful, rational and consclous plan. I inoclude this remark
merely to mark the faot that I recognize a basic difficulty
in the wviews which (I think correctly) I attribute to Plato.
But to enlarge this criticism would require a discussion of
fundamental ethical problems which is clearly beyond the
scope of the present thesis.

Aristotle, it is interesting to note, uses muoch the
same oriteria as the Philebus to prove that happiness is the
good. The good, he says, is something final (tEAe1«) and not
Just something which is a means.8 Such a thing is chosen for

itself alone, not for the sake of something else. The good

8.-
Niocomachean Ethics 1097a 27.

150.
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must be self-sufficient (djTUf>K€5 9), that which, merely stand-
ing by itself alone, renders life desirable (a:?CTév) and lack-
ing in nothing. "Those who deny that that which all creatures
seek to obtain is good, are surely talking nonsense."0  The
good is not just one among many; it must include all goods,
or we could always add another to it and proclaim the new sum
to be a greater good. Whatever more we desire must be added
to the complete good, since the good 1s the object of all
desire.ll Eudoxus, Aristotle tells us, used just this argument
to prove that pleasure is the good.12 He contended that if
pleasure i1s added to any good, it is better; but only the good
can make better. Hence pleasure is the good. But Aristotle
counters by quoting the Philebus. "A similar argument is em-
ployed by Plato," Aristotle remarks, "to refute the view that
pleasure is the good: the life of pleasure, he urges, 1s more
desirable in combination with intelligence than without it;
but if pleasure combined with something else 1s better than
pleasure alone, it is not the good, for the good is not
rendered more desirable by the addition of anmything to it.n»

The conclusion of this section of the Philebus is
that neither the life of pleasure nor the life of mind is

9.
Ibid., 1097b 7. "It seems it must be," says
Aristotle, perhaps in a resigned reference to the Philebus.
10.
Ibid., 1172b.

11,
Ibid., 1097b 15 fTf.

12.
Ibid., 1172b.
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the good. Both are desired, but neither is complete or even
sufficient as an object of desire. The good must contain at
least these two elements. This is enough to decide the original
issue of the dialogue. Neither pleasure nor mind has won. But
Socrates now proposes a third life, a combined life made up of
both the other two. "Every slingle person without exception”
will prefer this combined life (22A). This is no guarantee
that still further elements could not be found for a still
fuller good; and indeed the criteria of completeness and
suffioclenocy are never directly applied to the mixed life it-
self. The colleotion is finished. The general contents of

the good life for man have been determined.

I have already explained why I do not think that
desirability alone is a true definition of the essence of the
good life. But neither do I believe that the three oriteria
together constitute a true definition of the good life, by
Plato's standards. Ordinarily, we might agree that if every-
thing that satisfied the three criteria was a good life, and
if nothing satisfied the criteria whioch was not a good life,
then the three criteria would constitute a necessary and
suffiolent condition for the good life, and would be a satis-
factory definition. But although I feel reasonably sure that
Plato intends hils three criteria to be necessary and sufficient
for determining a good life, I am also fairly sure he does not
think they constitute a satisfactory definition. One reason
for saying this is that Plato is not satisfied with a definition
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unless 1t defines the essence of the thing to be defined, and

as we have already remarked, the essence of a complex unity
like the good life is desoribed only when we state the component
elements and how they are combined. To find out the elements,
reject the bad, select the necessary, and blend them together;

these are the tasks of divlision and combination.



CHAPTER IV
THE FOUR PRINCIPLES OF COMBINATION (23C-31B)

1. The purpose of the present eection of the Philebus
is to extend the discussion of philosophic method to combination.
This is achieved through an analysis of all good mixtures; it
attempts to explain what it is that makes any mixture a good
mixture. It is then shown that this analysis is applicable to
the good life because the good life 1is a created mixture like
everything else of value in the universe. By showlng how the
analysis of all good mixtures applies to the good life, Plato
answers the second question asked in the Philebus, namely,
vhether mind or pleasure is the cause of the goodness of the
good life. The present section is thus preliminary to combi-
nation, just as the previous section was preliminary to
collection and division. The application of the principles
outlined in the present section comes later- in the dialogue,
however. The present section explains the principles of
combination, and shows that they apply to the good life; it
doss not yet proceed to discuss how the good life is constituted.

It might appropriately be asked why this discussion of
the prineciples of combination does not come either earlier or
later in the dialogue. It would seem that it should either be
combined with the previous section on method, or else that it

should immediately precede the application of combination
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toward the end of the dialogue. Actually, it appears after
collection is complete, and before division begins. What
reasons can be given for this sequence?

The reason the discussion of the principles of combi-
naetion does not come earlier seems to me to be largely due to
the demands of the dlalogue form. Although the Philebus is
far more direct and makes fewer concessions to the dialogue
form than most Platonic works, the concessions which are made
are not wholly nominal. By and large, the development of the
argument 1s little influenced by the fact that it is supposed
to be a debate. But the arrangement is somewhat modified by
the desire to be persuasive, to eliclt admissions from the
reader in the most painless sequence, to lead the learner from
the easy point to the difficult. Thus, while the positive adi-
dactic program of the Philebus ocan be described simply as the
task of discovering the true nature of the good life for men,
Plato actually poses a series of other problems which lead the
reader on to this subject by stages. The first problem which
is set 1s that of deciding whether either pleasure or intelli-
gence alone constitutes the good life; this question is answered
in the negative, but at the same time it 1s shown that the good
life is a mixture of pleasure and intelligence. In order to
discover this much requires no discussion of combination at all.
Combination would tell us this much, to be sure; but Plato seems
to have believed that since he could go this far without ex-

Plaining his definite wviews on the positive nature of good
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mixtures, he would be more persuasive to present the argument
without unneeded assumptions. This explains, I believe, why
Plato did not advance his views on combination before this point.
The second problem set in the Philebus is whether mind
or pleasure can be considered the cause of the good life., The
answer to this problem does require an analysis of the prinei-
ples of oombination; it therefore naturally comes at this point.
Showing that the analysis of good mixtures appllies to the good
life a5 one case suffices to answer this second problem; the
third problem, which 1s the full task of the dialogue, can then
be tackled: this is, to describe the nature of the ingredients
in the good life and how they are combined. Before this can be
done, division must reveal all the ingredients available for
combination. Thus the fact that Plato wishes to lead the reader
to appreciate the causative nature of mind before he goes on to
examine the potential ingredients of the good life in detail
explains why the present passage does not coms later than it does.
An_even more important reason why the present section
precedes the division of the speclies of pleasure is this: while
division proper expresses loglcal relations between classes or
properties, and the assumption 1is that divislon discovers the
"essentlal" oharacter of the species, there nevertheless remains,
a8 we noted previously, a problem of just what species are to
be taken as "natural" for a partiocular study. The present
discussion of combination, with its demonstration of how this

analysis is to be applied to the creation of the good life,
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indicates what principles can be usefully employed in the
division. If, in other words, combination is to evaluate,
select and combine certain ingredients, then division must
divide in such a way that these ingredients are the species
which are "discovered." In the rest of the Philebus, then,
the results of the present seoction are used not only for the
final combination, but also to assist the division. This is
not an accident; it is, in fact, an implicit result of the
dialeotical method. TFor if combination is to combine the
appropriate kinds of things, these are the very oclasses or
qualities (ideas) to whioch we must direct our attention from
the start, The apparent arbitrariness of the original selec-

tion of genus, species and fundamentum divisionis is thus

mitigated by the knowledge that we must collect and divide
with an eye to produclng results which will be useful to
combination. _

In addition, the sections of the Philebus which dis-
cover the various specles of pleasure and intelligence can-
not be said to restrict themselves to the business of stating
the analytic relations between genus and species. Division
can no more say what exists than what should exist; yet much
of the section which deals with the kinds of pleasure can be
interpreted as assuming or endeavoring to demonstrate that
the yarioua specles which are disoriminated do, in fact,
exist. More than this, the division 1s accompanied by pro-

longed studies of each species whioch can most accurately be
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considered as evaluative: this part of the seotions on
pleasure and intelligence belongs, then, on our analysis,

to combination. These are reasons whioh indicate why the
sections which are to follow, which divide intelligence and
pleasure into species, also do much more than this, and oon-
tain elements whioh are really evaluative, and belong to
combination. Both to assist division to divide wisely --

at the useful "Jjoints"™ --; and to provide a basis for the
evaluation which takes place during division, the present

section on good mixtures must come before division begins.

2. Let us now consider the nature of this section
on the principlgs of combination. I wish to state immediately
that I believe there is basio confusion in Plato's treatment
of the subjeot, and that I cannot see any way whatsoever of
interpreting his words whioch is true to their meaning and yet
consistent. Part of the difficulty is due to Plato's erratic
use of words; for instance, the word "mixture" in the present
and subsequent sections of the dialogue is used in at least
three quite distinoct and contradiotory ways, and this in spite
of the fact that the word is introduced quite formally. Such
total ambiguity in the use of words, where the meaning 1is
obscure in any case, is certain to make the task of interpre-
tation very hard; and it is bound to leave any interpretation
open to easy refutation from some passage in the original

dialogue. But part of the difficulty comes not simply from
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the fact Plato uses the same words in quite different ways,
but as well from the faot that he has a definite tendency to
confuse the different meanings of the same word with each
other. These two difficulties together make it highly un~
likely that there will ever be general agreement as to Plato's
meaning because it 1s so certaln that there can be no con-
sistent interpretation to which all the evidence can point.

What I intend to do here, therefore, is to argue for
no one detajiled, consistent interpretation, since I am rela-
tively sure there 1s no such interpretation which is correct.
Instead, I am going to outline, first, a very general theory
which I think expresses part {(but by no means all) of what
Plato means. I am then going to indicate several somewhat
more detajled theories which are (in a rather vague sense)
derivative from the first, general, theory, and which, while
all consistent with the general theory, are not all consistent
with eaoch other. These further, more detailed theories, ex-
press at least some of the further things which I believe Plato
hed in mind when he wrote this part of the Philebus,

a., The general theory is as follows: among those

entities which do or might exist in the world (inocluding ob-
Jects, events, feelings, institutions, animals, etc.) only
those which are ocomplex ln some sense can be saild properly
to be intrinsically good. The complexity means that there
are disocriminable parts, elements or aspects. The fact of

complexity may be expressed by sayling that the good entity
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is a "mixture™ of the parts, elements, or aspects. Every
good entity 1is thus a mixture. Of all the relations between
the parts, elements or aspects of a good entity, there is one,

or there are several, because of which the entity 1s a good

entity. ‘his relation, or group of relations, because of
which an entity 1s a good entity, and which stands between the
parts, elements or aspects of that entity, is called a "limit."
Every entity which has a limit may be said to be "limited."
A complex entity which is not limited, fails to be limited
because of a certaln relation, or group of relations, which
does not hold between its parts, elements or aspects. The
absence of this relation or relations can be expressed posi-
tively as the presence of another relation or relations. When
this other relation {or relations) is present, the entity is
sald tao be "unlimited,” or "an unlimited."™

Whenever, in the course of events, an entity which is
limited appears, this can only be due to the presence of a
cause of a certain kind. This cause serves to explain the
exlstence of any goad entity in the world. It explains it
in this way: first, it is an efficlent agent, which actually
creates the entity which has a limit. Second, it provides a
reason for the existence of the entity. By a reason, I mean
that the agent has a reason, that is, a purpose. This purpose,
or intention, is why the agent creates the good entity. Such
a reason or purpose provides the only true explanation which

can be given for the existence of anything; 1f anything else
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exists, it cannot be explained. Thus if there are any en-
tities which exist and which are not limited (i.e., which

are unlimited) then these cannot be caussd by the special

cause we are discussing, nor explained by it.

The name which Plato gives to the agent which causes
the existence of all good entities and which has the reason
for their existence is "mind."

b. This is the general theory, which I believe is
about the maximum that can be said which is consistent with
everything, or practically everything, which Plato says about
combination in the Philebus, and which is not obviously in-
consistent with itself. It 1s pretty vague, and it leaves
out very much which we would want to include; but I do not
see how more can be included without raising problems of
consistency. I am now going to suggest three somewhat more
detailed theories all of which, it seems to me, are consistent
with the general theory, but which are not strictly consistent
with each other. The first of these is the most primitive,
and probably represents a level of interpretation which re-
flects the genesis of the entire analysis. This theory is
based directly on an analogy with the artisan and his work,
and owes its cogenoy to the anelogy. In 1ts simplest form,
this theory conceives of the "mind" as a maker or artisan
who has the power to oreate obJects and who has ,a purpose or
reason in mind for creating them which acts as a guide and

goal. The "limit" is the form which the object must have to
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serve its purpose. This form may most eesily be thought of

as a series of spatial relations; but perhaps there are other
ways of thinking of it. The material from which the object

is nade, but before the object is made from it, is an "un-
limited.” The material always has some shape, of course, but
it is unlimited until it has the shape which the artisan has
in mind. When the material has the right shape (i.e., is
limited) then the object is a "mixture." The sense in which
it is a mixture is rather difficult. It is this: it is a
mixture of limit and - an unlimited. The unlimited is the
material before it has the proper shape. When the proper
shape 1s given it by the artisan, it has limit. Speaking
loosely, we may say that a limit was "mixed"™ with an un-
limited. But the material as such, on this interpretation,

is not the unlimited: it is the material with a wrong form.
Thus this interpretation agrees with Plato's repeated assur-
ances that when something has a limit, it is no longer unlimited
(24A, B; 24C, D; 25D, E). It also agrees with the fact that
Plato tells us clearly that existing entities can be unlimited.
These considerations suggest that the mixture, on the above
interpretation, cannot be resolved into a limit and an un-
limited at any one time; the "mixture™ of limit and an un-
limited is rather a matter of temporal succession; first

there is an unlimited; then the agent makes it limited, at
which time the unlimited is gone. For the "it"™ which survives

this change, there is no term in this analysis.
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A modification of this interpretation would involve
considering an unlimited as the material aspect of an object.
In this case, a mixture would really be analysable into a
limit and an unlimited (i.e. "form and matter"). And cer-
tainly Plato does often speak very clearly of the mixture
as being a mixture of a limit and an unlimited (23D; 25D; 26B).
Furthermore, unlimiteds are characterized as "having no bounds",
"suffering no bounds to be set™ (24B), whioch would seem to sug-
gest that unlimiteds are abstraotions from existing entities
rather than existing entities. I believe that Plato did think
of the present analysis sometimes in these terms. But it clearly
is not consistent with the earlier version of this interpretation,
which made unlimiteds existing entities, and which, therefore,
implied that the same entity could not be both an unlimited and
limited at the same time. And of the two versions of this inter-
pretation, I think the first 1s consistent with more of what
Plato says, because it i1s quite vital to his argument to be able
to say that existing entities are unlimiteds.

o. The second theory which I wish to propose as coming
under the general theory is the most importent. It 1s the
theory which fits more of what Plato says in the present passage
of the Philebus than any other, and it is quite olear in its
general outline. This second theory is this: the particular
Sense in which an entity must be complex in order to be good
is that it must exhibit a proper relation between certain sets

of "opposites."™ These opposites, derived from Pythagorean and
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Empedoclean sources, are conceived either as properties or as
actual elements. Any good entity which exists, such as a
healthy body, good weather, or the entire universe, is to be
thought of as a balance between different elements. To take
one aspect of the healthy body, temperature, we must think
of the right temperature as produced by the presence in the
body of the right amounts of heat and cold, just as we get
the right temperature in our bath by adjusting the cold and
hot water faucets. It 1s true that we do not think of the
right temperature as being a mixture of hot and cold, even
though it is produced by blending hot and cold elements; but
Plato does. Clearer examples of what Plato msans might there-
fore be these: a certailn shade of gray is produced by mixing
proper proportions of white and black; these two colors remain
in the mixture, and oould be physically separated. Or in music,
if a vibrating string is fretted in the precise center, then
each of the segments will produce the same note; if it is
fretted a third of the way from an end, 1t will produce é
certain note and another an octave higher. 1In these cases,
the proper relation of lengths in the string produces con-
sonant intervals; the interval (or rather, the chord made up
of two notes) is a "mixture" of the two sounds.

This last example is a good one because it illustrates
the possibility that the right relation can be expressed in
quantitative, precise terms. Plato would like to think that

all right mixtures can be defined in such terms, and most of
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what he pays with respect to this matter is couched in semi-
mathematical language. He never does demonstrate how other
mixtures can be defined mathematically on the analogy with
the tuned string, but he assumes, or at least hopes, that it
can be done. In any case, this is really a side issue. The
point is that every mixture is good because of some relation
between its parts, and on this theory, that relation is be-
tween opposite elements like hot and cold, high and low, dry
and moist. The name for this relation (in the case where 1t
is correct) is a "limit", and it must be thought of, ideally,
as a mathematical ratlo between the quantitative aspects of
the opposed elements. VWhen an existing entity exhibits this
proper relation, it is a "mixture."

The cruclal problem with respect to this theory, is
how to interpret an unlimited. The problem, briefly, is this.
Plato speaks repeatedly of an unlimited as being indeterminate,
as if it were a continuum of some sort in which there is no
definite proportion or ratio. When a limit is "mixed™ with
this continuum, he seems to say, then there is no longer a
continuum, but a definite, numerilcally expressible, ratio
between elements of the continuum. Neglecting the questions
which would arise if we trled to express this theory more
precisely, the real problem is this: how can an existing
entity be indeterminate? If the body in health has some one
(proper) relation between a hot element and a cold, how can

we deny that when the body 1s unhealthy 1t has some other
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{wrong) relation between the two elements? Yet Plato says
quite plainly that when determinateness 1s "applied"” to the
unlimited, the result is always a mixture -~ i.e., the right
mixture, and a great deal of the point of the dialogue de-
pends upon showing that actually existing entities are un-
limited. I believe it 1s therefore necessary to reject the
interpretation of an unlimited as an indeterminate continuum
in the sense explalned above ~- a sense which requires that
an unlimited could never exist, because it would be an
abstraction of some sort. It may be that Plato does think
of an unlimited as an abstraction and as a continuum in this
sense sometimes, but such an interpretation does not fit with
very much that he says.

I belleve the best way to interpret an unlimited 1s
as an existing entity whioch has the wrong relation between
the opposites. It then becomes possible to speak consistently
of examples of bad health, or of certain pleasures, as un-
limiteds (or of having the characteristic of being unlimited).
Unlimiteds are thus as determinate, in the sense of having
some definite relation between the opposites, as mixtures.

In what sense, then, are they indeterminate at all?

I belleve the answer is this: an entity which 1s limited
has the right relation between the opposites. When this
happens, such an entity 1s stable; it has a tendenoy, at
least, to maintein that same relation, and to remain at
rest, so far as that relation 1s concerned. Why this 1is so,
I shall not explain here; but that Plato belleves it, there



187,

can be little doubt. An entity which is unlimited, on the
other hand, 1s out of whack. It 1s unbalanced, unstable, and
has a constant tendency to bescome elther better balanced or
worse., This i1s what it means to say that it is indeterminate:
it does not maintain the same condition with respect to the
relations of the opposites. Over any period of time, it can-
not be said to exhibit any one relation. Therefore, according
to Plato, we ocannot say that it is trugdly determined. The
passages in the present section of the Philebus which seem to
bear out this interpretation are these:

At 24D, Soorates says that "thotter' never stops where
it 1s, but is always going a point further, and the same applies
to 'colder,' whereas definite quantity is something that has
stopped going and 1s fixed." Here I belleve he msens that a
thing which is hotter or colder than the correct temperature
is an improper mixture of hot and cold elements, and therefore
1s unstable, and becomes still hotter, or colder, as time goes
on. But something which has definite quantity -- i.e., waich
remains at one definite point 1n the balance between hot and
cold -~ is fixed; and this can only happen when the balance is

right. At 24FE we read that "when we find things becoming more

or less anything, or admitting of terms like 'stronger,'
'slighter,' 'very' and so forth, we ought to reckon them all

&s belonging to a single kind, namely that of the Unlimited..."
In other words, an entity is unlimited when 1t is unstable

and one element is becoming more or less dominant with respect
to its opposite,
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The guide to this interpretation is, of course, the
assumption that there are types or speoles whioh remesent the
porms for existence. Such norms would, on this interpretation,
be defined in terms of the proper relations between opposites,
With respect to "amounts™ of each opposite present in a com-
plex entity, some other given amount would always be correct
to maintain the proper relation. Thus any improper relation
could always be said to be due to an "excess" or "deficienoy"
of some opposite, while the proper relation would be a "mean"
between excess and deficiency. Thus Plato tells us that the
proper relation {limit) in the case of "severe cold" or
"gtifling heat"” "removes all that is excessive and unlimited,
and creates msasure and balance" (264).

The distinotion between an entity which has limit and
one which i1s unlimited is, as I have Just interpreted it, a

physical theory. It states that when a certain given relation

between opposite elements obtains in animals or events or insti-
tutions of given types, then a stable state will result which
will tend, at least, to remain oconstant. It states also that
when this proper relation is not present, the entity in question
will tend, at least, to be unstable, and in a constant state of
change. Such & statement of the theory as a physical theory.
expresses, however, only part of what Plato intends. I believe
he would argue that even i1f this physical theory were untrue,

it would still be the case that the unlimited entity was

indeterminate, although in a somewhat different sense. I can=-
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not pretend to be able to state this further point with any
olarity, and I am not very sure what it amounts to. It de-
pends, I believe, on the metaphysical doctrine that only the
really typical entity, the entity which does, in fact, exhibit
the proper relation between opposites, can be truly said to
be any one thing, even if it only happens to exist for a second,
whereas an unlimited is not really any one thing, even if it
happens to remain unchanged. This is partly to be explained,
probably, in some way whioch indicates that the properly con-
structed entity is en end (that is, it is what the cause
intends to produce) while any other sort of entity is not an
end. And ends remain fixed in a sense in which other things
do not; the end remains the same, even if the obJect does not.
Thus an unlimited, since it exists in the passing world, is
bound to change sometimes; while a mixture, although it also
exists in the passing world, cannot change and still remain
that correct mixture. I recognize that there is a question-
begging ambiguity in this argument; perheps it i1s due to my
lnability to understand Plato's true meaning, or perhaps it
is not Plato's argument at all, or perhaps Plato's position is,
partly, based on some confusion. We shall return to discuss
these problems presently, although not with the hope of
"solving" them.

d. The third theory which fits with the general theory
outlined at the beginning of this discussion is quite similar

to the second theory in many respects, but is not quite the
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same, and is not really compatible with it. In this third
theory, a mixture again is an existing entity which exhibits

a proper relation between parts, and a proper relation is a
limit, and an existing entity which has the wrong relation
between parts is seid to be unlimited. The difference is that
in this third theory, the parts are not strictly opposites at
all, but are Jjust various elements which may be considered on
the analogy of ingredients. A mixture, on this theory, is any
complsx made up of different parts, provided the parts are the
right parts, in the right relations, and performing their proper
functions. Examples of such mixtures are the good state, the
good life, and the soul of the virtuous man. These mixtures
cannot be said with any accuracy to be mixtures of opposites;
rather they are mixtures of various different elements. While
Plato treats pleasure in the rest of the Philebus according to
the second theory, he treats the good life according to this
third theory. It is harder, on this last theory, to see how a
mathematical definition of a limit can be given, nor does Plato
ever try to give such a definition for the mixture of the good
life. 1In the third theory, the notion of the proper function,
the appropriate achievement of each element (cf. 66A), becomes
more important than the notion of a proportion or ratio. As a
result, the final mixture of the good life includes as one
element mind, whose function is to impose a limit upon pleasures
by stopping them at one point (the right point); in this way,
pleasures become limited within the larger limited entity which
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is the good life. This illustrates the overlapping application
of the second and third theories we have been discussing.

If this third theory could be stated more precisely, it
might be possible to deoide whether, in general, it is true that
the parts or ingredients which constitute a mixture must them-
selves be limited in the sense given to "limited" by any cne of
the theories. It seems fairly certain that, for a mixture
{according to the third theory) to remain that mixture, each of
the elements must remain fixed, or true to type. In a comsonant
chord, for instance, each note making up that chord must remain
just that note; in the good state, each man must cleave to his
appropriate task; and so forth. The question really is, whether
trueness to type, stability, fixedness, are always to be accounted
for by one of the three theories given above. If so, then it is
likely that every mixture (in the third theory) is composed of
elements which already have a limit. This is an obscure point.
However, I am inclined to believe that trueness to type and
stability, as Plato conceives them, are always to be explained
in terms of one of the above theories, or on some theory which
is closely similar to one of them. In any case, trueness to
type and stability are very often to be explained in one of
these ways; and it is not unlikely that Plato thought they oould
always be explained by the apparatus of the present section of
the Philebus, because he says that wherever we find order and
Stability in the universe, we must oredit the c@?ual agent ,

whose stable product is always analysable as a mixture.
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3. The third theory, which interprets the mixture as
a complex entity with a right relation, or group of relations,
betwsen various elements {which are not necessarily "oppositesm™)
seems to fit best (or perhaps it would be better to say, fits
most literally) with the account of division which has already
been given. Division, it was found, reveals the kinds of ele-
ments available for comblnation into a mixture. In the typical
case, these elements -are not "opposites,” although this possi-
bility is not ruled out; in the typical case, these elements
are just the sort required for making a mixture according to
the third theory. The different letters distinguished by the
grammarien, the different classes of men distingulshed by the
politician-philosopher, the different elements of the good life,
or the different elements in the good soul: all these are the
kinds of entities distinguished as species by division in its
typical application, and combined together by a mindful cause
to form a true mixture which exhibits limit.

This connection between division end combination has
already, in a general way, been dlscussed in a previous section,
when it was shown why collection and division could not, either
singly, or together, ever tell us how to produce a good mixture.
But I would like now to touch on another question concerning the
relation of division and collection on the one hand, and combi-
nation on the other. This is the question raised by Plato when
he tells us -that the concepts of limit and unlimit are common

to the analysis of division and to the analysis of combination.
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Before discussing what this may mean, 1t may be well to have the
passage before us in which Plato makes this claim.

At the beginning of the section on combination, the problem
arises as to how the analysis 1s to proceed. Socrates admits that
",..1f my objective 1s to secure the second prize for reason I
must have weapons different from those of my previous arguments;
though possibly some may be the same"” (23B), and he immediately
repeats that "we might apply part of what we were saying before”
{23C). The "part" to which he refers is made clear a sentence
or two later where Socrates remarks that "God revealed (as we
said before) two constituents of things, the unlimited and the
limit." Looking back over the di scussion of dialectic earlier
in the dialogue, we notice that the concepts which played the
largest part were what were called the "one," the "many"” and
the "unlimited."” In one passage only did the word "limit" occur,
namely at 16C, D, where we were told that, according to a "saying"
handed down from anclent times, "all things that are ever sald to
be consist of a one and a many, and have in their pature a limit
and unlimitedness. Since things are ordered in this way..." and
it goes on to explain that we must look for this "one™ and "many"
if we would understand things. What is the parallel to which
Plato is trying to direct our attention between division and
ctombination?

The simplest answer which 1s consistent with what has
been s&id is that, given a certain type of complex entity (such

a3 the good life), we see first that it is one when we see that
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there is a single idea which embraces all of 1ts aspects or
elements (pleasures and functions of mind); we then see that

it is many when we divide this generic idea into the species
(into all the various pleasures and functions of mind); we
recognize the faot that the final product will be unlimited
unless the right elements are combined in the right ways; and

if we do combine the right elements in the right ways, we will
have a mixture which has a limit. This is simply an outline of
the stages of dlalectic from collection through division to
combination, and i1t shows one sense in which Plato might mean
the statement that the same thing may, viewed in different ways,
be one, many, limited and unlimited. This explanation of Plato's
meaning is not a very satisfactory opme, however. It is not very
satisfactory because Plato seems to be stating a definite paral-
lelism between the analysis of division and of combination which
this interpretation does not suggest. Plato says, in introducing
the analysis of combination, that the concepts of limit and un-
limitedness have already been revealed; this must refer to more
than the mere mention of the words at 16C. The implication is
that 1imit and unlimit are either to be identified with some of
the concepts previously introduced, or else that they are to be
considered as derived from them in some sense. In trying to
understand Plato's meaning, let us first try to decide what the
phrase "all things that are saild to be™ refers to; for these are
the things which are sald to oconsist of a one and a many and

also to have in their nature a limit and unlimitedness. The
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"things" here may be ideas, for we remember that Plato was
very strong in his assertions that, although particulars can
be seid to be "one" and "many," it 1s eristical to make any-
thing of this, while it 1is important that ideas are one and
many; and division,with whioch he was mainly concerned, deals
with the oneness and manyness of ideas. The remark that these
are things whioch are "said to be™ need not rule out ideas, for
ideas are, of ocourse, "said to be" by Plato and Platonists,
The objeotion to taking the "things that are said to be" as
ideas is that it 1s impossible to see how ideas could be said
to have an unlimited aspect; no possible interpretation of un-
limitedness would suggest that an idea could be unlimited, or
even that it would be meaningful to say that an idea was un-
1imited.l It is of the essence of an ideas that it be fixed,
permanent and immaterial, which are the very opposite charac~
teristios to those of unlimited entities. The "things which
are sald to be" cannot, then, possibly be ideas, which'are the
very things which, in the discussion of division, were said to
be one and many.

The key to the passage must, perhaps, be sought else-

where, in the words "since things are ordered in this way."

l'

There are scholars who have thought that the 1ideas,
like particulars, are oreated from the 1imit and the unlimited
(as in our first theory). This notion has a few good arguments
in its favor, and one insuperable argument against it; I shall
discuss it presently, but dismiss it here.
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This refers, I think, quite generally to the whole oreated uni-
verse. The oreated universe, as wé learn from the analysis of
combination, contains elements of order and permanence; ideas
are not oreated; but individuals are oreated, if not perfectly,
at least generally in accord with the permanent types with thelr
normal balance of parts or elements, If this were not so, then
we could never find the "ones™ and the "manys" by "looking" for
them in the world; if this were not so, it would not be apparent
{as 1t was to Plato) that everything is created by a rational
cause. Divislon, as we recall, tells us the relation between
ideas, between species and genus; but we know as well that the
genus and the species are not arbitrary conventions, but repre-
sent types, examples of which really exist in the world. This
is why division must divide "at the joints." The typicalness of
the individuals we find in nature is due to the rational cause;
and 1t 1s what (on one theory) we called "limit.” To be true to
type, to remain fixed at the proper norm which establishes the
essence of the specles: these are the characteristics of an
entity which has limit. There 13, therefore, a relation between
the species discovered by division, the "many,"” and the limit
which characterlzes individuals which are true to type. It is
1imit which makes division possible. It is "because things are
ordered this way" that we can collect and divide, and the order-
ing that 18 meant 1s the creation of things with limit by the

beneficent cause.
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We have thus found a kind of correspondence, or
connection at any rate, between the limit and the species
discovered by division, and perhaps this 1s all Plato intended
us to find. ZEven this much is open to a serious difficulty,
however, which is this: division, to operate as Plato wants
it to, must uncover some specles of pleasures as necessarily
unlimited. Not every specles 1s a type which the intelligent
cause would want to use as a guide in oreating limited mixtures,
therefore. The fact is that Plato wants to use division some-
times in a way which leaves it free to classify many things
which are not "types" or "species" in the normative, evaluative
sense at all; this is precisely why every idea is not an idea
of something good. But Plato never escaped completely from his
inclination towards the theory that if you could define some-
thing, it was somehow good, even though he continued to define
bad things. This difficulty does not vitiate the fundamental
value theory of the Philebus, however, for normative types and
universals are not identified through most of the dialogue.

Carrying further the connection between the analysis
of combination and the analysis of division, we notice that
the term "unlimited" is common to both schemes. In treating
division, Plato speaks of the "unlimited number™ which division
must not approach until all the many species have been found
(16D-17A); and this is generally, and I think rightly, taken
to refer to the unlimited (i.e. unknown and indefinite) number
0f particulars which belong to the species. What is unlimited
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here is the number of aoctually existing examples of each class
discovered by division; as we found, division ocan never tell us
how many such examples there are, nor can it tell us anything
about them as individuals; 1t can only tell us about them as
members of the olass. Unlimitedness in the analysis of combi-
nation was, in most cases, taken as the characteristic of some
one entity which it had because its parts were out of kilter;
in the other case, it was taken as the material aspect of an
entity. We ocan see, then, that in divisjion what is unlimited
is a number; in combination, it is a single thing. Thus the
two cannot be identified. But there is a connection: insofar
as an individual runs true to type, the definition of its
essence applies to it. It is the individual variations which
are not covered by the definition. It i1s the individuals, Jjust
so far as they are individuals, that account for the multiplicity
of the unlimited in one case, or the variation from the nora in
the other. It 1s the individual, untypical variation in both
cases which makes something unlimited. I think Plato would say
that this connectlon showed that just as division "imposes
order"” on the unlimited number of particulars by seizing on the
common elements and ignoring the individual elements, so the
good cause "imposes order" on the unlimited, complex individual
by setting it right and giving it limit -- by imposing the
typical, normal and stable condition upon it, and eliminating
the atypical, excessive and abnormal elements.

I do not want to give the impression that I think this

adccount of the relation between the analyses of division and
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combination is highly satisfactory. What I have said seems
to me largely confused and based on vague analogles. But so
far as I can see, it is true to Plato's meaning, and I think
it serves a purpose if it makes the sources of confusion some-
what clearer, and the analogies more explicit., Some of the
problems raised here will be reconsidered in a later section.
It is now time to remind ourselves that the purpose
of the present section on combination is to decide certain
questions about the good life. The first steép is to show that
the analysis of combination applies to the good life by identi-
fying the various aspects of the analysis with aspects of the
good life. Most of the rest of this section will, therefore,
be taken up with a discussion of the four elements of the present
analysis with particular attention to their application to the
good life,

4, The Unlimited. So far, we have seen that entities

of certain kinds may be said to be unlimited, but we have not
discussed what Plato means by the unlimited (ro Wmeipov). It
i1s quite clear what is meant however. Using the terminology

of the passage on collection and division, Plato says that the
unlimited is a "one" which is "split up into many," and that in
defining and treating it we should try to "collect the many into

one,"

and learn how it is "both one and many" (23E). He repeats
that he will "try to show that the unlimited is, in some sence,
many" (24A). YFinally, a defining characteristic is found which

attaches to every entity which is unlimited, and this 1is accepted
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as a "sign" of the unlimited (24E); everything which has this
characteristic is to be "put into the class of the unlimitead”
because this is what makes the olass "one" (25A). The un-
limited is, then, a universal or idea, and like other generic
ideas, it is both one and many. In a similar way, the limit
and the mixture are also "ones," ideas, which can be defined
by collection and divided into "many." The category of the
cause may possibly have no idea; at least we are not told that
it does; but with respect to the unlimited, the limit and the
mixture, there is without doubt an idea in each case. I cannot
ses how there can be the slightest doubt that Plato intends us
to believe that the unlimited, the 1limit, and the mixture are
generic ideas, for he expressly uses the terminology taken from
the discussion of generic ideas to talk about them. Nor do I
know for certain whether anyone has ever questioned that Plato
means them as ideas. Scholars have very frequently argued as
if they questioned it, but I think what they really have wanted
to question was whether examples of the limit, the unlimited and
the mixture, were ideas. This is, of course, a very different
question indeed, and it is unfortunate that practically every
discussion of the matter confuses the two questions. The second
question, whether examples of the limit, unlimited and mixture
can be ideas, I shall discuss at appropriate places in this
section.

As a typical example of the confusion betwsen the

questions, whether all four classes are ideas, or whether
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thelr members are ideas, I refer to H. Cherniss!' review of

the Dies edition of the Ehilebus.l‘l According to Cherniss,
pies argues that all the four "kinds" are meant to be ideas.
"With regard to the Pznxrév »" writes Cherniss, "he admits

that what is produced or engendered i1s not an intelligible
entity, but he insists that the PDKTéV gqua class 1is so." I
would not even agree that examples of the )JEH<1;V are
unintelligible; but they are certainly not ideas, and Dies seems
to me to be absolutely right in saying that the class of mix-
tures is an idea, as are the other classes. Cherniss, however,
misses the point. "This notion ... seems to me to be quite
mistaken®™ he remarks, and quotes Grubel'2 to the effect that
"there i1s not a shadow of a hint th&tp&"ﬂéV anywhere in the
Philebus refers to amything but the world of phenomena."™ There
is more than a shadow of a hint thatlpuknadoes not refer to the
entire world of phenomena; but I agree that all examples of the
pﬁijév do belong to the world of phenomena., What Cherniss does
not see 1is that this does not contradict the assertion that the
class of all mixtures is an ldea. Cherniss tries to prove his

4 !
Point by a reference to the phrase &y£lkﬁb7%( }XovTu in

Philebus 59C which he assumes applies to the ideas. Actually, as

I shall argue later, this passage, which does not mention the ideas
at all, may refer to mixtures or ingredients of mixtures rather

than ideas. But even if it applies to ideas, it does not mean

—

1.1 Some War-Time Publications Concerning Plato,
American Journal of Philology, July, 1947.

1.2 Plato's Thought, p. 303.
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unmixed in the sams sense in which mixtures are mixed; for,
as I shall show later, Platc uses™unmixed" to mean "pure" --
an adjective which applies to such phenomena as pleasures in
the Philebus, when they arise from a proper mixture in the body.
Cherniss also thinks there cannot be an idea of the un-
limited, even though Plato expressly says there is (16D-E);
Cherniss tries to explain away the phrase T%v‘?&u &ﬂ{:fou 362&#
by calling it an oxymoron -- a rather cavalier argument. KHe
does not account for other passages which clearly imply the
same (23C; 23E; 24E; 25A). But his trouble surely springs from
the failure to distinguish between a class and its members.
Plato undertakes, then, to show the "oneness"™ of the
unlimited in the usual way; by collecting examples for scrutiny,
and by then identifying the essential common element. The
essential common element is, of course, a characteristic of some
sort; by the same token, it defines a class. Whether it is the
common characteristic, or the class, which is the idea, is not
at all certain. Plato speaks of both, of the unlimited "in
things" (23C) and of the class of things which are unlimited
(25A); and there is no clear way to tell which is the true "one."
But, as we said before, it does not matter much for the purposes
at hand, even though it might matter a good deal in some other
contexts., Collection here, as often, is a matter of collecting,
not particulars, but kinds of particulars, so that when col-
lection is finished it is already known what the "many" are:

division and collection are simultaneously accomplished. Socrates
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begins the collection by giving one type of thing which is
unlimited: anything which is indeterminate with respeot to

hot and cold (24}\).2 To this are added numerous other examples
as the disoussion continues.® We are now immediately told the
unifying prinociple which makes these examples examples of the
unlimited: all the examples (or, to be precise, kinds or species
of examples) involve "more and less" ('r; P&AXov v«gi STTOV).
Something whioh 18 unlimited is unfixed; it admits no end (24A);
it has no beginning, middle or end (31A). It may alter indefi-
nitely in either direction. As soon as something unlimited stops
at a specific number or measure, a specifioc ‘temperature or pitch
or speed or loudness, then there 18 "an end to the more and less"
(24B). When the more and less are present, they prevent any
definite quantity tnéwnv , 24C), for "if they allowed guantity
and measure (To }A%qouw) to appear in the precinct of the more
and less, then theae latter would be driven from their rightful
place"” (24D)., An unlimited 13 charaoterized by the fact that

it 1s in flux: "the hotter and the colder are always advancing
and never remain; but quantity does remain and does not progress"

(24D).

2

.It i8 unnecessary to review agaln the various ways
in whioch this may be interpreted; see the previous section.

3.

Others are: more emphatic and quieter (24C); greater
and smaller (24C); drier and wetter (25C); quicker and slower
(25C); tinler and larger (25C); higher and lower in pitch {26A);
quick and slow in tempo (26A); hotter and colder weather (26A);
often and seldom intense or dull pleasures (52C).
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We must not make the mistske of regarding the more
and less as two subdivisions of the unity of the unlimited.
The "more and less" is rather the "seal of unity"” which we
have discovered in the many examples (25A). This is the sig.n4
(oq)xé%v, 24E) whioch reduces the many to a unity (25D). It
is no longer necessary to examine all examples, since we have
found the uniting principle. The collection is complete; to
the best of our ability we have done what was required -- have
"collected all things that are scattered and split up and im-
pressed upon them the sign of some one nature" (254).
Summarizing the result of this operation, Socrates says:

In order to save the time of examining all examples,

we proposed as the nature of the infinite: -- that

it is all things which appear to us to become more

or less, emphatic and gentle, excessive and so forth;

these are to be put in the class of the infinite

(TS ToL  &TEI0L 7{w5) as their unity. (24E, 25a).

The unlimited is the class of all thilngs not definitely
fixed and true to type. Since it contains nothing determined,
the members of the class are not directly amenable to knowledge.
In this sense, the unlimited supplies the irrational element in
reality which the éawzvpov of dialectic supplied in discourse.
Just as the indeterminate number of individuals is beyond the
scope of diaeresis, so the indeterminate quality of unlimited
things is beyond the socope of 1limit which creates intelligible
——

'Sign' means here simply 'characteristic' or

'property.' It reduces the many to a unity in the sense that
the many examples can now be said to belong to one class, i.e,

the oclass of all things whioch have the property of being "more
and less."
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reality. Theﬁﬂﬁﬂpov is the end term of both discourse amd

the sensible world. In both cases it stands outside the socan
of reason, but is the "material" out of which reason can oreate
order. The unlimited of the Philebus expresses, among other
things, the possibility of form; in the sense that it is the
class of things which do not have fixed form, but gcould have

it, it is one of the elements "from which" (3 8#, 27A) things
with 1imit come into being; from it, by the agency of the cause,
things "become into being" (7@Q£¢w gis  o0Tixy, 26D).

Plato now explains that pleasure is to be placed in the
category of the unlimited. As it finally turns out, this means
some pleasures only. But in any case, the position is that
among the number of things which belong to the class of the un-
limited, there is a subclass which 1s made up of pleasures.

This 1is, presumably, one of the facts which division discovers,
although proving it occupies a good third of our dialogue. We
must not, at any rate, consider the present section as more than
a promise of what 1s to come; that many pleasures are in fact
unlimited, that some must elways be unlimited, that some are
often unlimited but may be limited, and that a few are, by
nature, limited, is the burden of much of the Philebus. Here

wa oan expect only an announcement of the theses in broad terms,

Let us see, then, what Plato has to say at this stage
concerning pleasure. Pleasure, he tells us, 1s "among the

things which admit of more and less, for pleasure and pain

form a continuum which has no limit (27E). This 1is eagerly
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admitted by Philebus, who speaks up in one of his rare but

rather violent moments of articulateness, because "pleasure

would not be completely good if it were not unlimited in

quantity and quality" (27E). This shows (as it is meant to)

that Philebus has not been following the argument at all, for

it has already been agreed that the good is a mixture, which

must exhibit limit. Soorates merely points out that if Philebus
is right, then pain is as good as pleasure, since it is equally
unlimited (28A). But in any case, it is clear from what Philebus
has said that pleasures (and pains) belong to the class of the
unlimited. This applies to individual pleasuresand pains, taken
in themselves, apart from any other raotor.5 And since it

applies to individual pleasures, it applies as well to the life

of pleasure, for the life of pleasure is constituted, by hypo-
thesis, entirely of pleasures (27E). But although both individual
pleasures (some of them) and the life of pure pleasure are un-
limited, it would be an error to confuse the two: single pleasures
and single lives may be unlimited, but this is no reason to con-
fuse a 1life with a pleasure. It is by no means impossible that

a life which contalns some limiting agent may contain pleasures
and yet not be unlimited; the argument so far is just that pleasure
itself can provide the life of pleasure with no limiting factor.

But it is hardly an argument yet: it is merely an affirmation.

5.
"Pleasure 1s itself unlimited and belongs to that
class that does not and never will contain within itself and
derived from itself either beginning, or middle, or end." (314).
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If we think of an entity which is unlimited as the
"material” which may become limited (and this 1s surely one
way Plato uses the concept) then it 1s a falr question whe ther
the life of pleasure is to be conceived in this way: 1s 1t the
only kind of unlimited out of which the art of happiness creates
order and harmony? Since this section of the Philebus assigns
all the aspects of the art of happlness to the appropriate cate-
gories, and the life of pleasure is the only one which 1s named
as unlimited, there is possibly some evidence in favor of an
affirmative reply. This is not to identify pleasure with the
good, of course, since the art must, in creating a limit in the
unlimited, eliminate many pleasures; moreover, the pleasures
which are ordered and proportioned would still constitute only
one aspect of the good: they would be neither the relation be-
tween the parts, nor the cause which creates the definite (right)
relation, nor the mixture which is the good itself. DPleasure may
in some sense assure the possibility of the good 1life, but it
could never create or be the good life.6

Plausible as it may be, I doubt that even this concession
to pleasure 1s true to Plato's thought. It is true that the life
of pleasure is an unlimited life; this does not mean, however,
that pleasures are the only possible ingredients for a good life.

And of course we know that reason and intelligence are ingredients

—

6.

Aristotle's objection to calling pleasure unlimited
(Nicomachean Ethics 1173a) misses the point, for it fails to
See that pleasure Is unlimited, not because one can be more or
less pleased, but because pleasure cannot provide a definite
limit to itself.
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along with some pleasures in the good life. And the fact that
the pure life of pleasure is the only unlimited life mentioned

by Plato does not eliminate the possibility of infinitely more
unlimited lives. The life of pure mind would, I suspect, be

also unlimited, although for very different reasons; it could

not be a "good mixture.” Even a life of pleasure and reason
could be unlimited if it combined the two elements wrongly -~ if,
for instance, mind were used merely as a tool to assist pleasure

to attain its ends.

5. The Limit. Like the Unlimited, the Limit is a
universal, an ildea, either a class or a property. However,
examples of the Limit cannot be, as in the case of the Unlimited
(on some interpretations) things which exist in the world.
Limitedness and unlimitedness are both properties which define
classes of entities existing in the world; but there was also a
sense 1n which we could speak of a thing which was unlimited as
"an unlimited," whereas we cannot say that "a limit" is a thing
at all, "A limit"™ is rather a relation of some kind which holds
between the elements, parts, or aspects of a particular entity,
and when this relation does hold, we say that that entity "has
a limit." Having a limit is thus a property of existing par-
ticulars, the property of having a ocertain relation (a limit)
between parts. I do not mean that a limit 1s a property, but
only that when a ocertain relation holds between the parts of
an entity, then it 1s said to "have a 1limit" or to be "limited."
The phrase "has a limit" is thus not strictly grammatical; however,

the usage 1s unambiguous.
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The difference between the way the phrase "a limit"
is used and the way the phrase "an unlimited" may be used is
important only because it explains how Plato can say (as he
frequently does in the Philebus) that a "mixture" of a limit
and an unlimited is a thing with a limit. Obviously if both
a limit and an unlimited were merely properties, the "mixture"
of the two could never be an existing thing; but a mixture is
an existing thing. But because an unlimited cen be a thing, it
is possible to speak of it as being "mixed™ with a limit to pro-
duce a "mixture.” This is still pretty confusing, to be sure,
because an "unlimited™ is so-called because it is unlimited, and
it is unlimited because it has no limit; thus at any one moment
we cannot truthfully say that an unlimited has a limit. Never-
theless, there is a ocomprehensible meaning, derived primarily
from the arts, in which we can say that a block of wood is given
a shape, or a blob of clay is™mixed”" with a pot-shape to produce
a pot; and this 1s the kind of thing Plato has in mind when he
speeks of the good product as a mixture of a limit with an un-
limited. He c¢ould not speak in this way if an unlimited were
not an entity existing in the world.

We have already discussed the various interpretations
of the notion of the limit which may be made, and indeed must
be made, in order to understand all that Plato requires of 1it.
These interpretations were three in number, and considered the
limit, respectively, as the shape or form of an object; as the

proportion between "opposite' elements in an objeot, expressed
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{at least 1deally) in numerical terms; and as the relation be-
tween varilous "parts™ or "“elements" in a complex obJject where
these parts or elements could not be considered as opposites,
As we sald previously, Plato does not distinguish these three
interpretations; they are suggested here chiefly as a method of
clarifying our own thinking about Plato's meaning. For many
purposes, the differences between these interpretations are not
important. In what follows, therefore, we shall concentrate
mainly on the aspects which they have in common: 1n each case,
having a 1limit 1s the property of an entity by virtue of which
its parts or elements are, in some way, properly related to one
another, The difference between the various interpretations
hinges on what we take these parts or elements to be, and hence
on how we think of thelr relation to one another; but the inter-
pretations agree in that the limit in an object is always the
relation which holds between its parts or elements and which
makes it a mixture, l.e. a good object.

Now let us see how Plato seeks to define the limit.
Since it is an ildea, or universal, the attempt to define it
means to perform a collection, the outcome of which should be
discovery of the essentlal element common to all examples of
the limit. The collection of examples is easy enough; they are,
as often, specles rather than particulars, so that we see at
once how the limit is "many" (although not "how many," since
we are given no reason to suppose that the einumeration is ex~
bhaustive; 1f we were told "how many" the limit is, division

would be complete).
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Examples of kinds of limit are "equality and the
equal; then the donble and everything which is a number in
relation to a number or a measure in relation to a measure"
{254, B). These examples have one thing in common: they are
ratios or proportions. The most obvious proportion is 1:1,
the equal. The double probably means the ratio 1:2. Then
follow all further relations {ratios) of number to number,
What does the relation of measure to measure add? We can only
guess that this 1is meant to cover ratios which are not strictly
numerical; in health, for instance, it is a relation between
certain elements in the body which provides a ratio. The bal-
ance of color in a picture is not immediately expressed in
terms of numbers, If this is the difference intended between
measure and number, then we may take the difference between
equality and the equal to be similar. The equal is the nu-
merical ratio 1:1. Equality is equal balance between non-
numerical elements. There remains the fact, however, that
Plato hopes somehow to assimilc4< the non-numerical cases to
the numerical. But just vhat a relation of a "measure to a
measure™ can mesn in a non-numerical sense remains a mystery,
at least for the moment.

wWhat, then, is the "seal of unity" which is common to
all the kinds of 1imit? Or, if not to the kinds, then to all
the partiocular entities which have a limit? Plato confesses
that although he has given examples of kinds of limit, he has

not yet defined the characteristic which they have in common



which makes them examples. (25D).7 This charactexristic
will, however, become apparent when we examine mixtures.
For mlxtures are all examples of particulars which have
a 1limit; what is common to them will therefore define
the class of limited objects. Socrates now states that
the "family of the 1limit" includes such kinds as "the
equal and the double and everything which makes an end

to the opposition between contraries and makes them

7.
At 25D Socrates speaks of the "family of the

1imit," which means either the class of particulars which

have a limit (cf. 23D, 23E, 25A, all of which speak of
the class of things with limit) or the class of species
of limit; Plato does not distinguish these two. This
class, he says, "we omitted to collect Just now; Just
as we collected the family of the Unlimited together so
we ought to have collected that family which shows the
character of limit; but we didn't." Hackforth (p. 47)
explains the fallure to find the uniting characteristic
by saying that what is lacking 1s a statement as to
what ratio would, in each case, be right for a kind of
mixture (health, climate, etc.] To give all these
correct ratios would, he says, be "unnecessary and
unimportant.” But surely Hackforth is wrong in think-
ing that such a statement of correct ratios would be
what is desired; what is desired is rather what is
commoh to all such correct ratios. Bury and Badham

are closer to right on this point (cf. Bury, p. 168).

192,
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commensurable and harmonious through number™ (25D, E).8
This tells us more than we knew befare: mixtures are
limited because of a ratio between the parts (here thought
of as "opposites™) which makes those parts "commensurable
and harmonious™ in some numerical sense. Soon after, we
are told that it is a limit in the case of health (25E),
music (26A), right temperature (264), good weather (26B),
and in fact every beautiful thing in the world (26B) which
mekes that thing a mixture. Thils, according to Socrates, is
enough to show how "the nature of the limit is one" (26D):
its unity 1s discovered, apparently, in the fact that the
class of objects which have limit can be simply defined as
the class of harmonious and commensurable mixtures.

This discovery of the uniting property which- defines
the class of limited objects must, according to the Platonic

8.

In this passage, I take "the equal and the double"
as being a species of 1limit; 25A makes such an interpretation
inevitable, it seems to me. When, in the next sentence,
Protarchus speaks of the "mixture of these elements"™ he 1is
speaking of the third kind of entity, i.e., the mixture; but
whether he means 1t 1s a mixture of the limit and unlimited
or of opposites with one another, 1s obscure, and remains
obscure throughout the following section. Nevertheless,
that 25D, E, the passage translated above in the text, 1is
meant to give at least the beginning of a definition of
the unity of the limit, I do not doubt. Bury emends the
text to produce the same (or almost the same) effect as
our interpretation with respect to the definition of the
limit, but he is forced to lose the significance of the last
Sentence with respeot to the mixture. He also must distinguish
"three generations" of both limit and unlimited where no such
hierarchy exists (Bury, The Philebus of Plato, p. 168). The
Loeb edition of the Philebus does much worse, taking the class
of the "equal and double” as the mixture.
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philosophy, hit upon the "essential™ proparty which makes
the class the "offspring of the limit."™ In a word, the
possession of a harmonious anéd commensurable relation be-
tween parts or elements can be neither an accidental attribute
of the members of the class, nor even an attribute deductively
or cé%ually related to the fact of being limited; the possession
of this attribute must rather constitute the limited aspect of
the thing. Not only is the class of limited obJects identical
with the class of harmonious and commensurable mixtures, but
the property of being limited must be identical with the
property of being a harmonious and commensurable mixture.

We have thus defined the class of objects with limit;
we have yet to define the class of limits. A limit is not a
concrete object; 1t is a relation. A member of the class of
objects having limit is a concrete object; a member of the
class of limits is a relation. But it is clear how one is to
be derived from the other: each concrete entity which is &
harmonious mixture is so because it has a certain relation
between its parts or elements. This relation is a limit. All
particulars which share this same relation between parts have
the same limit. A limit is any given (proper) relation between
parts or elements which will make an entity a harmonious mixture.
Such a limit obviously may be common to a number of particulars;
having a limit 1s a property of particulars. And there Sseems no
reason, aside from the fact that Plato never says so explicitly,
for not calling a limit a universal or idea. This question will

be treated presently.
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Now let us consider Plato's treatment of the "unity"
of the limit. I think it is apparent at once that it is not
very satisfactory. The definition in terms of the mixture
sesms, at least at first sight, circular. To be sure, only
mixtures have a limit. But what is a mixture? A mixture can
only be defined as something in whioh certaln elements or parts
have a given relation -- a limit, However we conceive the mix-
ture, or the unlimited which 1s, in some sense, related to 1it,
we must always say that it i1s a mixture and not something else
because it has a limit. Before going on with the question what
a limit is, or how it is to be known or defined, therefore, it
will be well to see what Plato has to say about the mixture.

We can then return to the limit,

6. The Mixture, The class of mixtures is meant to
be defined, apparently, by the following passage: Protarchus
says that he understands what the limit and the unlimited are,
but that he does not yet grasp what the "third thing" is.

Socrates: The reason 1s that you are overwhelmed

by the multitude of members of the third class.

Yet there were a multitude of kinds in the un-

limited class also, and we succeeded anyway in

seelng that it was one class because we charac-
terized all the members with one property, that

of being "more or less."

Protarchus: Right.

Socrates: Nor were we troubled about the limit,
elther as to its being many, or by nature one.

Protarchus: No, we weren't,
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Socrates: Well, as to the third class, I intend
tTo define it as one by including in it all the
offspring of the first two .classes, which come
into being through the measures that are pro-
duced with the help of the limit. 7260, D).
Whether Plato means here to mark a difference between
the kind of definition required for the mixture and for the
limit and the unlimited is uncertain. In one respect, they
are all the same: all of them are both one and many, and all
of them are generic ldeas. The class of entities defined by
each 1s one class, and the unity of that class can be grasped
only when we see the essential property which characterizes
each member. And one difference, at least, distinguishes the
kind of definition required for the mixture and for the limit:
in the end, we decided that the class of entities which are
limited differed from the class of limits. The first of these
two classes 1s made up of concrete entities; the second is made
up of relations of a certain sort, and is thus a class of ab-
stract entities. Now the class of mixtures is made up, like
the class of objects with limit, of concrete entities; and in
fact, the two olasses are the same class, because as we have
seen, a limit has so far been defined as the kind of relation
which exists between the parts or elements of a mixture. We
recognize, then, that members of the class which is or corre-
sponds to the genus mixture are concrete entities, and thus
differ fundamentally from members of the class which is or
corresponds to the genus limit. This may be the meaning of

the remark that there is such an overwhelming multitude of
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examples of the mixture (26C): the number of such examples
would be, to use the terminology of the section on division,
unlimited, while there are only a definite number ("many")
examples of 1limit, since limlits correspond to specles, anmd the
number of specles 1s finite. It may also be that the members
of the class of the mixture are spoken of as "coming into
being" (26D) because they are existing entitles in the created
world; but thls phrase may mean more than this.

These considerations, along with the examples of the
mixture already mentioned, have suggested almost unanimously
to scholars, and correctly I believe, that Plato means us to
take examples of the mixture to be actually exlsting entities
in the oreated world. Many scholars have gone beyond this,
and have claimed that all existing entities in the created
world are mixtures, Thls seems to me to be altogether wrong;
but it is an error which follows from the view that a limit 1is
a general principle of definiteness, so that every particular
would have to be limited. Thls view, in turn, springs from an
interpretation of the unlimited as a general principle of in-
definiteness. 1 cannot say that I understand this theory very
well, although it, or something like it, is quite usually
accepted., Nevertheless, I am not at all prepared to say that
Such an interpretation is wrong. Plato's words are very vague,
and, I believe, require a number of different interpretations
if we are to explain them. This interpretation may, therefore,

be one correct one. Nevertheless, it has the very difficult
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consequence that all existing entities in the created world
are mixtures; and yet mixtures are clearly described as the
beauties of the created world, the harmonious and properly
constructed complexes, And I do not think anyone wishes to
claim that Plato thought everything in the world was beautiful
and harmonious. But this is perhaps not enough to condemn the
theory; in a dootrine which is already confused and probably
contradictory, there 18 no principle on which we can exclude
an interpretation which leads to an absurd conclusion.

I wish, however, to approach the matter in a somewhat
different way. Let us reconsider the statement that all mix-
tures are particular existing entities. Now let us ask in
what way two mixtures would differ which had the sams limit.
Since & mixture 1s a complex entity in which the parts bear
some particular relation to each other, we can oclassify all
mixtures with the same l1imit as the same kind of mixture. Apd
since a limit i1s a relation, and a number of particulars may
have the same relation between parts, it is clear that there
are species of mixtures which correspond to the various limits.
It would be natural to speak of the particulars which fell
under each of these species as having the "same mixture™ or
even as being the same mixture, although this later would not
be strictly correct. Now 1t seems to be implied by Plato that
there is some one limit which characterizes all the good mem-
bers of each species in the world, and each kind of entity or

event. In other words, there i1s just one limit for weather,
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one for a man's health, one for a man's soul, and so forth.
Now in vhat way, if any, would particular good examples of

the same species of mixture differ? All would have the same
1imit, and all would be, with respect to the mixture concerned,
perfect. Can there be more than one example of perfection, or
would all the examples be, in fact, the same?

Considerations of this sort have led some to suggest
that the mixture has taken over the function of the Platonic
idea. There is something to be said for the view; and yet it
can hardly be accepted if we hold to the fact that mixtures are
created and are particulars. We will return to this question
later. For the moment, I think i1t is clear that if two examples
of the same speoies of mixture diffexy, it must be due to some-
thing besides the limit, for the limit is what..they have in
common which makes us say that they are examples of the same
speciles. The difference must, indeed, spring from the unlimited
if a mixture can be completely analyzed into a limit and an un~
limited. I have said that, on a typical interpretation, an
unlimited must be thought of as a particular with a wrong relation
between its parts. Such a particular would, of course, have many
properties besides those involved in the relations of its parts,
or at least besides those with which a limit was concerned; these
properties, whatever they were, would remain when a limit was
imposed which related the parts properly with respect to the
nature of the limit, It would be these other properties of the
unlimited which remained when the entity became limited which
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would enable us to distinguish one example of a species of
mixture from another. These other propertises would, presum-
ably, include those of location and time.9

Suppose now that we think of an unlimited as a con-
tinuum. This 13 a very common view of the way in which it is
to be interpreted. People are led to this view, as we have
seen, by the remarks that an unlimited "goes on" in both
directions, that it "has no definite number," and that "as
soon as a definite number comes," the unlimited disappears.
On this view, an unlimited could never be an entity existing
in the created world, because all such entities have some
definite temperature or length or whatnot; they are determinate.
On this view, it is considered that there 1s one continuum which
is common to all the possible states of heelth, let us say. Now
accordinm to this theory, a mirture somehow brings together this
continuum with a definite limit. But assuming that this idea
could be rendered intelligible, the difficulty would remain that
if a mixture could be completely analysed into a limit and an
unlimited, then there would be no difference between two examples
of the same species of mixture. TFor the limit would be the same;
and so would the unlimited. There would be no residue of proper-
ties which would make the examples differ. I conclude, therefore,
that we cannot accept as the main interpretation of an unlimited
that it i1s a continuum, or any other abstract eantity. I will

9.

It goes beyond the scope of this discussion to con-
sider the scheme of the Timaeus; however, I may mention that
at this point, at least, an unlimited, on my interpretation,
Seems to bear some resemblance to the receptacle,
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grant, however, that there are passages 1n the Philebus which
seem to imply this; such passages must, I think, if they do
actually imply this, be deemed inconsistent with the view that
mixtures are particular entities in the created world.

Even if we exclude from consideration, however, the
interpretation of the unlimited as a continuum, we are still
left with a number of possible interpretations of the mixture.
At one time or another, then, Plato considers the mixture as
a mixture of "opposed" elements, like hot and cold water; as
a mixture of a limit with an unlimited; and as a mixture of
various elements or ingredients, like sand, water and cement
in conocrete. On any of these interpretations, an unlimited
maey be a particular entity with wrongly related parts, while
a mixture is, on any of these interpretations, a particular
entity with rightly related parts. And on each of these inter-
pretations, an unlimited is characterized by not having a limit,
while a mixture is characterized by having a limit., Of these
interpretations, either the first or the third may be reconciled
with the second; they are two different ways of speaking of the
same thing. Why we call it a mixture 1s somewhat different in
the two cases, but it may be the same thing which we do call it.
Suppose we take the case of conorete. If it is made of the
right proportions of water, cement and sand, it is a mixture,
and the proportion between the parts is a limit. But this mix-
ture may be thought of as a mixture of sand, cement and water;

Or as a mixture of a limit with an unlimited where the unlimited
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was a compound of sand, water and cement in the wrong pro-
portions. Msking it a mixture would involve, of course,
changing the proportions. The second way of spesking 1s
suggestive rather than literal, but Plato uses it quite fre-
quently, as we have seen. In any case, we see that although
in the two ways of speaking, we call the finished product a
mixture for a slightly different reason, yet it 1is the same
product which we call a mixture in both cases.

The same remarks obtain about the relation between
the first and second interpretations. There is a question,
however, about the relation between the first and third inter-
pretations. There are times when it 1s hard to tell just what
"opposites™ are, and perhaps any list of elements contalns some
opposites. But typically, I think the "opposites" usually refer
to pairs of terms like "hot and cold,” "dry and moist" which are
sald to characterize unlimiteds. I have explained that I do not
think this means that an unlimited is a continuum, but rather
that 1t 1s a complex entity which lacks equilibrium and there-
fore is always changing, getting hotter or colder, drier or
molster. The right temperature, or humidity, is conceived by
Plato, on the analogy of the harmonics of a plucked string, as
a mixture of two opposed elements. In the case of the concrete,
the notion of opposites would seem to apply, for instance, to
the ingredient of water: the proper moistness would be thought
of as a mixture of the right amount of moistness with the right

amount of dryness. As we know, Empedocles, Anaxagoras and other
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pre~Socratics conceived definite quantities in this way. I
would agree that this interpretation seems more applicable to
the elements of a mixture in the third interpretation than to
such a mixture itself., But of course there is nothing to pre-
vent a mixture from being made up of other mixtures; and such
in fact is the good life.

The good life had already been characterized as e
mixture of pleasure and reason (22A) before the present dis-
cussion began; yet although Plato has been using the notion
of mixture in the present discussion primarily to refer to a
mixture of an unlimited and a limit, he feels no difficulty
in stating that the good life is a mixture because it combines
pleasure and reason (27D). This is enough, if we needed further
proof, to show that Plato uses these two meanings of mixture
without discrimination. It may be that Plato acknowledges the
two interpretations of the mixture when he says, after assign-
ing the mixed life to the class of mixtures, that the class of
mixtures "does not consist of just two things, but of all un-
limited things bound fast by the limit; hence it is correct to
make our victorious life a member of it" (27D}, This passage
is obscure, and the subject of debate and emendation.lo It
may be that Plato says that the good life need not be con-
sidered as made up of two things because he wants the reader
to realize that a mixture can be a mixture of a number of

ingredients as well as a mixture of a limit and an unlimited.

10.
Cf. Bury, p. 49, n. 11.
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But this does not seem to fit the quotation. In the first
place, there are only two main ingredients, or kinds of
ingredients, mentioned here, so that to imply more ingredients
is not very enlightening at this point. What the passage seems
to say 1s that the class of mixtures has more than two members;
that it includes all cases where an unlimited thing is "bound”
by a 1limit; and that therefore there is room for the mixed life.
The trouble with this interpretation is that we cannot assign
any reasonable meaning to the remark that there might be only
two members of the class; who could possibly think that the
limit and unlimited were members of the class of mixtures?

Yet I am regretfully inclined to believe that this is the con-
fusion in Plato's mind. However, as we have seen, the same
entity can be a mixture in both senses simultaneously, so that
no contradiction is necessarily involved. Confusion arises
only when we try to identify the elements of one interpretation
with those of the other; specifically, if we try to identify
reason ‘with a limit and pleasure with the entire set of in-
gredients for the good life. The first of these confusions is
relatively easy to avoid, although the reason for avoiding it
1s clear only if we keep the two interpretations apart. TFor

it should be oclear that mind (or intelligence, or reason, or
knowledge) cannot be a 1limit, which is a relation; but it cen
create a mixture {or, speaking metaphorically, can create a
limit in an unlimited). And mind is also a necessary ingredient

in the mixture, because a mixture is self-sufficient and self-
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sustaining. The second confusion 1s difficult to avoid be-
cause Plato speaks both of individual pleasures as being
unlimited, and of the life of pleasure as being unlimited.
These arg two different points and yet they are hardly ever
discriminated by scholars. Plato intends us to accept both
points: an individual pleasure is a complex entity just as

a life 1s, and it can be a mixture or an unlimited, just as

a life can. The confusion arises because (1} a life composed
entirely of pleasures must, in Plato's opinion, be unlimited
and (2) a life which contains a pleasure which is unlimited
must be unlimited. The connection therefore, between un-
limited pleasures and an unlimited life is very oclose; and
this is, I think, one cause of confusion. And since this con-
fusion 1s primarily one of confusing an ingredient in an un-
limited 1life with the unlimited life itself this confusion is
directly related to a confusion of two interpretations of the
word "mixture."” A fuller examinatlon of these points must
awalt the analysis of the nature of pleasures, for various
pleasures are unlimited in different senses, and cause a life
to be unlimited in different ways.

The placement of the good life of pleasure and reason
in the mixed class wins for it "first place"™ in the race be-
tween the life of reason, the life of pleasure and the mixed
life (27D); thls result was assured even prior to the present
discussion by the preliminary work of collection, but it may

now be considered a sure thing. The advance which has been
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made, of ocourse, consists in the realization that the good

life cannot be Just any mixture of pleasure and reason, but must be
a mixture "bound™ by a limit; consisting, that is, in the

"right" pleasures and functions of reason related in the "right"
ways. The mixed life was already characterized as the only life
good in itself, a final end, wholly desirable, and self-contained.
It is now seen to belong to the class of things created good by
virtue of a certain relation bstween their perts, such things as
health, music, temperate weather and the starry heavens. Such
goods are the only intrinsic goods; other goods may be, as we
shall learn later, "for the sake of" some mixture (544 ff.),

or may be good as the "cause" of a mixture (22C, D), but these

are derivative goods, and their value depends on their relation

to an intrinsic good, which is always a mixture.

It is now time to consider again the question what
property {or properties) it is which a mixture has which makes
it an Intrinsic good. The immediate answer 1s that it is the
property of having a limit, or being limited. This follows
directly from the fact, already discussed, that the statements
"x 1s a mixture" and "x is limited™ areequivalent. Since all
intrinsic goods are mixtures and (if our interpretation is
correct) all mixtures are intrinsic goods, it follows that
"x is intrinsically good" and "x is a mixture" are &lso
equivalent, and, further, that the predicates "intrinsiocally
good™ and "limited" are likewise equivalent. Since, in what

follows, the discussion will be entirely about intriasic goods,
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we can drop the qualifying adjective and say, for our present
purposes, that the predicates "good" and "limited™ are
equivalent.

Thus the promised discussion about the meaning of the
limit turns out to be a discussion of the meaning of the good.
Before going on to consider what the limit means in the Philebus
it 1s proper therefore to strike an appropriate pose of modesty.
This discussion cannot and does not make any claim to complete-
ness or certainty. Here as always Plato, in approaching the
good, gives us vague hints, obscure metaphors and dark terms.
He tells us here as elsewhere that the truths concerning these
matters are "revealed by the Gods," "handed down from of old"
and so forth. And the "road™ which the discussion of the
Philebus provides 1s just that: a method, and a pointing, an
ald to the discovery of the good. But although the Philebus
takes us further up the road than any other dialogue, I doubt
very much that Plato means us to think that the revelation is
complete and full; such a claim would be very far from the
spirit of Platonism.

The difficulties that stand between us and a full under-
standing of Plato's view of the good are not entirely that he
tells us too little; for in a sense, we are told too much.

There are too many statements in the Philebus alone about the
good for it to be clear how all these statements can be com-
bined into one theary. No sooner do we frame a final hypo-

thesis about the Platonic good than we find that it is not
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final; we can always discover a reason -- or several -- for
the ultimate postulate for which there should be no reasons.
We never seem to hit rock bottom. This characteristic of all
attempts to lnterpret the Platonlc good is, of ocourse, really
a direct result of Plato's method: 1in a theory where we are
never asked to accept any statement as final, or more than an
aild, we have, perhaps, no right to demand that the totality of
statements form a coherent system.

After making it as clear as possible, then, that in
what follows there can be expected no magic key which will
unlock the Platonic secret once and for all, we may proceed
boldly with our discussion. The assumption on which we will
go, but for which no arguments will be given, 1is that under-
lying the value-theory of the Philebus there are some premisses
which are more basic than others; and that although no inter-
pretation which sets these forth can claim certainty, or even
consistency with all that Plato says, yet that there is a real
gain in setting them forth. Finally, I want to say plainly
that there is no theory about the Platonic good (in the Philebus)
which I can understand and against which I cannot find many good
arguments; and my own theory shares this characteristic. That
there are fewer good arguments agalnst my view than others, I
would, paturally, contend. But much as I would like to demon-
strate this in full, it is neither wholly within my power nor,
even roughly, within the temporal and spatial span of this

thesis to do so. What follows must, then, be taken as a brief,
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over-dogmatic statement of an interprstation for whioch very
little is explicitly olaimed. To someone to whom it appears
usefully and correctly oriented it may ssem to provide some
insight into the basic assumptions of Plato's philosophy; to
someone who doubts its fundamental correctness, there is little
here to compel conviction. But the history of Platonic criti-
cism suggests rather strongly that no interpretation of the
crucial doctrines in Plato will ever meet with unqualified
approval; perhaps it 1s some consolation that this is as Plato
wished it to be (Seventh Epistle, 341A-E).

First let us repeat a warning. On the interpretation
given here, the adjective "good" (or "limited") meaningfully
attaches to the name of a particular entity, and properly
attaches only to the name of an entity which is a mixture,
There 1s no meaningful way, on this interpretation, of saying
that a 1limit is good, or that the limit is good. A limit is
a relation, a universal, and on the theory given here, only a
particular can properly be said to be good, or limited. The
limit is also a universal, as has been explained, and thus is
excluded from the range of things which may be good. All we
could say about the relation between a 1limit and the good would
be that all the particulars with a given 1imit between parts
are good; and we could further say that the class of entities
which are limited is identiocal with the class of entities
which are good. Since the limit is the universal which is,

or corresponds to, or defines 11 this oclass, there would be

11,
This phraseology indicates the fact that the precise
nature of the Platonic universal remains undecided.
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no reason, aside from the fact that Plato avoids saying so,

for not calling the limit the "idea of the good." But it would
have to be understood that Plato never says this, and that there
would be no reason whatsoever for calling it good. If this is
correct, then we must reject the view that a partioular is good
because it resembles a unlversal which 1s good; and if ideas
are universals, then we must also rejJect the view that ideas
are grandjose particulars or patterns which particulars must
resemble to be good. I do not think there is any doubt that

in the Philebus ideas are universals; therefore 1f the present
theory is correct, there 1s no way that the goodness of ideas
can account for the goodness of particulars. This point has
received some attention in the section on dialectic, and we
shall return to it presently.

Mixtures, entities which are limited, are the only
things which are intrinsically good, according to this theory.
Further, if we adhere strictly to our present assumption,
there is no meaning in the question "Why is it good for some-~
thing to have a 1imit?"™, for this 1s like asking "Why is it
good for something to be good?" Such a question could be
meaningful only if we used the word good in two senses: but
here we maan "intrinsically good"™ in both cases. The question
is not, therefore, like asking "Why i1s it good for something
to be yellow?" but rather (grammatically) like asking ™Why is
it yellow for something to be yellow?": which makes no sense.

This follows, of course, only if it means exactly the same
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thing to say "x is good" as to say "x has a limit.” If the
two did not mean exactly the same, but one could be inferred
from the other, or there was a c%?ual connection between them,
then of course it would make sense to ask "Why 1is it good for
something to have a limit?" On the view we are considering,
however, it means the same thing to say "x 1s good" and "x is
limited," and so long as we ho}d to this, we cannot meaning-
fully ask why it is good for somesthing to have a limit. All
we can ask is for an explanation or analysis of the term
"limited."

We have already learned that an entity is limited when
it has a certain relation between analysable parts. But what
is this relation? So far, we are able to make two further
remarks about it: first, the relation should, ideally at least,
be expressed, or capable of expression, in mathematical terms.
lore specifically, it should be expressed as a relation between
magnitudes; as a ratio or proportion. Second, this relation is
the "right" relation for the parts of a certain species or type
of entity. Let us teke up these two points in reverse order.

The relation must be the "right"™ relation for a given
type or species. According to this theory, there are a finite
number of species in the world, and every entity belongs to
one or another. Since there are many things which are un-
limited, we cannot say that a limit directly defines the class
of entitlies which belongs to the species; for in that case,

only mixtures, i.e. good entities, would belong to each speciles.
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A limit must, therefore, go beyond the defining characteristics
of a speoies to describe the characteristics of a "proper" or
"true" example of the species. A limit could, however, be said
to define a speociss in this way: a specles is the class of
entities which has a given limit, plus the class of entities
whioch should have that 1limit. This definition would work pro-
vided we could always tell, once we knew all the possible limits,
which one an entity should have. It 1s not incredible, at least,
that the world should be so constituted that every entity in it
always more clearly resembled some one mixture than any other.
If this were the case, then each entity would be said to belong
to the species whose corresponding limit was a property of a
mixture most like that entity; and, according to this theory,
the limit of the mixture which the entity most resembled would
be the 1imit which it "should have." We now see why a limit
does not directly define a species: the class of things with
a certain limit is a sub-class of a species, namely, the class
of those things which are mixtures. But indirectly, the species
is defined by the limit because the species 1s defined by com-
bining this sub-class with the class of entities which most
resemble any mixture in the sub-class. The nature of this
resemblance 1s by no means clear, but for our present purposes,
we do not need to examine it. |
The question at hand is whether the existence of species
in the world is any assistance in learning what a limit is, or
vhat the adjective "limited” means. And I think it is clear
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that the existence of species, even if it were a fact, would,
in itself, be no help. For even if we could discover a species
by observation, apart from a knowledge of the limit involved,
we would have no clue as to the sub-o¢lass of mixtures. In order
to define the sub-class of mixtures, we would have to know in
advance what the limit for the species should be, and mere
observation of the larger class of the species could not tell
us this. The assumption that the entities ln the world divide
into natural species is thus not enough, by 1tself, to determine
the norm or limit which the entities of a given species should have.
It may be suggested at this point that the notion of a
ratio or proportion between the parts will provide a solution.
Since if we now ask, what ratio is the proper one, we are asking
the same question over agaln, this suggestion is useful only if
we hold that if there is any ratio or proportion between the
parts, the entity is a mixture. This view has often been held
by interpreters of the Philebus, and it seems to receive support

12
from many passages in the dialogue. Yet these passages can be

1-2.

Many of these passages have already been mentioned.
0f these, 25A, B is the most important: it states that a limit
is "any term expressing a ratio of a number to a number, or a
measure to a measure." 24B says something is unlimited if it
"has no end tjaAos)," implying that something is limited if it
does have a T¢éA0S. 24D suggests that when a thing has a limit

as a TMogov , definite quantity. But the interpretation of
a8 limit as any definite ratio between parts really rests, as we
have pointed out at length, on the assumption that every entity
in the created world is a mixture, and if we reject this view,
we will find 1little reason in the text to suggest that any ratio
or proportion is a 1limit. The passages, such as the two above,
which geem to say that any ratio or proportion is a limit, ocan
be interpreted otherwise, as we shall show.
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interpreted in another way; and they must be interpreted in
another way if we are to explain many other passages. Quite
general considerations make it unlikely that Plato means that

any ratio or proportion between the parts is a limit. In the
ordinary meaning of a ratio or proportion, any musical interval,
no matter how discordant, can be expressed as some ratio between
string lengths; if a temperature is thought of as a mixture of
hot and cold elements, obviously any temperature can be expressed
as some ratio between these elements; and so forth. In polities,
Plato's prejudice against the ratio of "equality"™ is clearly set

13 In whatever usual sense

forth in the Republic and elsewhere,
the right relation between parts ocan be expressed as a ratio or
proportion, so, then, can the wrong. It cannot mean the same
thing to say "x has a limit™ and "x has a numerically express-
ible relation between its parts,”™ if we use the words in any
normal way.

There is a typically Platonic way of using predicates
which is rather different, however, and which may provide a
clue to the meaning of "limited." This typically Platonic way
of using predicates is not the normal, everyday way of using

them, but it can, in gensral, be explained as follows:

13.
Cf, Winspear, The Genesis of Plato's Thought, p.209.
Laws, 757A-C states that there Is one kind of equality which
sIEply gives each man the same honors and rights, and another
"true form" of equality which divides unequally according to
the worth of each man. Plato believes in the latter.
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Let us assume, with Plato (and common sense) that
there are natural species in the world. WNow let us consider
an individual member of such a species, for instance Cornelisa,
who. 1s a Persian cat. We are in the hablit of predicating
various properties of such an individual without altering our
view as to what individual it is. We might say "Cornelia is

' or even "Cornelia

gray" or "Cornelia is going to have kittens,'
is a good cat," without altering our opinion that it is the
same Cornella to whom we refer. Now suppose we observe
Cornelia's condition, and we say "Cornelia is goling to have
kittens." Two days later we change this to "Cornelia has six
kittens." Ordinarily, we would consider that both of these
statements were true and that there was no contradiction be-
tween them because they were uttered at different times. We
would think of the first statement as meaning "On July 6th
Cornelia is going to have kittens" and the second as meaning
"0n July 8th Cornelia has six kittemns.” So much for common
usage.

Plato 1s often unwilling to admit that the temporal
reference is justified. He feels that all statements should
share the timeless certalnty of statements about the relations
between universals, where no reference to time is necessary.
He i1s therefore inclined, in some contexts, to say that elther
it must be true of Cornelia at all times that she has six
kittens, or it is not true at all. A statement such as

"Cornella has six kittens" according to Plato belongs to
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"opinion,"™ not knowledge, not because it 1s merely probable,
but because it is not always true. A true statement is one
which contalns no temporal reference; a statement which refers
to some property of an entity whioh does not change. This 1s
not a very precise explanation of Plato's special use of predi-
cates, but it will serve to indicate what I have in mind.

I do not wish to analyse here Plato's reasons for this
view; some of “them are quite difficult to refute, as we all
know, The point remains, and I think will be admitted by most
scholars, that Plato does, at least at times, hold this view
about statements of this kind.

Now we may reconsider the theory that an entity which
has any given relation between its parts is a mixture. If we
use words in the special way explained above, then the state-
ment that a particular entity has a given relation between its
parts will mean that it has that relation at all times. Wow I
think there 1s some truth in this interpretation, teken in this
way. The reason there is some truth in it is this. It will be
true to say, on this theory, that a given entity is a mixture,
or has a limit, if, and only if, it has some given relation be-
tween 1ts parts at all times. Now this will not mean that there
are many possible relations between the parts for entitles in
the same species in case the following gensralization is true:
an entity belonging to a given species will maintain any given
relation between its parts if, and only if, that relation is

the correoct relation for members of that species. If this
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generalization is true, then there will be only one relation
between the parts for all the members of a given speocies which
will remain the seme -- the right one. And I think that, with
some limitations, Plato believes this generalization to be true,
and that it 1s one of the basic assumptions in his ethical views.

First I wish to point out that, if this generalization
is true, then it provides a definition of the "right" relation
between parts, and hence for the meaning of the terms "mixture,"
"1imit" and "gpod." The right relation can be defined as that
one relation, in any given species, which will remain fixed., A
mixture can be defined as any entity which has this right re-
lation; a limit is the one right relation which is common to the
members of a species; and something can be said to be good if it
has a limit.

Second, it should be noted that these definitions are
quite independent of the special way of using words explained
above. That is, the right relation can be defined as the one
relation which will remain fixed, using the words in their normal
sense. It will be trua, however, that if anything has the right
relation, then it will continue to (by the definition), and hence
it will be true, in the special sense, that such a thing has a
given relation. But if we return to the normal usage, this will
have the advantage that we can speak of entities which have the
wrong relation between the parts. Using the words in the special
way, we could not say this, since every wrong relation would be

such that it would not remain a characteristic of the same entity.
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Every entity {or every ocomplex entity) in the oreated world
which is not a mixture -- every unlimited, in other words --
has such a relation between the parts which will alter in time;
and if we wish to be able to say that any particular entity is
unlimited, then we must abandon the special way of using the
words.

The generalization on whioch the definition of "proper
relation™ is based must now be examined. First I shall try to
explain somewhat more fully what it means, and then I sghall
discuss some dAifficulties involved. The generalization assumes,
we have seen, that there are a finite number of identifiable
species in the world. The word "species" here is not very good
because 1t suggests that the only kinds of entities to be dis-
cussed are biologiocal types.l4 All that is meant to be included
in the assumption is whatever meaning must be given to the state-
ment that every entity in the world has some one essence. An
essence is some definable property or set of properties which 1s
common to & class of particulars; ideally, each particulaxr has
Just one essence, and thus falls uniquely into some one class,
The difficulties in following out this view in practice have
been dlscussed in the section on dialeotic; they are insoluble
in my opinion. The point however is just this: the word

"speoies" i3 used here to indicate the class defined by an

14,

I am overlooking entirely, for the time being, the
relation between these species and those discovered by collection,
which lnvolves the question whether there are "bad" specles.
Tﬁ:stpoint will be discussed in the last section of the present
chapter.
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essence, Thus there ocan be specles of inanimate objects, of

manmede objeots, of institutions, and, indeed, of any kind of
entity whatsoever which can exist in the world. Whatever has
an essence belongs to a speciles.

With this proviso as to the theoretical scope of the
notion of species, it is now safe to say that the generalization
under discussion 1s best explained with reference to blologlcal
types, and that it derives very much of its force from its
application to such cases., We may now consider a representative
application of the generalization in such a case. Plato follows
the typical Greek medical theory that an animal contains a number
of different elements, which may be thought of as opposed, such
as hot and cold and dry and molst elements. FExactly how these
elements are to be understood need not concern us. According
to this theory, health may be defined as the right relation be-
tween opposed elements; 1deally, as a relation between quantities.
Any increase in the amount of one element in relation to the
others will oreate illness, or, in extreme cases, death. It 1s
understood, of course, that i1t 1s the relation between the quanti-
ties that matters, not the absolute quantities themselves. Now
the generalization states that when the relation between these
quantities 1s right, it will remain that same relation, and that
when the relation is wrong, it will not remaln that same relation.
In other words, an animal which is healthy will remain healthy,
and one which 1s 1ll will elther get iller, or better, or will

at least change from one state of illness to another. A very
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great deal of the Philebus is devoted to showing that most
pleasures are bad because they are caused by changes in bodlly
condition. Obviously, a man who was a "mixture” (l.e. in whom

the elements were properly related) could never feel such pleasures.
This explains, I think, why the good life is a "state or con-
dition";l5 it 1is not due to some passing property of a man, but

it is a condition which, if it exists at all, will continue.

This explains also, I would contend, the passages which
introduce the concepts of the limit and unlimited. The state-
ment that "the more and less dwells in the nature" of an un-
limited (24A) means, according to this interpretation, that an
unlimited is always becoming more or less hot or cold, dry or
moist, but not that it 1s not some definite temperature, or dry-~
ness, at any one time. That an unlimited is an entity in the
created world (and not a continuum) is also suggested by the
remark that an unlimited will continue to be unlimited as long as
it 1s more or less something (24B). The "more and less™ do not
"allow any definite quantity to exist™ and "thereby do away with
fixed quantity™ (24C) because if a thing is unlimited it cannot
be truly said (in the special sense explained before) to have any

one definite quantity (or proportion between quantities) over a

15,
11D, I do not mean that the good life is to be

identified with health. The good life is called a state of the
soul and hence refers, apparently, to a proper relation of elements
Tn"the soul, not the body. But probably the correct view is that
the "mixed man™ has a complex proper relation which involves both
soul and body and their elements. 1In this case, the good life is
the life of the mixed man, and requires a proper mixture both of
soul and body.
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length of time. This is made olear in this way: "hotter and
colder are always progressing and never stay put; while definite
quantity is something that has stopped going on and is fixed”
(24D). Thus "when we find things becoming 'more! or 'less'
anything...we ought reckon them all as belonging to a single
kind, that of the unlimited" (24E, 25A).

These are the most important passages in this seotion
of the Philebus which bear on the interpretation of the limit.
Toward the end of the dialogue, however, there are several
passages whioh discuss very explicitly the question what proper-
ties .a mixture has which make it good. Since we are arguing
that goodness and limitedness are quivalent, these passages must
also be considered as attempting to explain the meaning of
limitedness.

In turning now to these passages, we are altering the
sequence of Plato's presentation; and this requires some
Justification in view of the general approach of this thesis.
The Justification is this: at the point where these passages
occur, the main course of the argument 1s really terminated.

It has already been decided what the constituents of the good
life are and how they are to be blended. In approaching the
summary, Plato wishes to emphasize the fact that while neither
reason nor pleasure alone is the good life, yet ket reason
has established itself in a far loftier and more worthful
position than pleasure. To make this point, Plato, in the

summary, reoonsiders in detail the properties of a mixture
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which make it good in order to show the greater importance of
reason. It is a dramatioc, not a loglical demand which puts this
important discussion near the end of the Philebus. We will not,
then, be accused of altering Plato's basic argument if we take
material from this final portion of the dialogue to supplement
the present one. Our purpose in sorutinizing this material willi
be to £ind what evidence there is for these views, already
adumbrated: that it 1s mixtures, and only mixtures, which are
good; that all mixtures are oreated, particular entitles in the
world; that mixtures are good because of some property which
they share; and that this property may, in some contexts, be
defined by the generalization discussed above.16
In examining the texts, it is necessary to mention one
of the basio difficultlies which will beset our interpretation.
In these passages, Plato disocusses three different things: the
nature of the good life for men; the nature of any mixture; and
the nature of the property which an entity must have to be a
mixture. Clearly these are three different things; olearly,
also, they are olosely related. The confusion springs from the
faot that we cannot always tell which i1t is that Plato is telk-

ing about. Offhand, it would pot seem as if there could be much

i8,

This generalization stated that "an entity belonging
to a given species will maintain any given relation between its
parts if and only 1f that relation 1s the ocorreot relation for
members of that species." In effect, this means that there is
one, and only one, relation between the parts of an entity which
will remain fixed; and this relation is the correct one. Any
entity, then, which has this correct relation between parts 1is
a mixture, and is limited.
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confusion. Obviously all good things must have some property
in common if they are all good; and this property must attach
to the good life for man as well as other mixtures. There is
no trouble in saying that it is because it has this property
that a thing is good, nor in saying that if a thing does not
have this property, it cannot be good. The confusion arises,
however, on a point which is rather difficult to deal with.
This is that Plato sometimes seems to speak as if it were the
property which makes a thing good which is good, rather than
the entity which has the property. This property is, or
corresponds to, a universal, and hence 1is, or corresponds to,
an idea. Although Plato does not explicitly call it this,
there i3 no reason, provided we are cautious in not implying
too much of the doctrine of earlier dialogues, not to call this
idea the idea of phe good. Now the trouble is that, on our
interpretation, the idea of the good could not strictly be said
to be good; not, at least, in the same sense that a mixture is
said to be good. There would, therefore, be no meaning in the
statement that a man desires the idea of the good. What he
desires 1s an entity which has the property which is, or corre-
sponds to, the idea of the good. If it were proper to say that
a man desired the idea of the good, then the idea of the good
would have to be conceived as a mixture itself, a glorified
particular; and the "third man" problem would be upon us again.
Yet the whole discussion of the good life at 22C ff. made it
oclear that it was the mixed life, made up of pleasures and in-

telligence, which was the complete and final good for man.
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Thus it 1s more consistent, and, I think, generally
borne out by most passages 1n the Philebus, to assume that
vhat 1s good is always a mixture. I cannot decide for certain
whether Plato relapses into the kind of speech which is common
to the early dialogues in spesking of the idea of the good;
but if he does, then this usage contradicts much that is, in
my opinion, more basic in the value theory of the Philebus.

Let us in any case be clear about one thing: there 18 no

such relapse implied by speaking of the property common to

all good things by virtue of which they are good. The re-
lapse i3 only implied if the partioulars are said to resemble
the property, and hence to be good because it is. And it is

by no méans certain that Plato says or means this at any point
in the Philebus. On the other hand, there 1s very much, as we
have seen, to show that the entities which can properly be said
to be good are created individuals, mixtures. If Plato is
tempted to speak as if the 1dea of the good were an ingredient
in mixtures, the goodness of which is transferred to the mixture,
we must, it seems to me, take such language metaphorically if
we are to understand the basic position of the dialogue.

In order not to shirk my task, however, I will call
attention to the passages which seem most damaging to my view,
and indicate brilefly how I think they might be interpreted.

At 22D, we hear the first mention of "whatever 1t may
be" in the mixed life "which makes it both desirable and good,"
and 1t is opined that this will be "more akin and more similar”
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to mind than to pleasure. Mind and plsasure are, at lsast
frequently, considered as ingredients in the good life; the
implication may be felt, therefore, that whatever it may be
that makes the mixture good 1s also an ingredient. Such an
interpretation i1s hardly necessary, however. What is referred
to may be a property, provided we take "more akin and more
similar" in the broad sense in which it may be intended. For
the chief argument in favor of mind finally turns out to be
that it is the cause of all mixtures. Mind and the property
of being good are thus what "mskes a thing good" in quite
different senses; the kinship hinges rather on the fact that
mind i1s the agent which oreates anything which has the property
of being good.

Much later in the dialogue, we are reminded explicitly
of the characterization of the good life as complete, final
and desirable in a passage which states, again, that the good
is such that "a oreature that possesses it permasnently, com-
pletely and absolutely, has never any nsed of anything else;
its satisfaction is perfect” (60C). To be certain that we
understand that "the good" is the mixed life, we are told
again that neither the life of pleasure nor the life of reason
can be the good; therefore "neither of the two can be the per-
fect thing that everyone desires, the completely good" (’h\a
Mot T AT Y &)/o@o/v, 61A).17 So far so good. Up to this

17,

To translate this "the absolute good" (with Hack-
forth, p. 126) is, it seems to me, to go quite beyond the
meaning of TxvT&1Tey , The meaning is that the mixed life
is oomplete while the lives of pleasure and reason are not.
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polnt the passage seems unambiguously to be about the mixed
life. Now, however, we are told that we have not found the
good at all, but that we have "in a sense found a way to the
good" because we now know where it "lives" (8lA). Thus we
must look in the "well mixed life" (61B) for the good. The
sudden ohange here, in which "the good" 1s first used to apply
to the mixed life, and then to the property in generel which
all mixtures have, is certainly confusing. 7Yet it seems to

me that the difficulty largely disappears when we s8ee that
this shift of meaning has taken place. The good life for man
is "the good" for man, and there 1is no other. But of course,
it is not the good in general; it is the good for man because
it has some property which all good things have. But this
does pnot meen that the property, or the idea which corresponds
to it, 1s the good for man, or that the good for man resembles
this property. Rather, it has this property, and it ressmbles
all other goods because it has it. The reason for the shift
in meaning in the passage quoted is something else. Plato is
interested again in finding out whether pleasure or mind has
the leading part in msking the good 1life good. Merely knowing
that it is the mixed life which is good will not reveal this,
for the mixed life contains both pleasure and reason. But the
mixed life is good because it combines pleasure and reason in
the right way; and it is this property of having the right
relation between parts for which mind is responsible, For

this reason, Plato turns to consider the property whioh good
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things have in ocommon, in order to show that mind is the
cause of it in nature.

Finally, I wish to discuss a passage at 64C ff.
which begins by stating that "we now stand upon the threshold
of the good and of the habitation of the good."18 Soorates
asks agaln what it is in the mixed life which makes it valuable
tvaHQT*TOV) and is the cause of our approval of that state.
The property whioh a mixture has which makes it good is then
explained in terms of three other properties which, taken to-
gether as one, "may most properly be regarded as the reason
(or cause) in a mixture [which makes it good)] and through the
goodness of which the mixture has beocome good™ (65A). Here
the same diffioulty seems to arise, namely that it is the
goodness of the three properties, or ideas, which makes the
mixture good. Yet I think that it is not eatirely unreasonable
to teke the final statement as meaning that it is these three
properties (teken as one) which make a mixture good, not be-
cause they are good themselves, but because anything which has
them as properties is good. This 1s not precisely what Plato
says, but I do not think it is impossible that it 1s what he
means. And the entire passage can certainly be most easily

understood if we interpret it as meaning that a mixture is

l8.
The passage may be corrupt and perhaps should read:
"we now stand upon the threshold of the good and of the
habitation where all that is like the good resides." In this
case, I would suggest that "like the good" must mean "has the
property of being good."
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good (has the property of being good) because it is beautiful,
well-proportioned end true. In this case it would be an
analysis, or explanation, of the meaning of the adjective
"good.” The alternative is to interpret the passage as stating
that a mixture i1s good because 1t has three properties, each of
which is good; in which case we could only go on to ask what
property each of the properties has whioh makes it good.

These remarks suffice to show how these passages must
be taken if my interpretation of the Philebus is to be upheld.
They are not meant as proof that these passages demand such an
interpretation; on the contrary, they are the passages most
damaging to my argument, and which I have displayed here only
in the hope that others will agree that they may be taken in
a way oconsistent with my view of Plato's meaning.

Let us, then, assume that it is particular entities
which are good, and that there is some property which they
share which causes them to be good, not because the property
is good, but because it 1s the property of good things. Once
this is assumed, it is our job to continue the search for this
property, for 1t will oconstitute a definition or analysis of
the adjective "good."™ And, granted our assumption, there is
no doubt at all, from the passages just examined, that it is
mixtures which we must sorutinize to discover this property:
"we must seek the good, not in the unmixed, but in the mixed
lifem (81B). But it 13 not just in the mixed life, but in

mixtures in gensral that we must look; for we want to know
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I now wish to consider those passages which seem to
give some suppart to the hypothesis that the property which
an .entity has which makes it good is the property of having
the right relation (a "limit") between its parts, where the
right relation is defined as the one relation which will
remain fixed.

The property which a thing must have to be good is,
according to Plato, indicated, defined or to be "hunted down"
by three properties "taken as one" (65A). These three are
truth, proportion and beauty (&/\Y{9£|o<,3‘u);}1crrl’d , waM\os ).
Together, these name or indicate the property which is also
named or indicated by the adjeoctive "good." If we could
understand what Plato means by them, we would thus understand
what he means by "good."20 Let us therefore examine this

composite property.

That aspeot of the property of the mixture which makes

it good and which is indicated by the termé()\rigﬂa( is intro-

duced in a somewhat different way than the rest: it is intro-

19,
Several times it 1s implied, or stated directly,

that the discussion of the good has expanded from the good for

229,

men to the good in general: cf, 53E; 64C; 65B. But this is of
course implied in any case by the search for the property which

is the "cause" of the goodness of the mixed life.

200
Subject, of oourse, to the qualification that these

in turn may only be hints -~ a qualification which serves only

to warn us that even if we could understand the three terms, we
8till might not understand the good, but gives no indication of

what would still be lacking.-
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duced first as an ingredient (64B). This however is not
important; Plato constently speeks of ingredients and proper-
ties interchangeably, as we have seen (the final list of

"goods™ at the end of the dialogue includes both). As Hackforth
say s, "what Soorates says here should not be taken literally."zl
Yet I cannot agree that all that Plato means to express is "his
hope and faith that the kind of life indicated is no impossible
ideal"; what 1s not to be taken literally is the notion that
truth is an ingredient in the good life like pleasure and
intelligence. Hackforth in faot translates the word as "reality";
and in this, Bury seems to agree, at least in part.22 Bury seemns
to hold, if I understand him, that the word here refers to the
finished and ocomplete mixture, "the 6A6€k|¢ of which resides in
its symmetry and beauty, that is in 1ts exact correspondence to
its Ideal archetype."” According to this view, the Ideal arche-
type has symmetry and beauty, and the individual mixture has
aXr"Qau if it corresponds to the i1deal. Such a view may well
receive suppart from many passages in Plato. Yet I ocannot see
that it is very helpful. What we are trying to define are the
properties which an entity has whioch make it good. If we be-
lieve in an "Ideal archetype," then what we want are the proper-

ties which such an archetype has which an individual entity may

21,
Hackforth, p. 133,

22,
R. G. Bury, The Philebus of Plato, pp. 208, 210.
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also have., An archetype cannot have the propesrty of corre-
sponding to itself; at least this would tell us nothing about
it. But if an individual has the property of exactly corre-
sponding to an Ideal archetype, then surely it need have no
other property; and again we would know nothing about what
makes it good. As Aristotle saw long ago, the notion that
something 1s good because it "corresponds" to an ideal arche-
type is an empty principle which leaves us where we were to
begin with. Nor does it seem reasonable that here Plato would
place on a level the property of corresponding to an ideal with
two other properties which the individual must have to be good.
For the notion of "corresponding to an Ideal arche-
type" we must substitute another if we are to learn anything
about the good. And I would suggest that we substitute the
notion of "trueness to type." At first blush, this would seem
to mean the same, or muoh the same, thing. It abolishes the
concept of an ikon or ideal archetype in favor of the concept
of species; otherwise, how does it differ? The difference
lies in this: by trueness to type I mean remaining true to
type. Something 18 good if it remains true to type. This is
indeed still no help unless we hold to our generalization that
anr entity will not remain in a given state unless it is true
to type. Thus the notion of permanence may be part, at least,
of the meaning of goodness. This is what I take Plato to mean
when he says that to be good, an entity must have 3(>\rl)©€|ol:
"for an entity with which we don't mix truth will never really
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come into being, and if it ever d4id it wouldn't continue in

being" (64B). This means, on my interpretation, that an
entity i1s not true to type unless it exists and oontinues to
exist as that same entity. One aspect of goodness, then, 1is
permanence; only mixtures remain mixtures.

This point I find reinforced in a rather interesting
way by a discussion a few pages earlier the point of which
is to show that pleasure cannot be the good for man, or,
indeed, a good at all (53C-55A). This passage considers only
those pleasures whioch result from changes 1n the body which are
indications that it is not a mixture, changes from "hotter" to
"colder" or "moister" to "drier."” The point hinges on the fact
that since such pleasures are caused by alterations in the
bodily state, the man who is feeling them must be becoming some-
thing different at each moment; Plato speaks of the plesasure it-
self, in such a case, as becoming (53C, 54C, S54E). Wow if it is
true that pleasure is becoming (in this sense), then, Plato

23 The reason is that

argues, it cannot be the good for man.
goods in gensral are ends, and ends belong to "being,™ not to
becoming (54C, D). This may mean to the average Platonist
that goods or ends are ideas, and that a pleasure, belng an

entity in the created world, therefore cannot be an end. But

23,

The argument is hypothetical because some pleasures
are not becoming; that is, they do not result from alterations
in the basioc relations of the elements in the body. Plato is
merely assuming, for the moment, a theory which certain "subtle
thinkers" hold {53C).
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we have only to read this passage to see that here, at least,
the difference between ends and means 1s the difference between
partioculars which change and particulars which do not. Pleasures
are oondemned, not because they exist in the passing world, but
because they ocome into being and pass away: "pleasure is some-
thing that comes to be, but in no case ever is" (54D). But
there is another life, the mixed 1ife, which contains no pleasures
of this sort, and in which the propser balance of bodily elements
is maintained, which is good (55A). And there are pleasures,
we learn elsewhere, which can be experienced in this neutral,
stable condition. Thus ends, of which the perfectly desirable
mixed life is an example, are real in the ordinary sense: they
exist in the world. Whenever an activity or an art is practiced,
it has such a practical, partiocular goal, just as the end of
shipbuilding 1s the well built ship (54B). And it is part of
the character of such a goal or end that it be permanent, that
it remain true to type, that it maintain its proper structure.
The view that a mixture is a mixture, and that it is
good, because it maintains its true charaoter in time, suggests
a somewhat startling interpretation of another passage of the
Philebus, one which deals with the subjJeot matter of dialectio
(578 ££). Plato is considering the various kinds of knowledge
with respect to the certainty of their assertions, and he finds,
of course, that dlalectic is the most certain. Dialectic, he
8gys, "has to do with that which is, that whioh exists in

Teality (TB ov Kl TO EﬁTwﬂ, ever unchanged." Followlng
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directly the passage above in which the mixed life and the

well built ship are galled dUTO K«©'«iT0( 53D) and obTiav (544),
it does not seem out of the question, at any rate, that the
objects of dialectic to which Plato refers are the unchanging
entities in the created world -- the mixtures. This would be

in line with our view that dialectic includes combination, which
tells us what kinds of ingredients must be combined in what ways
to form mixtures. There is a sense in which combination deals
with ideas, as we have seen, for 1t speaks of kinds of ingredients.
And the mixtures of one species are all alike with respect to the
limit which they share, and by virtue of which they are good mem-
bers of that speciss; so that combination again deals with the
general characteristics of a class of entities; it defines, as
Socrates calls it, "an incorporeal ordered system for the right-
ful control of a corporeal subject” (64B). But although even

the combinatory aspect of dialectic deals, to this extent, with
ideas, yet the truths of combination are not, as we saw, the
analytic truths of division. And if combination speaks of how
things are made good, aad good things are mixtures, then there

is certainly a sense in which its subjeot matter 1is particular
entities and not ideas. The problem is that the partiocular
entities with which combination deals are, like ideas, in some
sense permanent; like ideas, they not only exist but they ocon-
tinue to exist. There is thus no easy way of deciding what it

ie that Plato means when he tells us that dialectic deals with

the real whioh does not changp.
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Dialeoctic, we are again told, deals with what always is, not
with things which are coming to be (594); its statements, un-
like other sciences, are certain because its subject matter

is free from change; "we can never get a permanent grasp on
anything that is entirely devoid of permanence" (59B). It is
possible that the things free from change which are referred
to here are mixtures; this possibility is increased, as I have
sald, by the fact that immediately before this passage it was
nixtures which were spoken of as being and as unchanging.

At 59C we are told that "we find fixity, purity, truth
and what we call perfect clarity in those entities which remain
unchanged and unmixed, or in what is most like them."™ The
entities first mentioned have always been taken to be ideas,
while the things most like them have been thought to be the
heavenly bodies (of, Hackforth, p. 122}. Yet fixity has been
found to be a property of the neutral life in which the "true"
pleasures are felt (51C, D), purity is a property of ﬁhese
pleasures (52C), and so is truth (52D). They are also sald
to have oclarity (52D, 53A). We have already seen that the
pure plsasures result from a bodily state which does not
change and hence, unlike the pleasures whioch are "always be-
coming,"” the pure pleasures ocan be said to remain unchanged.
The term which has convinced most critics not only that this
passage deals exclusively with ideas, but also that mixtures
are not ideas, is the term "unmixed.”™ I would agree that

mixtures are not ideas, but not that only ideas are "unmixed."
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For, as we shall learn, Plato in the Philebus uses the word
"mixture®™ not only to refer to the good and limited entity,
but also to the unlimited entity. This usage is highly
contradictory, but there can be no doubt that it exists. It
is in the lag?r sense that pleasures are condemned because
they are "mixed pleasures." Pure pleasures, on the other hand,
which arise in the neutral bodily state of health (when the
body is a mixture in the first sense), are called "unmixed"
(52B; cf. 53A). They are ummixed because they are "pure";
because, that is, they arise in a bodily state which does not
require or involve a process which brings a simultaneous or
consequent pain. In exactly the same sense in which a "mixed
pleasure” is unlimited, then, an "unmixed pleasurem" is limited
(they "have measure," and therefore belong to the "class of
things with measure" 52C) and, it would seem, therefore a
mixture. If a pleasure belongs to the class of the unlimiied
because it arises in a bodily state which is unlimited, then
it is consistent to say that a pleasure which arises when the
body is limited is a mixture. Thus it is quite proper, on
Plato's strange terminology, to speak of an unlimited as being
"mixed" and of a mixture as being "unmixed." I conclude, then,
that the entities which are called "unmixed® at 59C may be
mixtures; and at any rate, they certainly may be the pure
ingredients of a mixture, for the pure pleasures have been
spoken of as "unmixed." And I conclude further, that since

every single adjective applied to the subject matter of
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dialeotio in 59C has been applied previously to the pure

pleasures, theb it 1s not necessarily the case that Plato

is referring exslusively to ideas.z4
If it is mixtures or pure ingredients of mixtures

(I am inoclined to the view that all pure ingredients of mix-

tures are mixtures) which are called true, pure, precise and

so forth in this passage, what are the entitlies which are

"most like them?" The answer could only be, entities which

closely resemble mixtures, which are almost perfeotly good.

This suggests a whole line of thought which we have not con-

sidered; and there 1s perhaps not very much to be said about

it. This is that so far we have spoken only of mixtures as

good; but are some unlimiteds better than others? The answer

almost certainly is that they are; the more closely an un-

limited resembles a mixture, the better it is. This view

does not modify any of the results we have reached. The en-

tities referred to above as like mixtures may best be inter-

preted, then, as unlimiteds which resemble mixtures. We shall

not raise the question at this point whether any existing entity,

on Plato's philosophy, ocan ever be a mixture; if it cannot, then

ocombination still has a subject matter in those entities which

come olosest to being mixtures.

24,

The .properties attributed to the objects of dialeotio
are: fixity, purity, truth, olarity; and they are said to be
unchaenging and unmixed. We have Jjust shown that pure pleasures
have all these properties.
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Now let us briefly consider those two other facets
of the property which makes mixtures good, proportion and
beauty.

Proportion refers obviously to the relation between
the parts, ingredients or elements of a mixture; if an entity
has a 1imit, it has proportion. Proportion I teke not to be
identical with a limit, however, but rather the property which
an entity has if the parts are related by a limit. Proportion,
in this context, is not the property of an entity with any
ratio or relation between the parts, but with the right
relation between the parts. In this usage, a thing has pro-
portion if it is "well-proportioned."” The question again,
of course, is what the right relation is which gives a thing
proportion. And here we recelve a few more meager hints which
suggest that it i1s just that relation which 18 self-preserving.
The most importent passage reads as follows:

...any compound, however oconstituted, that does

not in some way exhibit measure and proportion,

is the ruin both of its ingredients and, first

of all, of itself; 1t is no real mixture, but

literally an unmixed mess and a calamity to

whoever possecses it. (64D, E).

This passage states as clearly as any the principle
which I have suggested, that an entity with any relation be-
tween its parts which is not the right one will alter with
respect to that relation: it will ruin its ingredients and
it self. The only property of an entity which will endure is

limitedness, which is equivalent to goodness -- as well as

truth and proportion. Onoe again the one objeotive oriterion
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by which we can judge whether or not something is good 1is
its permanence, its ability to endure as that thing. And
this oriterion works, if it does, because of the general-
ization with which we introduced this section; it works,
that is, if there is Just one relation between the parts
whioh, in a member of a given species, will remain just
that relm.ion.z5
Beauty does not turn out to add much to our know-
ledge of the good. We are told quite plainly in fact that
"the qualities of measure and proportion invariably constitute
beauty and excellence" (864E). Beauty would seem, therefore,
simply to be the aesthetioc aspect of right proportion, and
it enlists our support for the life of reason because,
Soorates says, the life of pleasure is vulgar and ugly (65E).
It is not irrelevant to note, however, that the pure pleasures
of aesthetic appreciation are those which arise while the body
is in a state of rest and equilibrium (51A f£f,) and that the
obJects of purest beauty are, for Plato, simple unchanging
tones and colors and shapes which do not alter their form (51C).
This concludes the direot evidence in favor of the
view that goodness is a kind of permanence and that the right
relation between parts which exists in a mixture is the aspect

whioch remains permanent. I shall consider some objections to
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A small piece of additional evidence for this inter-
bretation of the good is possibly contalned in the phrase which
tells us that the good will be found in the mixture which is
most "peaceful"” (XCT«T xaToTxTny); literally, "without
internal strife” (83E).



this view and the gensralization upon which it is based
presently. First I wish briefly to examine amother point.

It will be recalled that the present discussion arose from
an-attempt to discover the nature of a "limit," the relation
which exists between the parts of a mixture. The tentative
outoome, which I believe is true to much of the theory of the
good in the Philebus, has shown that Plato sometimes is in-
0lined to think of a limit as that relation between parts in
a mixture which remains fixed and permanent. Another aspsct
of a limit which we promised to disocuss, and which Plato
seems to imply, is that a limit can be expressed numerically.
Let us oconsider what this may mean.

The numerical aspect of the good 1s a very diffiocult
thing to grasp in Plato, and it may be well if I confess at
onoe that if it is a theory which oan be expressed with any
precision, then I do not know what it is. The best that I
can do is indicate why I believe Plato thought there was a
connection between the good and mathematics, with a hint as
to how he may have hoped that the good could be defined in
numerical terms.

One kind of connection between mathematics and the

good 1s set forth in the Republic. In the Republic, mathe-
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matios is considered, first, as a kind of training in dlalectic,

a training intended to use the mind to dealing with precise
terms and truths which are indubitable. But more than this,

it is implied that the truths of mathematios are derived in



241,

some way from the idea of the good. The nature of this
derivation is never made clear, although it is very often
said that Plato means that mathematics can be deduced from
the l1dea of the good. But if this is an accurate way of
representing Plato's view in the Republic, it is still not
much help to us unless we are shown how such a deduction
could be performed; and this we are never shown. The hard
kernel with which we are left, therefore, is the opinion

that the truths of ethics (or more broadly, of value) are at
least as certain as those of mathematics. And this 1s an
opinion which I think Plato never gave up, but which he always
‘oonsidered to be essential to his theory of the good. We can
see this in the Philebus, not only in the attempt to give the
good numerical expression, but also in the consideration of
the various arts. In evaluating the arts, Plato Judges those
most true which make the largest use of number (55C ff.); and
it is dialectic whioh 1is the most exaot, preoise and certein
(s8A ££.).

I do not think that there is any contradiction between
the view that the truths of value are as ocertain as those of
mathematios, and the view that the truths of value are not
analytic in the same sense as those of division. We have
argued that the analytioc truths of division, which are true
because of the unalterable relations between ideas, cannot
direotly yleld the truths of combination. But this does not

exclude the possibility that the truths of combination (which
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are the truths of value) may be as certain as the truths of
division. Although I would not agree with Plato that both
sorts of truths have the same kind of certainty, I ocannot

see that there is any contradiction in holding that both sorts

of truths are equally certain. And this is, it seems probable,
Plato's view.

So far, then, the connection between mathematics and
the good 18 one of analogy only: the truths of mathematics
are clearly oertain, and independent of the particular faots
of existence, and Plato has told us that he holds the truths
of value to share these characteristics. This much does not
seem to exnaust the connection which Plato hints, however,
For, in some contexts at least, Plato appears to take mathe-
matics as more than a model of certitude; he wishes to
assimilate, in some way, the truths of wvalue to the truths
of mathematics.z6 And it 1is clear that if this could be done,
it would completely obliterate the distinction between the
truths of division and the truths of combination. Let us see
what Plato accomplishes in this direction, then.

We have already noticed that Plato frequently speaks

of the relation between the parts of a mixture as a ratlo or

proportion (25D), and many of the examplss of mixtures seem

26.

Judging from the stetements of the Republio, we
might be Jjustified in putting this the other way around, and
saying that Plato wishes to assimilate the truths of mathe-
matios to the truths of value. But whether, in the end, there
would be a difference, or what this difference might be, i3 a
matter which I cannot see any way of deciding.
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to be mixtures because of the numerical properties of the
1imit. In the case of music (26A), the traditional example
taken from the Pythagoreans, the possibility of reducing the
gqualitative heard differences to quantitative relations be-
tween string lengths has already been discussed; this would
seem to be a genuine case where both "right"™ and "wrong"
intervals can be expressed numerically. In the case of
temperature (26A), there can again be no doubt that once a
decision is made as to what constitutes a correct level,
this level can be expressed numerically. This applles to
the temperature of the body as well as to the temperature of
the atmosphere. Each of these is an example where the limit
is a relation between "opposites.”

What can we say, however, where the limit is a relation
between ingredients? Here again, as we have seen, there are
surely some cases where the relation may be at least pertly
numerical (the well-mixed conorsete, the well-mixed cake, where
the limit insures the proper relative quantities of ingredients).
These are, in faot, just the cases where the mixture is made up
of ingredients each of which is a mixture of "opposites,” where
the riéhtness of each ingredient can be measured numerically.
The problem, it seems to me, becomes acute in those cases in
which Plato is most interested, however: in the case of such
mixtures as the good life and the good state. How can the
relation between mind and pleasure be expressed numerically,

Or the relation between the guardians and the oraftsmen?
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There are two considerations whiok bear on this
question. The first concerns the possibility of Jjudging
such an ingredient as pleasure (or mind) in numerical terms.
The treatment of pleasure suggests such a possibility because
pleasures are evaluated in terms of the bodily conditions under
which they erise. Thus if bodily health (and illness) can be
expressed in numerical terms (as is clearly the case with
temperature, at least) then there is a serse in which pleasures
may be evaluated numerically. Such an evaluation could draw
no distinction between all those pleasures which arise when
the body is in a state of health; but possibly this is not
necessary from Plato's point of view. The various arts whic
are funotions of mind are also judged in terms of the numerical
exactitude with which they treat their subjects; but it is by
no means clear how a number could thus be assigned to the arts
themselves. The crucial point becomes, therefore, how the
right relation between mind (or its functions) and pleasure
can be expressed numerically. For although there is some
sense in which each ingredient may be evaluated numerically,
there does not seem to be any way that the relation between
them can be expressed as a ratio. WNor, in fact, does Plato
try to show how this could be done. The relevance of number
in this case is that number is an ald in Jjudging each 1ngredi-
ent; but it gives no clue as to how the limit itself, on which
the goodness of the mixture depends, can be expressed as a

ratio.
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The second consideration with respect to such cases
as the mixed life shows conclusively, it seems to me, that
the relation between the parts of such a mixture can never,
at least fully, be expressed numerically. The consideration
is this: 1t is vital to Plato's view of the good 1life that
the relation betweer the parts express the essential functions
of those parts. Especially with respect to mind, its relation
to pleasure surely ocannot be stated fully without saying that
mind must guide or limit pleasures. The relation between mind

and pleasures is therefore one which perforce implies the
functional character of the parts. It is hard to see how such
a relation ocan be given direct pnumerical expression; the same
holds true of the relations between the various parts of the
state explained in the Republic and the relations between the
parts of the soul set forth in the Phaedrus, the Republic and
elsewhere,

It I am right, therefore, then although there are very
many cases in which the proper relation between parts may be
expressed in numericai terms, the very cases in which Plato
is most interested not only are not expressed by him in
numerical terms, but could not be so expressed.

The reason, probably, that Plato wishes to express
the 1imit of a mixture numerically is that he hopes in this
way not only to make the statement of the limit precise, but
also to give it the sams sort of ocertitude which belongs to

the statements of mathemetics. If this is his reason, then
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it seems to me that he was mistaken, for the mere fact that
a proposition can be stated mathematically i1s no proof that
it is true for methematical reasons. The interval of an
octave can be expressed as a ratio, but it does not follow
from mathematical considerations alone that an octave is a
"good" interval. The normal temperature of the healthy Body
can be expressed as a number (and possibly as a ratio), but
mathematics can give no reason for accepting this number as
the right one. I conclude, therefore, not only that Plato
fajled in his hope of expressing the good (in the important
cases) in numerical terms, but that his probable reason for
the attempt was an erroneous one. For merely to be able to
express the good in numerical terms would be no evidence, in
itself, that the truths of value were as certain as the truths
of pure mathematics.

This terminates the consideration of the prinoiples o
combination, and hence of the theory of the good, in so far
as they can be derived from what Plato says about the limit,
the unlimited and the mixture., The results are highly inocon-
clusive -- more so, if possible, than has been indicated --
and only one positive thesis of any importance has so far been
revealed. This thesis is that the property which makes things
good can be defined in terms of a permanent relation between
parts. The degree to which this interpretation is supported
by the texts has been to some extent explored. And I think

that as an interpretation of Plato's theory of the good in
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the Phllebus, it has a degree of truth. There lurks, however,
a very basic ambigulty in the theory thus interpreted, and
once this ambiguity is revealed, it becomes clear that either
the theory is inocomplete as it stands (or circular) or else
it cannot be the whole theory to which Plato subscribes. To
gseparate out the two parts of the theory, to show why the
acceptable part cannot be the whole theory, and to show why
the incomplete or clrcular part cannot depend entirely on the
oconsiderations already brought forward; to show these things
is to bring the disoussion into a new area, the center and
feature of which is the concept of the cause. What follows
may, therefore, be considered as an introduction to the final
one of the four elements in the analysis of the principles

of combination.

7. The Cause of the Mixture. The one result at

which we have tentatively arrived in our attempt to define
the right relation between parts which makes an entity good
depends, as we have seen, upon the principle that there is
one, and only one, such relation which will remain permanently
that relation. It is now time to inquire, on somewhat new
grounds, into the status of this principle. The major question
concerns the way 1n which we are to take the prinociple: as a
definition, as a statement of necessary and infallible oconnection,
Or as an empirical genmeralization.

In the preceding sections, we have assumed that the

Principle is a definition, that the right relation and the
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permanent relation meean the same thing, and hence that god-
ness and permanence, of a certain kind, are identical.
Further, we have, although not expliocitly, assumed that the
relation in question ocould be defined in physical terms, and
bence that the permanence was of a physical nature. And
these assumptions are, as I have tried to show, to some extent
Justified by passages in the Philebus. Nor do I think it 15
open to reasonable doubt that Plato quite often, in other
dialogues, speaks as if goodness and physical eandurance were
identical. In the Republic partioularly, every arrangement
in the good state seems to be subordinated to the goal of
achieving just such a relation between the parts whioch will
endure. Justlice, which in the Republic plays a role similar
to that of the limit in the Philebus, is a proper relation
between parts in the state, and the one oriterion of the Just
relation appears, in many contexts, to be definable as tae
one relation which results in malntaining the status quo --
in preserving, in fact, Jjust that relation between the parts.
It is not enough, to support this thesis, merely to say that
the right relation causes the state to maintain the right
relation; it is necessary to contend that the right relation
and the relation whioh is maintained mean the same relation,
and that hence permanence and goodness are identical. But
this thesls may be supported by the Republic, for the right
relation is that which establishes the funotions and relations

between the various classes of individuals in the state, and
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this is the very relation which must remein fixed if we are
to oall the state a good state.

In spite of these considerations, it seems to me that
this theory of value is not consistent with some other
assumptions which Plato makes in the Philebus and cannot
therefore be acoepted without reservation as an interpretation
of the Philebus. But before I go on to examine the alterna-
tive theory which seems to me to be present in Plato's thinking,
it is worth msking a remark to avoid misinterpretation. The
alternative theory is, I think, at least as important an inter-
pretation of the Philebus as the first, and quite possibly it
is ocloser to the basic attitude towards the good whioch we find
in Plato. Yet it 1s a very unsatisfaoctory theory, and it is
both less oclear and less plausible, it seems to me, than the
first. Although I would not subsoribe to the first theory
myself, yet 1t is a theory which can, I belleve, be made fairly
clear, and it 1is not self-contradictory. The second gheory,
on the other hand, if I uxerstand it at all, is quite useless
in determining what things are good in the world, even though
it defines what goodness is. And if the second theory is
plausible, it is only because it assumes, at base, something
like the first theory; so that not only does it have its own
faults, but also those of the first theory. I do not wish it
to be thought, therefore, that I am endorsing the alternative
theory about to be considered; on the contrary, I consider it

less satisfaoctory than the first.



We may now go on to discuss the velidity of the
principle upon which the first definition of goodness 1is
based, Let us entertain the possibility that this principle,
instead of defining goodness as the having of a permanegt
relation between parts, merely states that if samething is
good, then it will maintain the same relation between parts.
We might still hold that bhaving this relation is also what
makes the thing good, without defining the right relatlion as
the permanent one. In other words, one might very well hold
that to be good is to have the right relation between parts,
and that, in fact, enything which had this relation would
continue to have it, without holding that it means the same
thing to have the right relation and to have the permanent
relation. This can be seen in this way. Someone who holds
to the first view, that the principle defines the meaning of
goodness, would be bound to agree that no matter what the
world was like, the permanent relation was the right one.
Someone who held to the second view would admlt that if the
world were differently made, or different facts held true,
then the permanent relation might not be the right one, and
something which was good might change with respect to this
relation {and would therefore no longer be good). The
suppoarter of this second view does not think that the meaning
of goodness is contained in the notion of the permanent re-

lation, but he merely states that as a matter of fact, with

the world as it is, the permasnent relation and the good

250,
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relation are always the same., The permanemt relation and

the right relation denote the same relatlons, but, accord-

ing to this second view, they do not connote the same relations,
This second view may be stated in this way: a right relation
between parts is, in thls world, a necessary and sufficilent
condition for the permanent relation. Onoce the difference
between these two views 1s sated, it beoomes doubtful, I
think, which of the two vlews 18 actually supported by the
passages so far quoted in favor of the first view, And I
confess I do not see any way to declide whioch of these views

is most apt to be that of Plato. I think he was inclined
somet imes toward one and sometimes toward the other, but that
since he did not distingulsh them explioitly, it is impossible
to tell which 1s the most accurate interpretation of the
passages examined.

As long as the principle is held to be unalterably
true, even in this second sense, a great deal 1is gaihed with
respect to our knowledge of the good, for it will remain true
that, even if wa do not know what it means (connotatively) to
say something 1s good, we will always be able to tell what
things are, in faot, good. The new theory would then depend,
for our ability to identify good things, upon the truth of
the principle, whereas on the first theory, the truth of the
Prinoiple could not be called in question since it was a
definition. The trouble is that as soon as we make the theory
of the good depend on the truth of the principle, the question
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arises whether it 1s true; and 1t seems quite evident that,
on Plato's assumptions, it almost certainly 1s not.

The question quite simply is this: 1is it true that
if an entity ever has the right relation between its parts,
it always has the right relation between its parts; and that
there exists no other relation between parts which will re-
main the same? If there 1s just one case where an entity
at one time has a right relation between parts, and at another
time does not, then clearly the principle is not true, and
goodness and permanence are not only not connotatively
equivalent, but they are also not denotatively equivalent,
And in that ocase, the principle will not serve to define
goodness at all, or even, unambiguously, to indicate good
entities.

The objection to the principle which occurs to us
immediately is that it seems to conflict with one interpre-
tation of the mixture, namely the interpretation which assumes
that a mixture is an entity which once had a wrong relation
between parts (an unlimited) and which has been caused to
have a right relation, thus becoming a mixture {in a sense
already explained) of an unlimited and a limit. And this
confliot, it seems to me, is insurmountable as long as the
principle is stated in its present form. For both on general
grounds, and on the basis of particular examples, I think it
is evident that Plato does believe that unlimited entitiles

can, in some cases, be made limited. On general grounds it



is likely that he would hold this, for if he did not, there
would be no way something bad could ever become good. And
if this were the case, then there would be no moral struggle,
no sense in "tending our soul,” or in trying to mend the
ailing state. For it would simply be the fact of the matter
that the only thing that could be good would be good to begin
with, and if it were good to begin with, it would, by the
principle, never become bad.

But also by particular examples we can show that
Plato believed unlimited things could become limited. The
Republic is perhaps the best example, for there we certainly
learn how a state whioch is corrupt and unlimited could be
made a mixture. It 1s true that Plato sometimes expresses
doubt as to whether it will, in fact, ever come about, but
he does not seem to question the theoretical possibility; and

the same possibility i1s reasserted in the Laws. Also in the
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Philebus, even if we do not rely on the passages on the mixture

(26A ff.) which seem to assert that unlimited things can be
made limited, we can find evidence that the comnstruction of
the good 1life can take place, working with elements which
were, to begin with, unlimited (284; 314).

This point is possibly of nof great importance, how-
ever, for an alteration of the principle itself can cure it

of the difficulty. The principle can simply be rephrased to

8tate that an entity which ever comes to have the right relation

between parts will continue to have this relation. There will
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then be no difficulty in holding that an unlimited may become
limited, and the principle will then deal only with the period
which commences when the entity becomes limited.

Any objection to the modified principle must hinge,
therefore, on the possibility that an entity which is limited
may become, subsequently, unlimited. And we must see, again, -
that if so much as one entity can be limited, and then un-
limited, the modified principle must also be rejected.

This question is a difficult one because there are
arguments in Plato which imply that a mixture may deteriorate
and others which imply that it may not. The arguments which
support the view that a mixture cannot, or never will, in
fact, deteriorate are the arguments which support the princi-
ple, and hence the first theory of the good which we have bheen
discussing. And to the arguments and passages in support of
this view whioch we have already quoted, we may add a general
consideration. This consideration arises out of a question
which has been bruited but not explicitly brought out. The
question is this: 1if finelity and self-sufficiency are, along
with others, criteria of the good, then can any entity be con-
gidered an intrinsic good which does not include in its own
nature the conditions of its continued existence? In the case
of a state, this is surely one test of its goodness; the same
seems to be true of the good life {for mind must be an ingredient
Just because it is an indispensdble agent in creating and main-

taining the good 1life). It is true of some entities that they
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must be self-sustaining to be intrinsic goods; but 1s it true
of all? There does not, off hand, seem to be any way in which
the order of the starry heavens, or good temperature, or
harmonious music oould be sald to be self-sustaining, and these
are also mixtures. Is 1t then a characteristic of some mixtures
only that they are self-sustalining? Or is it rather the case
that such examples as good music, good weather and even the
order of the starry heavens are not really intrinsic goods,
are not mixtures, in the fullest sense of the word? I do not
see any way to declde this matter, although it is important
to know the answer. It seems to me that the chief arguments
on which mind 1s admitted to the mixture of the good life
suggest that any mixture must include the main conditions of
its own continued existence; but I do not see how this prinei-
ple can be applied to many examples which Plato gives of mixtures.
The reason 1t 1s of some importance to know the answer
to this question is that if it is not a universal criterion of
a mixture that it include the conditions of its continued
existence, then it is far less likely that continued existencs,
as suggested by our main principle, is a necessary attributie
of a good entity. On the other hand, if 1t is a universal
criterion of a mixture that it include the conditions of its
continued existence, then one would be Justified in saying
that, if this criterion were really satisfied, then no mixture

ctould ever cease to be a mixture. This problem, which never
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i3 raised explicitly by Plato in the Philebus, is handled in
a rather unsatisfactory way in the Republic. For there the
evidence favors both answers: the good state 1s designed with
the one purpose of promulgating itself; and yet we are told
how even the perfect state may deteriorate.

At this point, it seems to me, we touch on a problem
in Platonism so basic and so difficult that any full treatment
of it must necessarily be omitted from this thesis, The problem
concerns, in fact, the question whether or not a really good
thing can exist at all in the passing world; whether, that is,
the mere existence of such a thing would not automatically
remove it from the realm of becoming into another realm. Can
the perfect change? If it cen, it would not seem to be perfect;
if it cannot, it would seem that it breaks the laws of existence
in the visible universe. This is the paradox which, apparently,
Plato was unable to resolve. What does seem obvious, to me at
any rate, is that the Philebus says, whatever it may imply to
the contrary, that perfectly good things do exist in the visible
universe; they are the "mixtures,"” the things with "1imit." The
faot that their perfection makes them tend towards permanence;
that they are ends and not Just means; that they can be said,
therefore, in one sense at least, to "be" rather than to "become";
that they may be sald, as they attain perfection, to "become into
being"; all these faots do not remove these perfectly good things

from the realm of ordinarily existing, particular entities, and
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it is, indeed, necessary to their goodness that these things
do exist in the commonsense meaning of the word "exist."

If we must decide, therefore, in the face of the
paradox, whether to admit that perfectly good things do change,
or to admit that perfectly good things do not exist, I think
we must accept the first rather than the second admission.

And in accepting it, we decide, it must also be apparent, that
not even perfectly good things can be guaranteed continued
existence or unchanging excellence. The parfect state can,
paradoxically perhaps, deteriorate, and the good man can fall
prey to error. Good weather can change to bad, and all the
works of reason may be overwhelmed by the forces of evil,

The notion of the "perfectly good" entity need not,
however, be invoked in order to complete the necessary argument.
For whether or not the mixtures which Plato tells us exist in
the world of change are perfectly good , it is oclear, if
our previous interpretations have any validity, that they are
the only things which can properly be said to be good at all;
and if such mixtures may alter for the worse, the principle
which we have been discussing must in any case be false. And
I think it is altogether certain, on the basis of much of what
Plato says and implies, that this principle is false. In other
words, although I think there is very much evidence for the
Prinociple, I think there is also very much evidence against it.

411 that is required, to disprove the principle, is that one
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mixture, at least, become unlimited. Anx almost anyone would
agree that Plato believes that this might happen, not Just
once, but very of ten; in fact, Plato might even hold that it
would always happen, in which case the principle would be
absolutely false. The objection to the principle taken as

a definition is that, in many contexts, Plato simply does not
think that goodness and permanence (of the sort indicatéd) are
identical. He might hold that something which was perfectly
good would in fact be permanent; but, as we have seen, this
does not mean that permanence and goodness are connotatively
equivalent. This alone does not prove that permanence and
goodness are not oconnotatively equivalent, either, of course;
nor do I think that this dootrine, whioh I have gone to some
pains to show is consistent with much that Plato says, can be
proven wrong. If, indeed, as I think is the case, Plato does
assert that perfectly good things exist, then the principle

is proven inconsistent, and this is a good reason to hunt for
another theory of the good. But even if it is not inconsistent,
it may still be false, and I wish, in the sequel, to assume
that it is.

We will, then, agree once more that mixtures do, on
occasion, exist, and that they are good; we will leave aside
the question of "perfect" goodness. We will also assume that
goodness 1s not connotatively equivalent to permanence, and
that, in faot, it is not even necessarily denotatively equiva-
lent. We must, therefore, onoe again raise the question, what

it is that mskes a thing good.
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It is importent to see that the refusal to accept the
principle on which the previous definition of the adjective
ngood" was based does not mean a refusal to admit any relation
between goodness and permanence. Refusal to admit the principle
as a definition leaves open the possibllity, as we have seen,
that what is good always is permanent. This possibility we have,
however, also rejected. What connection remains, then? The
connection which, it seems to me, is definitely 1mplied by the
passages already examined, i1f they do not imply the prinoiple,
is this: 1f an entity is good, it will tend to remain good,
i.e. to preserve that relation between parts which made 1t good.
Such an entity will be 80 constituted that it is stable; it will
resist ochange. Force of circumstances may be too much for 1it,
so that alteration does result; i1deally, however, the origin of
such alteration will come from outside the entity.

So far, I am merely stating boldly the connection which,
in my opinion, Plato implied existed between goodness and perma-
nence when he did not imply that permanence defined goodness. I
think it 1s quite olear, however, from the evidence of the
Republic and the passages already examined from the Philebus,
that if they do 'not imply that goodness is permanence, then they
surely do imply that goodness (still defined as having the right

relation between parts) usually results in permanence, or tends

toward permanence.
There is a possibility, then, that this tendency might

Provide an ostensive definition of the good. This would be the
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case if the tendency could be defined in some objectively
determinable way. It might, for instance, be the case that
good things retain the given relation between the parts which
makes them good longer than anything else ever retalns any
given relation between parts; or that, statistically, the right
relation is retained longer in more cases than any other. Such
examples suggest that it might be possible, if our assumption
about the connection between permanence and goodness 18 true,
that we could always tell when a thing is good.

But while this might tell us what the right relation
between parts is which mskes a thing good, we would be no closer
to knowing what it 1s that makes this the right relation. We
realize this at once when we see that although (if our assumption
is true) good things do tend to be permanent, still it is not
this tendency that makes them good. For consider this possi-
bility: suppose that we know what the relation between parts
is that makes a man a good men. Suppose also that, in a certain
situation, retaining this given relation will result in a man's
death (perhaps the death of Socrates is an example). Such a
case does not disprove the assumption that goodness generally
tends to permanence. But it does show that it is not the
tendency which makes the thing good; for in this case the good-
ness results in impermanence. And if Plato is wllling to ooncede
one such case where goodness might result in impermanence, then
it is clear that it is not the tendenocy which makes the thing

good,
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This example, and others like it, might serve to
suggest that, even if goodness merely tends to permanence,
the connection can be made more instructive if we add that a
good thing would be permanent 1f there were no external dis-
ruptive forces. To this modified principle, I think Plato
would be willing to agree. The trouble is that it is not a
very useful principle. How are we to define "disruptive
forces"? Or "external"? It might be interesting to consider
these problems. We can afford to avoid them, howsver, because
even if they could be answered, we still would not know what
it is that makes something good.

We may grant, in any case, that this modified principle
is a true expression of Plato's position, and thet it explains,
in some sense, why 1t is that goodness does, as a matter of
fact, tend to make a thing permanent. We may, therefors, ask
why it is that goodness does tend to permanence. How do we
know that goodness temds to permanence, or that if there were
no external disruptive forces, goodness would always entail
permanence? Hcw can we possibly know these things unless we
know first what it means to say something is good?

Plato's answer, I believe, is this: the only way in
which we can know these things is by recognizing that the
good operates as a cause. If there were not a oéﬁual agent
which made it true, there would be no reason at all for a good
thing to tend to be permanent, and no reason to assume that,

under ideal oconditions, the good would always survive. The
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fact that, in this warld, the good merely tends to survive
shows that the causal ocharacter of the good is not omnipotent;
on the other hand, the fact of the tendency proves its potency.

Whether or not this is Plato's argument -- and I believe
it 1s -- there can be no doubt that this is his answer. Things
are good because they are made good; that 1is, they are created
by an agent or cause which works for the good. The answer to
the question, what makes a thing good, is that the cause or
agent makes it good.

This last sentence obviously contalns a joker. We
began our inquiry by searching for the property or properties
which an entity must have to be good, and we spoke of this
property (or these properties) as what makes the entity good.
The "making"” had, however, no causal implications. Ve could
say, if we pleased, that this property was the "cause™ of the
goodness of the entity which had it; but this use of ™cause™
does not imply causation: the words "reason for" would serve
as well. A property is not an efficient cause or agent; it
would be quite meaningless to speak of "redness™ or "permanence”
or "symmetry" as a causal agent. Clearly, then, we have not
yet sald what the property is which constitutes the goodness of
an entity. Before going on to state what this property may be,
it is necessary to remark, however, that Plato seems sometimes
to be guilty of the confusion just noticed. Just as previously
we noted that he sometimes confuses an ingredient of a good

entity with the property which constitutes its goodness, so we
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note now that he sometimes confuses the efficient cause of

the goodness of a good entity with the property which constitutes
jts goodness. These two confusions are not independent. For in
the important case of the confusion, the causal agent is also

an ingredient in the good entity. This will, however, become
clearer presently.

Although an agent cannot be a property, the fact that
things which are good are good because they are created or made
good by an agent suggests that there 1s a property which
constitutes their goodness, namely, that of being made by the
agent.

This suggestion is unserviceable for only one reason:
the agent or cause which Plato postulates also creates entities
which are not good. In fact, the agent which makes good things
makes everztning,27 so that the property of being made by the
cause or agent cannot be the property designated by the ad jective
"good." It is, however, a characteristic of the cause not only
that it produwes what 18 good, but also that it always strives
to oreate good things. The end of our search, therefore, is
this: an entity is good if it represents that which the cause
or agent intended. We may say, then, that "x is good" is
equivalent to "x is what the cause or agent intended"; the

property which constitutes goodness is thus defined 1n terms

————

27.

This can be easily seen from Philebus 26E, 274; "...
between that which is made and that which comes to be there is
& mere verbal difference,” and, "there 1s only a verbal differ-
énce between a cause and a maker." Cf. 28D ff.
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of the purpose of the cause or agent. This 1s the second
ultimate definition of the good which I find in the Philebus,
and the one which, it seems to me, is the most basic. To
prove that it 1s the most basic 1s, probably, impossible, for
there i3, as I have trled to demonstrate, evidence in favor of
an entirely different definition. But there are reasons for
acoepting this definition as more basic, and these I shall
indicate.

The negative reasons for accepting this second definition
of the good and rejeoting the first (as an interpretation of
the Philebus) have already been discussed; they are those
arguments which tend to show why, on Plato's own grounds, the
first definition 1s unsatisfactory. The positive reasons are
more difficult to state., One reason, of course, is that Plato
seems t0 say Jjust this in the passage which introduces the
cause or agent as a principle of explanation. This will be
examined immediately. The second, and perhaps more persuasive,
reason is that much of the argument of the Philebus apparently
hinges, in Plato's opinion, on this second definition. For
the importance of mind in the good life, Plato thinks, 1s
established most definitely by this second definition.

Let us now consider directly what Plato tells us about
the agent or cause, the purpose or intent of whicl. defines
goodness. The cause, as one of the four "principles" which
Plato uses to explain the nature of the good, is first intro-

duced with the following remarks:
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Soorates: ...I1t looks as if I'm a ridiculous
sort of fellow when I try to divide things up
into olasses and enfumerate them.

Protarchus: How's that, my fine fellow?

Soorates: It seems to me now that I require a
fourth kind in addition.

Protarchus: What 1s 1t?

Socrates: Observe the cause of the mixing of

those two [the limit and unlimited], and take

this cause as the fourth factor in addition to

the other three (23D).

This passage invites two comments, aside from the
general doctrine which it states in ocommon with the subsequent,
and fuller, exposition. The first concerns the fact that
apparently this fourth factor is mentioned as an after-
thought, as if 1t had occurred to Plato only when he had
named the other thres. This i3 the view, in fact, of Bury,z8
who argues that the fourth factor is introduced last, and
by the way as 1t were, because the fourth factor applies only
to phenomenal entities, while the other three apply as well
to ideal entities. I am inclined to think there 1is something
in this argument, although I would not put it with the confi-
dence of Bury. I would agree, that is, that the first three
elements alone do present the possibility of a value theory
Quite independent of the fourth element; this is the hypo-

thesis on which we examined the first three elements. To

28.
The Philebus of Plato, pp. lxxiil - lxxiv,
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this extent, I think Bury right; and I think he is the only
commentator ever to have polnted it out. But I cannot agree
that Plato ever thought that the theory, besed on the first
three elements, oould account-for the ideas, for, as I have
shown, the mixtures whioh are treated are, whether we teke the
ncause" into acocount or not, particular entities in the passing
world. I wish to postpome any further questions about the ideas
for the present, however; these will be treated in the next
section. Nor do I think Bury is right in thinking that the
present passage shows the "cause" to be an afterthought. The
Philebus (like the other disloguwss) is full of half-humorous
introductions of new points inserted as if they had just
ocourred to the main speaker; and we all know this for the
dialectical trick that it is. One of the most important lines
of argument in the Philebus hinges on the "cause," namely the
line of argument which proves mind to be the most important
element in the good 1ife; it 1s unreasonable, therefore, to
take seriously the suggestion that the basis of this argument
was an "afterthought .”

The second point raised by the present passage is
this: 4is there Just one causal agent, or 1s there a class
of such agents? 1Is the fourth factor, that 1is, both "one and
many" like the other three, or does it differ fundamentally
from them? I think it is likely that there is, according to
Plato, a olass to which the cause belongs. 23D, Just quoted,
speaks first of the division into classes (EVJ})) which has



resulted in the first three, and goes on to speak of the
fourth class (7év05). At 30B, Socrates speaks unambiguously
of the four classes (7!vq), naming the cause along with the
others. At the beginning of 30E, and again at 314, we are
told that mind belongs to that one of the four classes "which
we called the cause of all things."zg Here we must separate
two questions: (first, whether there is a "class of the cause"
at all, and second, how many members the class contains. To
the first question, the answer seems to be that Plato believes
there 1s such a olass, But this does not tell us much; for
clearly there can be classes which contain only one member.
The answer to the second question is more important, and more

difficult. The difficulty is this: if there is more than onsa

member of the class, then it becomes very obscure how we are

267.

to define the good. Are we to assume that the purpose of every

cause is the same? Or is our definition to imply a certain

relativism; that is, if the purposes of the various causes

differ, do we then hold that different things are good, depending

on the cause we have 1n mind?

This problem is obviously of great importance when we
consider the relation of the human mind to the class of the
cause. Much of the argument of the Philebus depends on the

Telation between these two. Yet it would seem that either of

29,

Hackforth {op. cit., p. 57) translates the first of
these passages, "...miﬁg belongs to the family of what we
called the cause of all things." A family is, of course, a
¢lagss; in any case, he gives the usual translation of the
Second passage (31A).
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the possible answers 1is unsatisfactory. If the human mind

is a member of the class of the cause, then clearly it is

what makes (1. e. causes) the good life to be good, because

its purposes are, by definition, good. But this would, equally
clearly, make the good relative to each human mind; and this
result would be antithetical to everything most basic in Plato's
ethics. On the other hand, if the human mind i1s not a member
of the class of the cause, then the argument that it is the
cause of the goodness of the good life can no longer be con-
sidered established. There may be some other connection betwemn
the human mind and the class of the cause, however, which will
relleve the dilemma. This point will be considered presently.
Meanwhile, I shall state in anticipation my main conclusion.

I think it is fairly evident that the arguments against placing
the human mind in the class of the cause -- of the cause whose
purposes define goodness, that 1s ~- are conclusive, whereas

the arguments in favor ‘are not equally conclusive, and I shall
contend, therefore, that the human mind (or rather, human minds)
does not belong to the class of the cause. PFor the same kind

of reason (namely that another answer would lead to relativism)
I am impelled to conclude, as well, that there is just one
member of the class of the cause, Plato's speech does, in

fact, often imply this quite unambiguously (28C; 38D; 30C);

the other cases to the contrary quoted above must, I think,

30
be explained. There remains a certain vagueness on this

30.
I refer to the expressions at 30E and 3lA.
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point, however, and I am not at all certain what the final
ganswer, drawn from the Philebus, should be.

We may now go on to consider the rest of what Plato
states about the cause (which we will now assume to be the
sole member of the class of the cause). Acocording to Plato,
everything which comes into being must have a cause (26E).
This cause is the agent; there is no difference between a
creator and a cause, just as there is no difference between
that which comes into being and that which is created (274).
In every case where a ratio (limit) is imposed on an unlimited,
this is due to an act of creation. Further, to the extent that
anything exhibits limit, it is the result of purpose. Ve may,
therefore, speak of the agent as a maker &gﬁ}uouP/A;, 27B),
whose intention precedes his creation (274). Where design
exists in the universe, this is no accident; the intelligi-
bility of the world is the outcome of design. Everything in
the world which exhibits rational pattern is created, from the
orbits of the planets to the cloth on the loom.

Quite evidently, Plato is here basing his account of
the goodness in the world upon an analogy with a human crafts-
han, just as he does in the Timaeus. It is well, however, to
€uard against taking the analogy too literally, or with the
Same implications of literalness which we find in the Timaeus.
One aifference between the Philebus and Timaeus on this score
is obvious: it 1s that in the Timaeus the cosmic agent has

Qodels after which he patterns his work, so that the goodness
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of his product may be defined in terms of his success in
copying the models, Theoretically, at lsast, this theory
would enable Plato to define goodness wit hout recourse to

the causal agent at all. In the Philebus, it is the intention
of the causal agent which defines the good, and there are no
models, This point will be touched upon further presently.

A second, and important, difference between the analogy in

the Timaeus with the human oraftsman and that in the Philebus
is this: in the Timaeus the causal agent is compared directly
to the human craftsman and the things of the world to the
products of the craftsman's art. In the Philebus, the causal
agent is ocompared to the human mind or reason, while the things
of the world which are caused by the cosmic agent are compared
to man's body. This difference is reinforced, it seems to me,
when we recall that the demiurgos of the Timaeus creates the
world with a mind and body, so that any parqllel between
microcosm and macrocosm in that dialogue automatically would
discount a comparison between the demiurgos and the human mind.
The comparison is rather between the universe as a product of
the demiurgos and man as a product.

The difference stressed here is not meant to constitute
in any way a full dress comparison between the Timaeus and
Philebus; the point is rather to show that there is not, on
this point, a strict parallel between the two dialogues. It
is necessary to mention this only because it 1is usual, and

natural, to interpret the Philebus quite strictly in terms
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of the Timaeus, and at this particular point, such an inter-
pretation is apt to be misleading. The significance of the
difference is quite important, for it is on the basis of the
analogy of the Philebus that Plato argues for the primacy of
mind in the good life, while the analogy of the Timaeus would
simply serve to show that if a man is good, this 1s due to
the demiurgos.

Plato now goes on to argue, from the analogy between
the cosmic agent and the human mind, that the cause of good-
ness in man 1s man's mind. We must, therefore, examine the
basis of this argument. PFirst, Plato sets about establishing
the fact that the cosmic cause or agent is intelligent and may
therefore be called a Mind or Reason. This view he supports
with three kinds of arguments, from authority, from direct
evidence, and from analogy.

a. Plato points out that he has the support of
religion and authority in his assertion that there is an
intelligent mind which orders and creates the visible universe,
and whose purposes are good.

28C «+.811 the wise agree...that in reason we have the
king of heaven and earth.

28D Are we to say, Protarchus, that the sum of things
or what we call this universe is controlled by a
power that is irrational and blind, and by mere
chance, or on the contrary to follow our pre-
decessors in saying that it is governed by reason
and a wondrous regulating intelligence?

29 ...what earlier thinkers agree upon...

30D ...1t supports those ancilent thinkers...who declared
that reason always rules all things.



28E [the opposite view]...seems to me sheer blasphemy.
There is, however, some opposition to this view; at least we
are warned to be prepared to make a stand "...if some clever
person asserts that the world is not as we describe it, but
devoid of order" (29A).

b. But Plato is not satisfied by this appeal to
authority, and states plainly that it is necessary to "take
a share of the risk™ (29A) by.advancing some independent
arguments. First, he contends that certain observed phenomena
can be best explained by assuming an intelligent cause.
Z8E To maintain that reason orders it all does justice

to the spectacle of the ordered universe, of the sun,

the moon, the stars and the revolution of the whole
heaven...

To this passage may, I think, be added the one from
28D quoted above which also suggests, although more vaguely,
that the observed universe exhibits order of a kind which
suggests a purposeful agent. We may also quote some earlier
passages concerning the kinds of mixtures in the world.as
evidence of the sort of phenomena which Plato believed
demonstrate the existence of a good cause. Plato there
mentions as mixtures, and therefore (we learn later) products
of the cause, "falr weather and all other beautiful things"
{26B). He goes on:

and indeed there are countless more things I omit to

enfumerate, such as beauty and streangth along with

health, besides a whole host of fair things found in
our souls (26B).
Fipally, he adds the "law and order" established among men to

the 1ist of the works of reason (26B).

272,
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¢. The final argument, and the ome by which Plato
geems to set most store, 1s based on a rather elaborate
analogy between man and the universe, in which man's body
is compared to the physical features of the world, and man's
mind is compared to the cosmic agent or mind. I here para-
phrase Plato's words:

29A-C The elements of fire, water, alr and earth are in
the natures of all living bodies, and also 1in the
universe at large. These elements are small and
poor in us and not at all pure; but in the universe
they are wonderful and beautiful and have all the
power appropriate to them. Moreover, the elements
in the universe sustain and produce those in living
oreatures. As these elements combined together into
29D~E one in a living ocreature are called a body (oQua)
so, gathered together as a cosmos, they also form
a body. And our body is derived from that of the
universe and obtaeins from it its sustenance, Just
30A as our body has a soul, so the universe must have
one, for our body is only a weak copy of the uni-
verse. In man, it is the "sum of all wisdom" (i.e.,
mind), which "implants the soul in the body, and
provides the art of physical exercise and medical
30B treatment when the body is 11l, and which is in general
a ocomposing and healing power." It is absurd to
assume such a power in the individusal, and not
assume one in the universe (which is in every other
30C respect similar, and which exhibits such staggering
examples of harmony and order as the seasons, the
arrangement of the planets, the sequence of the years).

Before going on to examine these arguments, it is well
to quote Plato as to the precise conclusion which he wishes
to draw from them. The oconclusion is this:

30E ..sihat mind belongs to the family of [or the class
of°1] what we called the cause of all things.

31.
There is a question of textusl emmendation here which
I cannot pretend to settle. The trouble 1s that both readings
are demanded, but for different reasons, by the argument. This
will be disoussed below. Cf. Hackforth, op. cit., p. 57;
Bury, op. oit., p. 47, n. 14.
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31A ...Wwe have now arrived at a fairly satisfactory
demonstration of what class reason belongs to, and
what function 1t possesses.

31A ...Teason was found akin to the cause, and belonging...
to that olass...

The impression we recelve from these passages, taken alone,

is that there are two olasses, that of ocauses and that of
minds, and that the second class is included in the first.

This is, I think, a conclusion which Plato would in some

sense approve; but it hardly can be said to be supported by

the reasoning which precedes it, For the gist of that reason-
ing is rather that the cosmioc agent or cause performs in the
universe the same function that mind performs in man, and that,
therefore, the cosmic agent either is a mind, or is like a
mind. This would seem to recommend the view that the class

of agents belongs to the olass of minds rather than vice versa.
And the truth is that this 1s a conclusion also required by

the sequel. Plato needs to be able to say, both that all

minds are agents, and also that all agents are minds, This
suggests that the proper interpretation of the above remarks

is simply that the two classes, those of mind and ageﬂt, are
identical. Yet this easy solution would lead to unsatisfactory
results for reasons partly indicated previously. Before re-
stating these, however, I think it is fair to Plato to say

that the three passages just quoted which contain the conclusion
of his results concerning the relation of mind and causal agent,
are almost purposely vague, and that it is not from them that

we can acocuse him of confusion. For the word translated "class"
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(yEQOS) has no technical meaning for Plato, and may as well
mean "kind"; or it may simply indicate, in this context,
thet reason has the property of being an agent; or, still
less definitely, that reason is like a causal agent (31A)
or 1s, somehow, derived from it (30E, on Hackforth's inter-
pretation).

The question is, what Plato wishes to show from the
relation between mind and agent; and here we must return to
the point made previously, that there are two quite different
theses which he is interested in maintaining. The first thesis
is that there is a single intelligent causal agent in the uni-
verse whioch has created everything that exists, and which works
for (intends) the good. The second is that man's mind is part
of, akin to or derived from, this intelligent causal agent and
should, therefore, strive to accomplish the same, or similar,
ends, To what extent, and in what way, do Plato's arguments
support these two theses?

The argument from authority can hardly be evaluated in
any but a historical sense. The historical significance of
the argument is, to my mind, to indicate the way in which Plato,
while abandoning the ideal theory as the direct source and
explanation of value, nevertheless retains most of the basic
characteristics of his value theory based on essences through
a teleological view of the universe. The result, so far as
Velue theory 1s conoerned, is to explain more satisfactorily
how things in the passing world can be good. The result, so

far as epistemology i1s conocerned, is that some of the problems



about universals are divorced from ethical considerations.

And the result, so far as our understanding of Plato is con-
cerned, is to show that the true basis of his theory of value
rests not on the theory of ideas, but on the teleological view
of the universe. That this, historically, represents a return
to an earlier stage of the religious and mystical Greek tradi-
tion, is, I think true. But the theory of ideas, in so far

as 1t was related to ethical questions, always derived its
ethical connotations from the teleological view in any case;
so that far from belng a step backwards, the value theory of
the Philebus rather has the virtue, as I have remarked before,
of divorcing, to some extent, problems of ethics from problems
of epistemology. And by basing value directly on the teleo-
logical view of the world, it does not really regress, but
simply skips an unnecessary step in the argument which hed
seemed to involve universals.

These remarks of a historical nature are not meant to
be a substitute for analysis, however, and they are indicative
of my main line of argument rather than a precise statement
of 1t. We must now return to the other evidence which Plato
gives in support of his teleological views.

The first real argument is that the patterq and design
in the universe can be explained only by assuming an intelli-
gent cause. There is, I think , one way in which this is
certainly true, on Plato's grounds. This follows directly

from the meaning which Plato sometimss gives to the word

276.
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ngxplain.” Platoc held, at least in some contexts, that the
only real explanation of the existence of a thing, the only
voause™ which really accounts for why a thing is as it 1igs,
is a cause which is directed toward an end, whioh has a pur-
pose. For Plato, the question was not whether or not there
could be a mechanistic explanation; he admitted such explana-
tions. He merely denied that they really explain. The famous
passage in the Phaedo (97B ff.) makes it clear that when we
ask why something is as it is, the interesting answer is in

terms of purpose. Only purpose can explain order: if the
universe embodies order, it 1s because it is an expression of

purpose. If we wish to explain vision, for instance, we can

give a physiocal explanation in terms of light, surfaces, and

80 forth. But the real explanation is in terms of intelli-

gent purpose, which explains the usefulness of vision (Timaeus
56D, E). The expression of mind is always intelligence end

purpose; wherever we find symmetry, order, proportion, we must
assume a mind as cause. Reason creates order and renders things

intelligible because it has a goal, a reason.sz It is olear, I

think, that this is not an argument, but a definition. Plato

Proposes that we agree: "a true cause, the meaning of which

a8lone can give a real explanation of an event, must be an
efficient agent with a purpose." And of course, this is one
typical sense in which it is common to ask for explanations;
it is only peouliar to Plato and others who accept the teleo-

TTEm

'cr. Cornford, Plato's Cosmology, p. 166 ff.
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logical view that this kind of explanation is demanded for
everything.

Yet even for Plato, this kind of explanation cannot
explain everything. It can, in fact, explain only those
things which are created by the cause. This dirfficulty
disappears if we assert that everything is oreated by the
cause; and Plato does assert this. But it is still the case
that this kind of explanation will not explain everything,
provided the cause falls of its purpose; provided, that is,
some things in the world fall short of the intention of the
cause. And there must be such things which do fall short
of the intention of the cause, for the intentlon or purpose
of the cause is (by definition) good, and there are things
which are not good. It follows, then, that some things can-
not be explained at all (in the required sense); and in faot
it follows that only good things can be explained.

With these consequences of the definition of explanation
Plato would, I think, be willing to agree. The consequence that
many things cannot be explalned, at least to a certain extent,
he would accept; for these would be just those individuals
which deviated from the norm, the specific individuality of
which is always, on Plato's philosophy, inexplicable (as the
passage on division and collection showed). The consequence
that only the good can be explaipned follows, of ocourse, from
the other; Plato would assent to it also, contending, I think,
that it was just the good entities (mixtures) which the cause

was meant to explain.
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The difficulty which remains 1s this: the reason
for introducing the cause was to provide a definition of the
adjective "good," and this it did, for we decided a thing
was to be called good if it corresponded to the purpose or
intention of the cause. But then we can hardly consider it
an argument in favor of the view that the pattern and design
in the universe can only be explained by an intelligent cause
that this pattern and design are good; for they are good by
definition. If it 1is true that the pattern and design in the
universe can only be explained by an intelligent cause because
this is the only way apything can be explained, then we have
learned nothing as to whether there 1s in fact an intelligent
cause, nor, if there is, what things can be explained by 1t.
It would, indeed, hardly have been worth while to consider
this particular point if 1t were not for the fact that Plato
seems sometimes to argue that since only a purpose can explain
there must be purposes to explain the universe. But whether
or not this is true, it plainly lends no weight to the view
that these purposes ere good.

But Plato's fundamental point 1s not thus to be dis-~
posed of; the fundamental point is rather that there are

observed phenomena which demand purposeful explanation. This

argument differs from the first because it depends upon the
actual nature of the universe; the first would apply, if it
applied at all, to any universe. Now this second argument

must maintain this: that there are phenomens which can only
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be explained by an intelligent cause. And I cannot see what
property it is that these phenomena have unless it is that
they resemble, i1n some way, the products of an intelligent
creature; for unless we are to assume the point to be proven,
there are, to begin with, no other known intelligent causes,

In this way, the arguments grouped above under b. and
those grouped under c¢. are seen to be based on the same reason-
ing: both, that 1s, contend thap since parts (at least) of the
universe resemble (in some way) the products of human purpose,
and since it 1s the human purpose which explains the human
product, there must be a cause which resembles (in some way)
the human purpose in the universe to explain those parts of
the universe whlch resemble the human product. The argument
is, in other words, based on an analogy, and proceeds from
man to the universe, holdling that a similaerity of effects
implies a similarity of causes. In stating the analogy, I
have spoken of human products; but the real product, 1n this
case, 1s, as we have seen, the human body and not some
external product.

Once we have stated the analogy 1n this way, a very
obvious difficulty appears. If the cosmic cause is inferred
from the human mind, what right do we have to assume that its
purposes are better than man's? If our sole knowledge of the
cosmic cause springs from the analogy, why could we not as
reasonably conclude that, where the universe does not serve

our own ends, the ocause was elther less powerful, in its
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sphere, than we in ours; or that its purposes were less

good? Plato relies upon this reasoning: the bodily elements
which are ordered by the human mind in man are, in man, "of
little acoount,” "very far from belng pure in quality or
pgssessing a power befitting their real nature" (29B). Fire,
for instence, in man is “"...small in quantity and weak and
inconsiderable, whereas the fire in the universe is wonderful
in respect of its mass, its beauty, and all the powers that

belong to fire" (29C). From this dissimilarity, of a certain

sort, Plato therefore argues to a similar kind of dissimilar-
ity between the cosmic reason and the human reason: presumably,
the cosmio reason is purer in quality, larger in quantity,
stronger and more considerable, more beautiful, and possesses
more completely the powers which are appropriate to it. The
question remains, on what basis are we to assume that the pur-
poses of the cosmioc cause are better? We may argue, ;r we
please, that the cosmic bodily elements are better in every
way, and that therefore the cosmic cause has better purposes;
but this is obviously fallacious. It is fallacious because

it 1s, at this point, only we ourselves who judge it to be
better; and if we know it is better, then our own purposes

are not proven worse than those of the cosmic agent. When we
See a man who has built a better house than our own we do not
O0redit him with better purposes, but only with more success or
better means; the fact that we judge his house better shows

that the superiority of his house is no proof of his superior
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purpose. It is, I would say, quite impossible to judge
another man's purposes superior to our own on the basis of
our own evaluation of his works.

It is not, however, my main purpose to level oriticlsms
against Plato's position; I wish rather to understand as well
as possible what that position is. Let us assume, therefore,
that Plato has shown that the cosmic cause has purposes superior
to our own; there can be no doubt, at least, that he does believe
this.

There is one more point which must be mentioned to oom-
plete the account of Plato's positioh with regard to the cosmic
cause. Plato does not depend entirely on the analogy to explain
the relation between man's mind and the world's mind; there is
as well a causal connection. The evidence for this connection
is, to be sure, an analogical argument again, but this time the
analogy is differently constructed. In the earlier analogy,
Plato argued from the similarity of man's body and the physical
universe to a similarity of controlling and ordering causes.

In this new amalogy, he argues from the similarity of the
relation betwsesen body and cause in man and the universe to a

simllar source and origin for the cause and for the body. This

second analogy accepts, in other words, the results of the first.
It then goes beyond, in this way: not only does tlie body of man
resemble the physical universe; it is also sustained, produced
and nourished by it (29C), and derived from it (29E). And since
man's body is controlled, cured and maintained by his mind just

as the world's body is controlled by the cosmic mind, we must
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infer that man's mind is sustalned, produced and nourished
by, and derived from, the cosmic mind (30A). Plato presents
these two analogles together; but they are in fact quite
different, since one 1s used only to establish the exlistence
and excellence of the cosmic mind and purpose, while the second
indicates the causal connection between man and the universe.

With this material before us, we can go on to examine
how Plato conceives that the assumption of a cosmic mind or
purpose establishes his theory of value. Concerning the first
thesis, that there 1s a cause which explains the existence of
good things, we have seen the arguments on which Plato bases
this contention. TFollowling this line of interpretation, we
must say that every mixture is, by definition, a creation of
the cosmic agent. Thls wouXd follow alone from the assertion
that everything in the visible world is created by the cause.
But we can say more about mixtures, namely that they express
the full intention or purpose of the cause. If there are, as
I believe Plato held, a finite number of kinds of mixtures,
then the element common to these would be that in each there
was the same limit, that is, the same relation between parts.
And this would be just that relation which made any entity
which had it good.’ This limit ocould be defined in terms of
the purpose of the cosmioc mind; having a limit would, by
definition, be the characteristiec which constituted the good-
ness of the entity.

It is important to stress the fact that it 1s one

conclusion from this line of reasoning that every mixture
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in the universe 1is created by the cosmic cause, is ardered

by it, represents its full intention and purpose, and owes

its goodness entirely to this source. This applies to the
good life for man as well as every other mixturé. If the life
of pleasure constitutes an unlimited, the right relation between
mind and pleasure a limit, and the good 1life is the mixture of
this (or another) unlimited with this limit, then the cause of
the mixture, according to the results just reached, 1s the
cosmic cause or mind. There is nothing contradisctory about
this view, taken by itself, in the fact that the cosmic mind
creates and orders the mixture in man, and that the mixture

in man contains, as an element, the human mind. This is, in
faoct, no more contradictory than for the rulers of the state
to so order the state that the individuals in it perform their
functions properly, and in doing so use their minds to direct
and order their activities. Nor do I think there is any
difficulty, necessarily, in the fact that, on this view, one
kind of unlimited life (the life of pleasure) contains no mind
at all; for in introduocing a 1limit into such a life, the cosmic
agent would necessarili add mind to the mixture. It is true
that if we consider an unlimited as a "material" in which
ingredients already present can be combined by the cause to
form a mixture, then a difficulty does arise. But there are
other ways of interpreting an unlimited, as we have seen; as
long as we simply define an unlimited as a complex having a

wrong relation between parts, this difficulty does not arise.



when we further remark that, according to Plato, the pure
1ife of pleasure (with no noetic content) is impossible
because some mird is always present, we see that, in fact,
every life, no matter how bad, always contains although per-
haps in improper relations the ingredients necessary to the
mixture.

According to this view, it is the cosmic cause which
is responsible for every mixture. We can also say that, even
if no mixture did exist in the world, the definition of a
mixture would follow from the aim or purpose of the cosmic
agent. We may therefore correctly say, it seems to me, that
the true ailm or purpose of man is established by the purpose
of the cause. And there is no reason not to call this true
aim or purpose man's essence.33 But when we say that the
mixture of the good life is man's true purpose, it is clear
that we do not mean that any man necessarily knows what it
is, or actually aims for it. The good life (as we sAid in
tne chapter on the three criteria) is man's purpose in the
séense that man should aim for it. It is the "truly desirable.”
But it is also the desired, not because man desires it in fact,
but because it is desired by the cosmic cause. And even if

man did, singly, or universally, desire it, it still would be

———

33.

Thus, at 32B, Plato speaks of the mixture which
constitutes health as an essence (obsix ) to which man returns
after the Abow Tns dbocws of pain. This is the very mixture
¥hich is the aim or purpose of the art of medicine, where the
art of medicine is considered one aspect of the "sum of all
wisdom" (30B).



good not for this reason, but because, and only because,
the cosmic agent desired it.34

There are many scholars who will object at this point
(1f, indeed, they would not have objected long before this)
that it i1s not because the cause desires 1t that a thing is
good, but that the cause desires it because it is good. And
for this view they would adduce evidence drawn from the theory
of ideas, 1n some of its ramifications, and most particulaidy
from the Timaeus. This is, of course, one of the very most
troublesome problems 1n Plato; and I have no intention of
trying to solve it. I shall admlt, for instance, that there
is nothing in the Philebus to contradict this view, and some-
one who contends it cannot be directly refuted. But I shall
also insist that there is nothing in the Philebus to support
it: no mention of an Idea of the Good, of eternal models,
or of the reasons for the purpmes of the cosmic cause. It
may be argued with logic that if we can give no reasons for
the purposes of the cosmic cause, then we can explain nothing
by assuming & cosmic cause; and I would agree. But neither,
so far as I can see, wnuld we be any better off by assuming
a cosmic cause plus an eternal source of valus; this would
merely put the difficulty off another step. Such consider-

ations cannot, therefore, force any decision on us with regard

34.
With this interpretation Hackforth apparently agrees.
He says "The result of the present section is not that our
intelligence makes the mixed 1ife good: 1t is the Cosmlic Reason
that does so..,." (op. cit., p. 49). The ambiguity lurking in
the word "makes” in Plato's reasoning lurks here as well, however.
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to the source of value in the Philebus. And since Plato
clearly does argue for the cosmic cause, but mentions no

more ultimate measure or source of value, we may as well
conolude that he stopped with the cosmic cause, and regarded
its purposes as the ultimate ends in the universe. And from
the point of view taken in this thesis, such an interpretation
is superior for another reason, for it makes no ethical demands
on the ideas as such, and leaves them free to perform their

epistemological duties.35

35,

It might be held by some that since I have here
given to the cosmic cause just those functions performed by
the idea of the good in the Republic, what this amounts to 1is
identifying the idea of the good and the cause. There is, of
oourse, a very great deal to be said for this view; and most
of it has been said very ably. I quote 1n particular Werner
Jaeger (Paideia, Vol. II, p. 286): "Actually, the leading
proof of the 'divine' charaoter of the Good is that it has
made Plato's God into a 'measure' like itself. For, as Plato
says in The Laws, God is the measure of all things; and he
is the measure of all things because he is the Good."™ The
quotation from the Laws (716C) is, I think, a very major
plece of evidence for the 1nterpretation we have been stress-
ing here. Yet it does not conclusively settle the matter;
for the quotation does not state that God (the cause) deter-
mines what 1s good by his measuring. Perhaps more conclusive,
in fact, is the remark in the Laws that there is nothing in
life worth taking seriously except God (803C). Jaeger's
Statement that God is the measure because he is the Good goes
beyond anything which I have said, and, in fact contradiets
my position at one point; I rather nold that God is the
measure because his purposes are good; and it is just on
the basis of this difference that I distinguish between the
Source of value in the Philebus and the idea of the good in
the Republic. Yet if we hold (as Jaeger seems to suggest,
op. olt., p. 286) that the idea of the good is not really
an idea at all, then any reason for holding that God is the
measure beoause he 1s good disappears, and a reconciliation
becomes possible.
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We may now, finally, return to the second of the two
points which we said Plato wished to establish from the
consideration of the cosmic cause. We shall now assume that
the first point has been made: that there is a cosmic cause
which creates everything in the universe and explains what
can be explained by its purposes. And we shall assumse, in
particular, that the good for man, the mixed 1life, is created
by the cause (when it is successful), and that the purpose
of the cause, in the case of man, defines what man should be
and what kind of life he should lead. The problem now is to
see how this leads to the second point, whioh is that the good
life for man depends upon man's own mind and reason.

As we have already seen, there are conclusive reasons
against saying that man's mind should lead and control because
man's mind belongs to the class of the oause. It may be that
Plato does imply this; the passages quoted seem to lend credence
to such a view, But, as we also noted, these passages are per-
haps not intended in & literal way; and we shall do better to
assume that they are not. It is true that the first analogy
does argue that all causes adequate to explain certain kinds
of phenomena must be minds; this directly requires that the
human mind and the cosmic cause both belong to one common class,
namely, the class of causes adequate to explain these kinds of
phenomena. But is this the olass of the cause? The answer is
no if we mean by the ¢lass of the cause the kind of cause whose

purposes define good ends. For there is only one member of this
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class, and that is the cosiic mind or cause. If man's mind
pelonged to this olass, then all men would have perfectly

good purposes; but all men do not have perfectly good purposes.
Man's mind therefore may belong to the class of ordering ocauses,
put not to the class of ordering causes which always aim for

the good.

The relation between man's mind and the cosmic cause
cannot, then, properly be expressed by saying that man's minad
belongs to the class of the cause. The relation is rather
conveyed by the notion of similarity: the human mind is "ekin
ta," or part of, or derived from, or "belongs to the family of"
the cosmioc cause (in the way in whioh the human body is related
to the physical universe). These are vague and unsatisfaotory
notions; some of them, perhaps, can be explained only in
mystical terms, if at all. If the human mind is derived from,
or part of, the cosmic ocause, then it may be that this somehow
overcomes the difficulty concerning the identity of the con-
trolling factor in man. But I cannot see that this really
helps much, because if man can err -- and it is only in this
case that we are interested in the question -~ then his pur-
boses differ from those of the cosmic mind, and the gulf opens
again. Once this difference is admitted, the problem of the
function of man's mind remains. Nor, it would seem, can any
Other form of kinship or similarity between the cosmic mind
and the human mind ever establish the fact that man's mind
Should guide or control man's life unless it can show that

han's purposes are as good as those of the cosmic mind; and
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There is, finally, the contentior that each of the
elements in man has a function performed more perfectly by
the same elements in nature, and that therefore man's mind
must perform, although on a lesser scale, the same function
as the world's mind -- the funotion of controlling and guiding.
It may first be pointed out that this reasoning is oircular;
of course man's mind performs this function, since it was from
this function that the world's mind was inferred. But even if
this objection were waived, it 1s hard to see how this would
suggest that man's mind should order and control man's life.
The analogy with the universe may, that is, show that man's
mind does perform such a funotion; it can hardly, in itself,
indicate that i1t is good that it should.

There is a slightly different way of viewing the
matter which may seem useful, however. It may be sald that
if 1t really is the function of mind to control and order the
organism which possesses it, then this means that mind should
perform this function. By saying it "really" is the function
we nmust mean that 1t 1s the true and essential purpose of mind
to perform this function. If this is so, it is because it 1=z
the purpose or intention of the cosmic cause that man's body
should be ordered by man's mind. And I do not doubt that Plato
does believe this. The problem is, how do we know 1t? The
analogy with the universe cannot tell us this, for that analogy
was perceived by observing the similarity of the universe to

man and not vice versa. It cannot be argued that this is a
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general principle of goodness, for many things are good which
pave no mind at all: music, good weather, and so forth. I
would conclude, therefore, that there is no direct evidence in
the arguments stated by Plato for believing that the mind of
man should control and guide his purposes. But I do not deny
that there may be very good reasons for this belief, nor that
Plato has given some indirect reasons for believing it.

Our failure, however, to defend Plato's position on
this point results in a connected failure to explain precisely
how it is that men's mind can create a mixture in man's life.
There 1is no difficulty in seying that man should pursue the
ends set by the cosmic ocause; the difficulty is that all good
ends, once accomplished, are said to be the work of the cosmic
cause. It might be argued that this does not present a real
dirfficulty: that we can say that the cosmic cause, llke a
good ruler, leaves his subjects free to pursue the right ends,
and that it is, in fact, part of his purpose that the ends be
freely sought. This 1is a metaphysicsl and religious dooctrine
which I cannot pretend to understand. Let us assume, however,
that it has some meaning, and proceed. Yet there still remains
the related problem that man's mind is both part of the good
life (as created by the cosmic cause) and cause of the good
life (as created by the human mind). And if we are to keep
this analysis on the same level, then cause and ingredient
Cannot be combined. There remain, in other words, two ways

Of looking at the mixed life: as created by the cosmic cause,
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it contains mind as ingredient, performing its proper function;
as created by the human mind, it is a mixture of bodily ingredi-
ents controlled and ordered by the proper relations. If we say
that the creative cause must always, on principle, be included
as an ingredient, then we must insist that the starry heavens
contaein the cosmic cause as part of their mixture, that good
music contain the musiclan as part of its harmony, and that the
beautiful jar contaln the potter in its symmetry.

Yet here we may, perhaps, go back to our earlier
criterion of the good as the self-sufficient and permanent, and
argue that in the case of living organisms alone, like men,
animals, the universe and the state, a peculiar rule applies:
they must contain their own ordering agent, a principle of self-
determination and an ability to learn and strive for good ends.
If this contradicts, or is at least not borne out by, other
considerations, we must at least grant that it is not, taken
alone, contradictory. There is no reason that the good for
man should not require that the ordering and directive mind be
part of the very mixture which it orders, just as the ruler
determines his own function In the state. As creative agent
and cause, the mind creates the mixture which is the good life.
Formally, mind, considered as a cause, stands outside the bodily
mixture., But the good life must be sufficient; that is, it must
contain the conditions of its own continuation. One of the con-
ditions of this continuation is that mind be one part of the

good life, so that the mixture ocan be maintained and created at
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each new moment.36 Therefore, practically, or synthetically,
the good life must contain mind.37 Analysis of the function
of mind reveals mind as the creative cause; the practical

synthesis of the mixture can be expected to place mind in its

proper place in the mixture.>®

This marks at this point mind's
superiority to pleasure. Pleasure and mind are alike parts of
the mixture; but mind alone is cause as well.

We are now left with two unanswered questions. Mind
has been shown superior to pleasure because it is cause of the
mixture. But it is only by a trick of grammar that we can say
it is "what makes the mixture good.™ It has been shown to be
an indispensible means to the good life, and an essential
ingredient if the mixture is to be complete. Further, it is
mind which learns and executes the good ends of the cosmic mind.
But what "makes the good life good™ in the sense demanded is,
as we have seen, the purpose of the cosmic mind. We may say
that if the human mind acts according to the good, then its
purposes define the good also; but this is not strictly true,

‘for the mixture may be made good for this reason, but it has

36.

In the same way, Timaeus 88D, E recommends that we
keep the body in motion to "hold In check the internal and
external motions in a patural balance...such as we described
in speaking of the universe."”

37.
This is merely an application of a more general
Principle explained by wild, Plato's Theory of Man, p. 25.

38.

Mind, in this respect, 1s like Love in Empedocles'
- Cosmology. As Aristotle remarks, "The Love of Empedocles 1s
-both an efficient cause, for 1t brings things together, and a
Material cause, for it is part of the mixture." (Metaphysics
4, 10. 1075b 3).
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the property of being good only, still, because 1t 1s the
purpose of the cosmic mind. DPerhaps, however, this 1is to
miss the mystical depth of Plato's meaning. When the human
mind does share the purpose of the cosmic mind, then perhaps,
as the Neoplatonists believed, it becomes one with it; and in
this case, it would be proper to say, I suppose, that it is
the human mind that makes the good life good in every sense.

The second unanswered question is this: even if we
acoept the results so far outlined as valid, what we have
arrived at is 1. a definition of the good in terms of the
purposes of the cosmic cause and 2. a partiaml description of
the good for man. This description asserts that the good life
is a mixture of pleasure and of mind in which mind orders and
directs. But for the art of combination to provide a full
description of the good life, it must name the kinds and forms
of knowledge and of plesasure, select those which are good, and
tell how to mix them.

But before beginning this task, I wish to examine
briefly by way of appendix to this and previous sections,

certaln problems concerning the ideas.

8. The matters to be considered in this section center
around various problems oconcerning the ldeas. First we shall
discuss some questions raised by the interpretation of the
ideas implied by our treatment of the Philebus. WNext, we shall

review certain suggestions which have been made concerning the
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relation between the ideal theory and the fourfold classifi-
cation of the present chapter. TFinally, we shall briefly
summarize our conclusions with respect to the three "problems®
raised in Philebus 15B about the 1ideas.

a. The first question emerges directly from consider-
ations of the previous section. The question 13 this: granted
that Plato is right in positing a cosmic agent whose purposes
define what is good, and granting that man's mind has the twin
functions of learning the cosmic purposes and of acting upon
them to order human life, how 1s man to discover what the true
purposes or ends of the cosmic agent are? This question, put
this broadly, obviously takes in a huge territory: 1t covers
the whole scope of philosophy for Plato, for it is the problem
of the good restated. I intend here to touch upon the problem
at ore corner. One answer which Plato gives to the question
how we discover the cosmic purposes seems to be that we study
or cbserve something about the created universe. The universs,
as we have learned, is entirely the produc t of the cosmic
agent, and this agent works for good ends. The trouble, of
course, is that these ends are seldom perfectly realized; in
fact, if they were, there would be no moral problem for man.
The question, therefore, is to know how we can tell what in
the universe represents the intention of the cosmic agent. We
can say that 1t is just those things, or aspects of things,

which exhibit pattern, regularity and intelligent plan; but



of course, while this is true, it tells us nothing, for ir
we know in advance how to judge these things good, we have
no need to.look at the universe to discover good ends.

There is, in my opinion, as I have already said, no
valid answer to this question., What I wish to do here is
examine some of the consequences of one sort of suggestion
which Plato seems to enéorse. This suggestion hinges upon
the analogy between man and the universe. Man's mind, Plato
holds, not only serves (or should serve) the same creative
function in man as the cosmic mind serves in the universe,
but it also contains, potentially at least, the same sort of
intellectual capacity for dealing with problems of value. The
characteristics of dlalectic, partiocularly its use of the "one
and the many,” are not only characteristics of man's mind, but
they are characteristics of intelligence wherever it is found
("something incidental to reasoning itself, never to pass,
never to fade,™ 15D). For this reason, the world, created by
the cosmic agent, exhibits somehow the consequences of these
aspects of dialectic (™...all things which are ever said to
exist are sprung from the one and many...,™ 16C). It is for
this reason alone that the "ones" and "manys" are discoverable
by inspection; because, that is, the principles of rationality
are embodied in both the human and the cosmic mind, so that
the human mind has the opportunity of understanding the cosmic
product and grasping therein the true purpose.

It is for this reason as well, I think, that Plato

296,
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conslders dialectic a gift of the gods (16C); man deserves no
credit for his ability to grasp the divine plen in the universe;
this is due to the gd-given fact that man's mind resembles, to
a degree, the cosmic mi!.nd.:59 As Plato says in the Laws (644D-
645A) 1t 1s because we are the creations of god that we must
cooperate with the gentle guidance of the "golden cord of

reason."

The Philebus, the Laws, and the Timaeus have in common

this, that they see a moral necessity in proving that the
aotual created universe embodies logical structure and good
purposes, for this alone makes it possible for man's reason

to approach the divine intention. This is, I think, what

39.

This provides some clue, perhaps, to the surprising
number of appeals to divine inspiration in the Philebus. Many
of these appear to be somewhat ironic in character; the general
force of such recourse to unsupported authority would seem to be
to call attention to the intuitive character of the evidence or
reasoning involved. It also calls attention to the faot that
the intelligibility of the universe is itself, in the end, a
divine gift. The struoture of the universe is harmonious and
rational because a rational cause made it so., There is no
reason to suppose 1t might not have been otherwise. The structure
of discourse flows from the same source of rationality, and there-
fore partakes of the same miracle of intelligibllity as the
visible universe. This is the faith of rationalism.

A partial 1list of appeals to divine guidance in the
Philebus includes: Soorates and Philebus call on their res-
pective gods, and Soorates speaks of his "awe of the gods" (12B);
dialectic is a gift from the gods (16C); the gods handed down
this method of learning, investigating and teaching (16E); some
god or godlike man discovered the science of phonetics {(18B);
Some god gives Socrates a vague memory of a "third life" (20B);
god revealed two elements in the universe (23C); god will tell
us what the mixed class is (25B); 1t is "implous” to believe
the universe 1s not ordered (28E); some god must preside over
the mixture (61C).
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Aristotle means when he says Plato subscribes to the theory

0

of Empedocles that like knows like.4 lMan understands the

universe because the elements of his soul correspond to those
in the universe. The Timaeus develops this thesis the rarthest.41
In the Timaeus, the world-soul is constructed as a ratio of
Existence, Sameness, and Difference (35B) and this constitutes
a limit for the world's body (36E).42 Men's souls are oreated
out of the same ingredients (41D), and establish ratios between
the desires in the human body (42A). Reason or mind is inter-
preted as one aspect of soul {(29B),

The reason we must study the universe is, therefore,
Just this: everything has in it, somehow, both the one and
the many and the limit and unlimited. This is not clear to

the eye alone; it needs the eye of the mind also. Neverthe-

40.
De Anima 404b, 16 ff, Cf, Cornford, Plato's

Cosmology, p. 94 ff.

41.

Cf. Timaeus 29A, 36E ff. The world is the best of
all things which have become because it has been "fashioned
on the model of that whioh is comprehensible by rational
discourse."” Furthermore, because of the correlation between
the order of the universe and the order in man, we can study
the universe with profit. Thrice the Timaseus 147A-C; 68E-89A;
90C, D) makes the point that we will win to the bast life by
observing the harmonies of the cosmos and the heavens. In
this way we can have similar harmony in our lives, and mind
will rule in us as it does in the universe. "We must search
out the divine for the sake of such happiness as our nature
admits” (Timaeus 68E, 69A).

42.

True discourse is also directly related to this
structure of the world soul (Timaeus 37B ff.). These are,
needless to say, the same categorles which the Soghist showed
to explain the possibility of dialectic (cf. Cornford, Plato's
Cosmology, pp. 59-66).




299,

jess, these things are there i1f only we look for them. They
are in man in the same sense: man has an essence, a proper
1imit, also, not always realized, to be sure, but potentially
there and discoverable. The eye of the mind gives its aid to
the.discovery by the use of the god-given gift of dialectic.

I do not pretend that by stating Plato's position in
this way I have solved any of the problems which have been
previously consldered. Nor, for that matter, can I pretend
to make clear, through the passages just quoted, what it is
that Plato means vhen he says that the world embodies the
intelligibility of dialectic. I have introduced the subjeot
again for the purpose, rather, of bringing together two
related points which seem to me to raise a special problem
concerning the ideas as I have interpreted them in the Philebus.

I have already considered, in the chapter on division
and collection, the question how the "ones"™ and "manys" are to
be discovered in the universe. I have also, in the introduction
to this chapter, considered what Plato may mean by saying that
there 1s a connection between the one and the many and the
limit and the unlimited. At that point I raised the gquestion,
without discussing it, how the essential defining character-
latic of a species sought by collection as a preliminary to
division oould be related to the ends or purposes also supposed
to be, somehow, discoverable in nature. This problem is now

brought into focus by the present discussion in which we are
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examining how good ends are to be found, through the use of
dialectic, by examining the worlid.

The problem, as I see it, is this. The task of
collection is to find and define the essential common elsment
in a group of particulars -- which is, of course, an idea.

For if there are not such essences or ideas, then dialectic
and, indeed, all rational discourse, are, according to Plato,
impossible.43 And 1t is these ideas, discovered by collection,
which division relates in various ways. But the trouble is
that there are classes of -- and hence ideas of ~- bad things.
And there would seem to be many objects which belong to classes
which leave them, by themselves, neutral in value until they
are combined together or with other things (some pleasures,
letters, notes, etc.). And, I have insisted, unless dialsctio
can discover such classes of neutral and bad entities,
combination cannot perform its proper functions of selecticun
and rejection.

Are there, then, bad essences? This would seem to be
our conclusion. And if so, then the principle of the cne and
the many which {(somehow) pervades the created universe can
hardly reveal the purposes of the cosmic cause; for all its
purposes, if not creations, are good. It will not help, it

seems to me, to say (as we have previously suggested) that

43.
Cf. Parmenides 135B, C and Robinson's comments,
Plato's Earlier Dialectic, p. 75.
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all infima species may be defined in terms of the good

members. It 1s true that we may define species which have
good members in terms of the class of good members plus those
that should be good members. There would, of course, be the
problem of oclrcularity in discovering which the good members
were; but even granting that this could be overcome, what
could we say of those oclasses (of pleasures, for instance)
all of whose members are bad?

There is no satisfactory solution, that I can see, to
these problems. The treatment of division and collection, and
its application, in the Philebus requires that the ideas be
free to define all kinds of classes, classes of good objects,
classes of bad objects, and classes of neutral objJects. Yet
it is also clearly stated that even these classifications are,
somehow, objective, and derendent on the peculiar structure
of the universe. Yet 1f the 1deas are to be thus free of any
éirect connection with value, then whatever it is abouﬁ the
universe which makes these classificatlons objectively valid
cannot be the same aspect which reveals the true ends and pur-
poses of the cosmic agent. We may say, if we please, that the
" Universe contalns evidence of both sorts, that there are the
tlaggifications due to the one and the many, and the "essences"
Tequired by them; and that there are the enis and purpdses due
to the 1imit, and the "essences" required by them. But we

Cannot say that the sams aspect of the universe reveals both.
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b. I wish now to discuss the status of the ideas in
the Philebus from a somewhat different point of view, In the
course of the following remarks, I am not going to introduce
any new conclusions or arguments. My purpose is rather to
bring together into-.one place certain matters which have so
far been oconsidered separately. In the passage on division
and collection, I stressed the point that the ideas in the
Philebus were, unlike the ideas in some of the earlier dialogues,
true universals in that they were not oonceived as patterns or
models whioch were good in themselves and which individuals
resembled. In the present chapter on the principles of combi-
nation I have tried to show how the source of value can, on
Plato's terms, be accounted for without making these assumptions
about the ideas. I wish now to consider in what way the four-
fold analysis of value i3 related to the functions which the
ideas once performed. Suppose, in other words, that we grant
that the ideas of the Phlilebus are the pale reflectlons of the
earlier ideas, and that they have an epistemologlcal function
only; where, exaoctly, in the fourfold scheme are the old
functions of the i1deas taken up?

This is the question which has, in one form or another,
probably attracted more attention than any other 1n the Philebus.
If some scholars are right, in faot, the discussion of this
point began with Arlstotle; certainly it has not yet oome to

an end. I cannot, therefore, pretend to do more than touoch
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on ocertain aspeots of the problem as they bear on my own
1nterpretation.44

It is interesting to note the degree to which the
words?&Q and 5?505 have disappeared from the crucial passages
of the Philebus in favar of neutral terms like 7o iv and povedos .45
One passage in the Philebus (58A ff.) does speak of dialectic as
the highest aml purest of all the arts because it deals with the
really real and immutable knowledge. The ideas are not mentioned,
however, as we have seen, and the permanence of the knowledge
dialectio yields is nowhere said to depend on any assumptions
about the ideas. Failure to mention the ideas, or, in mention-
ing them, to attribute to them the characteristics stressed in
earlier dialogues i3 surely indicative. And it is especially
noticeeble in the passage on the fourfold classification that
the ideas are never, as far as we can tell, once referred to.
After recording this fact, and after noting the failure of other
critics to discover anywhere in the fourfold classification one

element which can clearly be identified with the ideas, a few

44,

There 1s a very fine and comprehensive summary of
the history of the debate on this subjeot in Cherniss,
Aristotle's Criticism of Plato, Vol. I, pp. xiii ff, Also see
Hackforth, op. clt., pp. 39-43.

45, R
The passage on dialeotic at 15B ff. uses «Sza only
twice, and one of these ocourrggces is not very indicative.
Other occurrences of the word 79« in the Philebus are: 16D
"one idea™ must be sought in each case; 16D "the ldea of the
unlimited™; 25B "the idea of the third g¢lgss.” Some ocourrences
Of g]dos : 32B (twice); 33C; 48E; 51E. £ldos i3 used through-
Out the dlalogue as meaning 'class™; none of these cases
Suggests the special attributes given to the ideas in the

Bepublic, Phaedo or Symposium.
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scholars have decided that this classification is not related
to the theory of ideas at all. A. E. Taylor, for instance,
oconoludes that "...it seems plain that the fourfold classifi-
cation was devised with a view to a problem where the forms
are not specially relevant, and the true solution is thus that

46 W. D. Ross reaches

they find no place in this olassification.
the same oonoclusion, stating, "It is in fact impossible to find
any oclear relation between the metaphysics of the Philebus and
the ideal theory. Plato is working out a new analysis of

reality without troubling himself about its relation to his old
analyais."47 Cherniss seems to have come to the same conclusion.
And with these statements I am, in general, in agreement. I
agree, that is, that neither the ideas of the earlier dialogues

nor the ideas of the section on division in the Philebus are to

be ildentified with any one element of the fourfold classification.

I do not agree, however, that the problem which the fourfold
classification was devised to meet 18 one where the forms are
"not speocially relevan:"™ nor that Plato did not trouble himself
about the relation between the two schemes. In my opinion, the
fourfold olassification is very obviously relevant to the problem

of the source and definition of the good, and surely no one could

46,
Plato, p. 417.

47.
Aristotle's Metaphysics I, p. 165,

48,
See partioularly his review of the Dies edition of
the Philebus in Some War-Time Publications Concerning Plato,
American Journal of Phllology, July, 1947.

48
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argue that the ideas, as conoceived in the Republic or Phaedo,

were not relevant to this problem. Of course, the ideas
mentionsd in the seotion of the Philebus on division are not
direotly relevant; but this is not the theory of ideas of the
early dialogues. It is my thesis, then, that Plato was very
definitely troubling himself about the relation between the
fourfold olassifiocation and the theory of ideas, and that he
contrived the former just to deal with the problems set by the
latter. In the Philebus, if I am right, the functions performed
by the ideas in the earlier dialogues are divided, some being
performed by the monads of the section on division (which I
have called the "ideas of the Philebus") and others being per-
formed by different elements of the fourfold olassification.
An important but diffiocult question about the status
of the 1deas in the Philebus is introduced by Aristotle's
testimony in the first book of the Metaphysics and elsewhere.
Aristotle asoribes these dootrines to Plato: (1) There are
mathematical objects separate from both ideas and sensibles
and intermediate between them; (2) Ideas are identioal with
non-mathematic aumbers; (3) Idea-numbers are derived somehow
from one and the dyad of the great-small. Jackson has tried
to reconoile these points with the Philebus and the other
late Platonic dialogues, but his attempts require considerable

Stretching of the evidence.49 Cherniss contends that in general

——

—15.
We shall consider Jackson's arguments presently.
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Aristotle's evidence is worth very little, saying that all
attempts to find the Aristotelian Plato in the Philebus and
other dialogues have failed.50 It is very tempting to try

to find Aristotle's remarks borne out by the Philebus, however,
and the effort will no doubt be renewed. Yet no way Seems
clear which does not do violence to the texts. One of the most
enlightened attitudes towards this problem has been set forth
by Glenn R. Morrow.21 Morrow contends that it is inconceivable
that Aristotle should invent, although he might misinterpret,
Plato's doctrines, Morrow then shows that nothing Aristétle
says 1s directly inocompatible with an attempt to interpret the
Philebus from his (Aristotle's) point of view. Failure to find
the 1deas in the Philebus may have baffled Aristotle, and he
tried to interpret them into both the section on dialectic and
the later section on the four ontological elements. Aristotle
was not the last to d this, Specifically, Morrow says, the
notion of mathematical objeots could come from Philebus 15D-19B,
where Aristotle took the ideas to be the highest forms, the
"certaln number" of definite forms in between as the inter-
mediates, ITdeas as non-mathemstical numbers could be derived

by equating the "limit,"” which Plato describes in somewhat

50,
Riddle of the Early Academy, pp. 76, 77; of. also
Vol. I. Aristotle's Criticism of Plato.

51.
The Philosophical Review, March, 1946, pp. 190-199,
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mathematiocal terms (25A), with the ideas. Lastly, the notion
that ideal-numbers are generated from the one amd the great-
small could also be an interpretation of the section of the
Philebus on the limit and unlimited (which Plato calls the
more and less).

Into the intricacies of the problems involved here we
cannot enter. One remark is, however, called for: 1if the
evidence of Aristotle is worth anything at all as an inter-
pretation of the Philebus, then we must very considerably
revise our own views of the dialogue. We may, I think, be
excused from any detalled oonsideration of Aristotle's remarks
by the fact that no one, as Cherniss says, has so far found any
satisfactory way to reconcile Aristotle's statements with the
Philebus (or any other dialogue). Morrow may be right, that
Aristotle was simply striving to interpret the Philebus in terms
of the earlier theory of ideas. If this is so, then he was, in

my opinion, as bound to misinterpret the Philebus as other

scholars have who tried to do the same.

In looking at the fourfold classification of the Philebus
we may at once agree, it seems to me, that the unlimited cannot
perform any function ever satisfied by the ideas, The cosmic
cause is another matter; we have already discussed its similarity
to the i1dea of the good in the Republic. I have nothing to add
Fo that point now, except to remark that whatever potency the
ideas may ever have had in effecting their own realization in

the world (and apart from the idea of the Good, there is a



308.

question to what degree Plato thought they had such potency),
this function has been taken over by the causal agent.

In the ooncept of the limit there are very obviously
some of the oharacteristics of the idea. A limit is, as we
have interpreted it, a universal, and hence an idea in the
game way in which the monads of the Philebus are ideas. A
1imit is therefore unoreated, imperishable, eternal, and does
not exist in space or time. It i3, moreover, that whioh a
number of partioculars have in common. All those particulars
which have it in common belong to the same species, having the
same relation between parts (for a limit is a relatlon). And,
most impressive of all, only good entities have a limit, and
all good entities do have a limit; all the good entities of
the same species have, of course, the same limit. It is there-
fore the case that there is Just one limit for every species
{or every specles which has any good members), This one 1limit
defines the purpose of the cosmic cause with respect to all the
members of a species, for the goodness of an entity may alterna-
tively be defined as having the right relation between parts
(i.e. a 1limit) or as realizing the purpose of the cause; these
are equivalent statements.

Taking the limit then, that is, the class of all limits
{(whioch 18, of ocourse, like the -other three classifications, an
idea), we see that it is the only one of the oclassifications
whose members are, in turn ideas (meaning here, universals;

ideas in the sense of the Philebus). And it does not take
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pointing out that the charaoteristics of limits are charaoter-
jstios whioch they have in common with the ideas, not only of
the Philebus, but of the earlier dialogues.

In what sense, then, can we obJect to saying that
1imits perform the functions performsd by the ideas of the
earlier dialogues? The answer is that Jjust because the limits
perform the funotions of the ildeas which they do, they ocannot
perform some other functions: for contradiotory attributes
were, in the earlier theory of ideas, given to the forms.
Chiefly, the objeoction to taking limits as equivalent to the
ideas of the earlier dialogues is this: 1limits are true uni-
versals, and cannot, therefore be patterns or icons. Particulars
do not resemble limits; they have the property of having a limit.
For the samp reason, it is meaningless to say that particulars
are good because limits are good. DPossibly limits are, in some
remote sense, good; but if they are, this is no argument for
the goodness of the particulars., Particulars are good because
it is good to have a 1limit; but particulars do not resemble
universals, and so even some assumed virtue in the universal
Could never communicate itself to the particular. Nor is there
fny way in which a limit can be an end; the end is rather a
Particular having a limit. If it is true that only ends exist
(as Plato says in the Philebus ), then this is not the sort of
8xistence which limits have, for the ends Plato is thinking

°f are mixtures, partioulars.
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Not being an icon or pattern which a particular can
resemble, a limit also does not have the peculiar sort of
oneness or indivisibility attributed to the ideas in the early
dialogues. It is neither particular nor conorete, so that
physical indivisibility is meaningless faor it; and as an idea
like other ideas in the Philebus, it must be both one end many.

Fipally, while all 1limits are universals, not all uni-
versals are limits; for there are, as we have pointed out,
ideas of bad things and of neutral things. Limits are, in

faot, restrioted to infime specles, so that no struoture of

limits could, as in division, be built up as it can of ideas.
Yot if we identified limits with ideas, we would have to say
all 1deas were of good things, and that there were only ideas
of infima speciles. Thils cannot apply to the ideas of the

Philebus.

Finally, we may consider mixtures. Mixtures clearly
have many of the characteristics of the ideal. As we have
seen, only something which has a limit, which is good, is a
mixture. According to our interpretation, it is only mixtures
which may properly be said to be good, and all mixtures are
good. In the Philebus, the connection between value and the
mixture is oloser than between value and any other faotor.

An obvious proposal would therefore be that the ethioal
funotion performed earlier by the ideas has been taken over

not by the limit, but by the mixture. Mixtures are not
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abstract, as limits are. A limit does not exist in the sense
in which mixtures -- or ends ~-- do. But the passing object
whioh for a moment attains measure -~ becomes a true mixture --
becomes for that moment perfeot, and thus attains true existence;
it "becomes into being." Thus it would ‘combine, like the 1ideas
of the early dialogues, existence and value. Furthermore, mix-
tures have the element of particularity and realized pattern
which a true model or icon must have; other particulars can
resemble a mixture, Jjust as partioulars were said to resemble
the ideas when the ideas were oconsldered as models. Value and
being inhere in the mixture. The mixed 1life is the obdjeot of
desire; furthermore, it is not in flux, but is at rest because
it has a definite 1limit (24D). All these gqualities are
attributed to the ideas 1n the earlier dialogues.

It is arguments like these which prompted Henry Jackson
to suggest that the ldeas are contained in the mixed olass of
the Philebus.v2 Argulng that the diffioculties about the ideas
suggested in Philebus 15B were certainly intended to be settled,
he contends that the analysis of dialeotic does not do this
(as Stenzel believes) but that the fourfold classification does.

Noting the ideal character of the mixture, Jackson says thet

52,
Jackson, Journal of Philology, Vol. X. This 1s one
of a series of articles which appeared between 1882 and 1888
and whioh contained a complete analysis of Plato's later
theory of ideas.
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~ /
"perfection and existence are identical... Thus when To y{ﬂhuﬂ
174
i. e., the appropriate Tréruv, is added to a gliven HTLipov , per-

53 The multiplicity of

fection and existence are results.”
particulars arises when other than the perfect ratios are imposed
on the unlimited. Each of these 1s more or less similar to the
perfeot mixture, but the idea (i.e., the perfect mixture) is
8till only one. Since both the particulars and the ideas result
from a joining of limit with the unlimited, Jackson holds that
his interpretation is supported by Aristotle's remrks that for
Plato both ideas and partioculars spring from two elements, the
one and the 1ndefinite dyad.54 This theory, according to
Jaockson, also shows how Aristotle oould say that the ideas had
become numbers for Plato, for the 1deas are now mixtures which
are characterized by specific ratlos like equality and the
double.

In one way, I belleve Jackson was right, because he
saw that an important change had come over the theory of 1deas
and that somehow the explanation of value in the Philebus must
be found in the fourfold classification. Jackson's error, it
seems to me, lay in not golng far enough with this line of
reasoning and seeing that Plato had actually divorced the

epistemologliocal and the value aspects of the ideas. Jackson

therefore reverses Plato's procedure and tries to coalesoce

53.
Jackson, loc. cit., p. 278.

54.
Ibid., p. 285 ff.
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the 1deas of the dialectical section of the Philebus with some
element in the fourfold classification. Since the fit is not
very good one way or another, he decided on the mixture as the
locus of the ideas because it combined existence and value.

Unfortunately for this interpretation, however, the
existence of the mixtures is not the kind of existence Plato
ever atbributed to the ideas; quite the opposite. For mix-
tures are created, they exist in the passing world, and they
can perish. The existence of mixtures is contingent, and
depends upon matter of fact. Further, there would not seem
to be much in the contention that there is just one mixture
for each species. There 13 just one limit for each speoies.
But, as we have seen, mixtures can differ numeriocally and can
surely have some properties that differ: those of location
and time, at least. It is true, of course, that any mixture
oould act as a norm for the members of a species; but thers
could more than one such model,

Aslde from these sonsiderations, Jackson's thesis
suffers from other dirrioulties.55 It seems unlikely that Plato
would be so deliberately obscure as to mention the ideas only in
the passage on method, but intend us to find them in the mixture.
Aristotle speeks of the one and the large-small as creating the
ldeas (Metaphysics I 6, 987b); Jackson must therefore equate

—

55.
Ross, in a detalled oriticism, shows that neither
his interpretation of Metaphysics A nor of the Philebus ocan
Ye maintained (AristotTe's Metaphysics I, pp. 1 DE
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the one of dialectic with the limit of the analysis of becoming.
But as Cherniss says:56
Unfortunately for all attempts to maintain the ocorres-
pondence [of the one and the 1imit}, the class of the
mixture in the dialogue is distinotly and unequivocally
equated with the obJects and events of the phenomenal
world...while the ideas are called 'monads' and are -
desoribed as 'eternally immutable and unmixed® (154).
The basic confusion for Aristotle (as for many other commen-
tators) may have arisen from the fact that the word Eintnpov
occurs in both the dialeotical and the ontological scheme., It
is possible to see how the ideas are, in some sense, derivative
from the unity {(one) and the unlimited (number of particulars),
since they are spoken of as a "certain number,"” a specific
"many." But these i1deas are not generated; the notion of the
particular and the idea as oreated springs from an attempt to
coalesce the two terms of diaeresis with the limit and unlimited
of the ontological analysis. This is the only way we can under-
stand Aristotle's discovery of a "material cause™ of the ideas.
Ce Filnally, I wish to summarize my conclusions about
the ideas in the Philebus as they bear on the three problems
raised by Plato at 13B. (1) The first of these three problems
wes whether the ideas exist. As I have already stated in
Chapter II, I do not see any reason to believe that Plato

ever abandoned his conviction that universals exist, and exist

eternally, unchanged, out of space and time, and that without

56.
The Riddle of the Early Academy, p. 18.
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them dialectic would be impossible., It 1s true that Plato

pever asserts the existence of the ideas in the Philebus

(unless we so interpret 58A), and so it is possible either

that he no longer belleved in it, or that he had serious doubts
and wished to proceed without making his argument depend upon

it. I think there is evidence (as I have tried to show) that
Plato was concerned, not only about the third-man problem and
other problems concerning the ildeas, but also about the questions
ralsed by Speusippus, who had claimed that dlalectic was im-
possible if the ideas were admitted to exist. I agree with

Chernisss7

that the appolntment of Speusippus, who rejected the
existence of the ideas entirely, to the post as head of the
Academy may be interpreted as some indication that Plato did
not oonsider this aspeot of his philosophy essential to the
pursuit of the truth.

We may leave tbis question unsettled, then, as to
whether Plato believed, or how definitely he believed, in the
existence of the 1deas when he wrote the Philebus. I think
we must point out, however, that if the ldeas do exist, then
the conclusions we have reached are bound to affeot in certain
ways the kind of existence we attribute to them. Unilversals
hay exist, but 1f they do, they no lenger, in the Philebus,
have the properties once assigned them by Plato: they are

ot single models in some mysterious sense indivisible, they

[

57.
The Riddle of the Early Academy, pp. 8, 83.
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are not necessarily the "essence" of good things, and they
do not share the characteristiocs of particulars such as tall-
ness, beauty and goodness, because they are such charaoteristics.

Ir the 1deas do not acoount for the value of particulars
by being perfect and valuable models, the strangeness of their
existence, as plotured in the early dialogues, 1s mitigated.
In those dlalogues we were led to picture the world of ideas
and the visible world as two worlds of partioulars the former
being unochanging, perfect, and wonderfully beautiful and good,
while the seocond was changing, and good only so far as it
resembled the world of ideas. This oconcept of the ideas raised
two sorts of problems: eplstemological problems due to the
fact that the 1deas and the individuals of the passing world
were too much alike; value problems because they were too
different. The solution of the Philebus is to meke i1deas and
individuals far more different than before from an epistemo-
logical point of view, by holding that ideas and particulars
do not resemble one another at all; this simultaneously
eliminates the value problem so far as the ideas are concerned
by making it meaningless to compare individuals and ideas in
value.

I shall resume the epistemological point presently.
I now wish to explain the ocontention that the special kind of
existence and value once attributed to the ideas, and whioh
was intended to bolster Plato's value theory, did in fact

raise a difficult problem. In the Republic, for instance, the
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idea of the good was given special causal powers which seem
entirely ocontradictory in an idea. Yet even in this ocase, the
question arises how individuals can meaningfully be said to be
good if goodness is a peculiar property of ideas. For, accord-
ing to this theory, the good contains no reference to the
visible universe; all value is-in the changeless and eternal,
Aristotle raises this question: "even if the goodness predi-
cated of various things in ocommon really is a unity or some-
thing existing separately and absolutely, it clearly will not
be practicable or attalnable by man."58 Nor, according to
Aristotle, ocan we take the Ideal Good to be some sort of pattern,
the knowledge of which would assist us to obtain soms practical
good, for this is not the actual procedure of the sciences:
they rather aim at some actual good whioh they seek to produce,
and do not worry about any Ideal Good.59 In the Republic and
other early dilalogues, the idea was neither fish nor fowl,
neither abstract emough to solve problems of knowledge, nor
conorete snough to be a practical goal for action. The prestige
the idea gained from its complete removal from the passing world
made it inaccessible to endeavor without making it sufficiently
different from particulars to banish the notion that it could
be an end in itself.

In the Philebus, this difficulty is overcome by making

value inhere in created entities. I do not mean to suggest,

S8.
Nicomachean Ethics, 1096b 30 ff.

59.
Ibid., 1097a.
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of course, that the ideas have no relation to value theory
in the Philebus. But if the 1deas have lost the sort of
value and existence once attributed to them, their useful-
ness to ethics changes, and instead of being goals and ends,
the 1deas bsoome instead the indispensible objects of the
dialectic which analyzes, defines and explains how to oreate

0 The result of divesting the ideas of their

the good.6
immediate function in value theory is thus to shift value

from the general and abstract to the particular and conorete.
Where once the god was an unattainable goal, it has become

the actual product of intentli onal art. At the same time that
value appears in the created objeot, one of the chief motives

for limiting ideas to ideas of good entities disappears. The
reason Socrates hesitated about admitting ideas of mud, hair

and dirt (Parmenides 130C), for instance, was that these things
are "vile and worthless."™ But once worth no longer dwells in

the idea, there 1s no reason there cannot be an idea of any-
thing.sl Once the idea is no longer the source of value, its
lure emphasized by its remoteness, eternity and indivisibility,62
and value is attributed to accessible states of affairs, it

becomss possible to reconstrue the idea in such a way that it

is not open to the objections of Speusippus and Aristotle.

60.

Cf. Stenzel, Plato's Method of Dialectic, p. 67.
61.

Cf. Stenzel, Ibid., p. 54 ff.
62.

Cf. Ibid., p. 41. The desire or longling for the
ideal good 18 a desire for immortelity (Symposium 212A), for

it cannot be achieved in this warld.
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(11) The second problem posed in Philebus 15B was how
each ldea can be one and yet retain its absolute unity since,
as the Sophist (244C) pointed out, oneness is an attribute
which must be added to the unit. This question was answered
in the Sophist at length, and the solution is assumed in the
Philebus. There remains, in fact, no problem on this score
once the notion of the idea as a superior, indivisible particu-
lar is abandoned. AsS long as ldeas were conceived as superior
individuals, one point of their superiority was their "indivisi-
bility." But if the idea is a true universal it 1s meaningless
to say that 1t is indivisible in the sense in which the Atomists
called an atom indivisible. The relations of ideas revealed by
division do not, as we have seen, really divide; the function
of division is rather to make true statements about the unaltera-
ble relations of the ideas to each other. The ideas are, to be
sure, "one" in the sense that they are just that universal and
no other; and they are "many" in that many true statements can
be made about tinem. This is just the solution which worked for
particulars; there is no reason to reject it for ideas once it
is seen that this does not imply any similarity between ideas
and particulars. For the superiority of the ideas as objects
of knowledge does not rest upon their "indivisibility,” but
rather on the fact that their relations to other ideas are
indubiteble and eternal, while the statements about particulars
are not. The inconsistency between the "indivisible" 1dea and

diaeresis which Aristotle63 and Speusippus criticized disappears

63.
Aristotle's criticisms are in Topics, 143b 11-32;
Metaphysics Z, 12-14. ’ ’
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when the notion of divisibility no longer applies to the
idea; and it does once the idea is divorced from all taint
of particularity.

(111 ) The third problem about the ideas specifically
raised by the Philebus oconcerns the relation of the ideas to
partioulars, the so-called problem of "participation.” I
have remarked before that there is no way to tell if Plato
has solved this problem until we know what a solution would
be; and on this point there is no general agreement, If, as
some have held, Plato never really belleved the ideas exist
at all, would this solve the problem? Clearly it would not
for someone who contended that universals must exist in order
to deal with some problems in epistemology. I will not, there-
fore, hazard any general answer to the question whether the
problem of participation 1is solved.

There are others, however, who have stated without
reservation that the Philebus does solve the problem of
participation. We have already considered Jackson's theory,
which contends that the ideas are mixtures, i. e. perfect,
but concrete and particular. We have seen that this theory
cannot be supported as an interpretation of the Philebus.

But even if it oould, how would it solve the problem of
participation? It would concentrate the source of value into
a true model, and it would explain satisfaoctorlly how other
particulars could ‘be good in so far as they resembled the

model. And I agree that this is the account of value which
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Plato gives in the Philebus. But if we also say that mixtures
are ideas, we can then raise all the questions which Plato
ralses in the Parmenides, and there is no solution at all. The
problem of participation requires for solution at least that
jdeas be universals; and whatever other virtues mixtures may
have, they are not universals.

Another attempt to find a solution to the problem of
participation in the Philebus has been made by Stenzel. Stenzel
points out that in his account of division, Plato speaks of
dividing the genus into species, the specles into subaltern

species, and so on until the infims species are reached. Then,

Plato says, we can "let each one of these intermediate forms
pass away into the unlimited" (16E). Is it legitimate to
include this last step, from infima species to individual, in

the prooess of division? In Stenzel's opinion this is the most
important step of all, for it solves the "problem of partici-
pation."” To him it seems that the jump from idea to example
is no different from that from idea to idea. He writes:
The ontological character of Plato's thinking is
nowhere plainer than in this expectation that he
could meke an inference from mere concepts to a
reality with a definite content...Division is in-
tended not merely to establish a general form for
the judgment, but to prove the truth 8£ particular
Judgments, having a definite content.
In this way, acoording to Stenzel, knowledge and opinion approach
7 /
%ach other. "The lowest c»cfos is attained by reasoning,/\oyos R

—

64.
Stenzel, Plato's Method of Dialectig, p. 91.
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I4
the sensible object bygo§u; but it is o1ly by being related

65 The dialectical move-

to this that 5é§a.can become true."
ment thus not only reduces the gap between the 1deas and the
phenomenal world to a minimum, it closes it.

For this theory, tioere is neither logical nor textual
justification., There is nothing in common between the step

from genus to species and that from infime species to particular.

Relations between ideas are necessary and a priori, while
relations between ideas and particulars are contingent. And
Plato can hardly be said to imply anything else. He 3stresses
heavily the fact that the last step, from infima species to

particular, differs from all the rest fundamentally. When a
form is divided into other forms, the division, if it is properly
carried out, always yields a certain number (T‘/v’; &?-6},10,;' 16D,
18A). But when a form is divided into individuals, the number

is indefinite (;&TflcoV). Because of this, we must delay the last
step as long as possible, for 1t is tkis last step which goes
beyond the scope of division. False dislectic, or eristic,
consists in just this: 1n going directly from the original unit
to the indefinite particulars (17A). For "the unlimited variety
that belongs to and 1is inherent 1n the particulars leaves one,

in each particular case, an unlimited ignoramus, a person of no

acoount, a veritable back number..." (17E). As Cornford says:

65.
Stenzel, Ibid., p. 148.



323.

The method of Division exhibits Forms arranged in
systematio olassification, spreading downwards from
a single genus, through a definite number of specific
differences, to the indivisible speoies at the bottom.
Below that there is nothing but the indefinite number
of individual things...They are below the horizon of
scilence; the method considers only the One which is
divided and the definite Many whioh are its 'parts.’66
wWe ocannot, then, aocept the theories of Jackson or
Stenzel concerning the 'solution' of the problem of partici-
pation in the Philebus. Nor, as I have seid, do I think there
is any solution of the kind they sought. The solution, so far
as 1t 13 one, lies in seeing that if the ideas are conceived
as universals, then some of the problems simply disappear. That
is, i1f the problem is defined in terms of the third-man diffi-
culty and similar difficulties raised in the Parmenides which
arise from considering the ideas as indivisible particular
entities, then it seems to me that the problem is solved. As
far as I understand it, the third-man and associated problems
arise when we think of ideas as models -- as perfect, unchange-
able, indivisible particular entities. But if we give up this
conoeption ot the idea, where is the problem? There remain
real problems, no doubt, as to the nature of the ideas if they
are not models; but the problems mentioned here are dispelled
onoe we abandon the notion that we can predicate of ideas, as
of particulars, such characteristics as tallmess, size, beauty
or value.

Of oourse, Plato had always insisted that ideas were

dirferent from the partioulars of the created world. But the

66.
Plato's Theory of Knowledge, p. 186. Coraford
refers in a footnote to Philebus 16B ff.
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dirference he stressed in the early dialogues was a difference
in perfection; he held the ideas to have a different mode of
existence only because they were better. He did not recognize,
at that point, the true nature of the difference, or he could
not have raised the third-man problems or assigned to the ideas
the characteristics of particulars. The real reason the
Philebus can solve at least these aspects of the problem of
participation is that it provides a new explanation of value
which does not depend on the superiority of the ideas to
particulars (except in the sense that they can be known in a
way in whioch particulars camnot). By providing a new expla-
nation of value which does not directly involve the 1deas, the
ideas no longer must be regarded as particular patterns or icons.

And ideas can thus teke on unambiguously the abstract character

of universals, leaving them free to deal with other problems of
knowledge more satisfactorily when no objection remains to there
being ideas of inferior products, artificial products, and so
forth.
This concludes our discussion of the ideas in the
Philebus, and our discussion of the fourfold classification.
Philebus had tried to break into the conversation
once (18A) to ask the purpose of the long digression on method.
Finally he suoceeds (18D) and Socrates tells him that all this
is preparatory to an analysis of pleasure and mind., The
problem is to rind out how many kinds of each exist, and what

N \ ¢ e~
their nature is (ONogst #x1 giviA, 19B). For unless we can do
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this with every unity and like and same (here Socrates mildly
mocks Protarchus' earlier defense of plsasures (1l2E)) we shall

be of no use in any way whatsoever.



CHAPTER V
THE ANALYSIS OF PLEASURE (31B-52C)

1. WwWith the conclusion of the discussion of the
principles of combination, there remains now only the
application of these principles to the elements of the good
life, and the discrimination of these elements. We have
already explalned the various reasons which prompted Plato
to insert this disoussion where he did; we may therefore
without ado proceed to the task of division and the complex
tasks of combination: selection, evaluation, and mixing.

We have assumed knowledge of the ingredients of the
good life in the foregolng passages. Yet this knowledge 1is
clearly not sufficient to mrepare the way for combination.
Collection showed that the good life is a mixture of pleasure
and intellligence; it could not and did not tell what pleasures
were to be combined in what way with intelligence. To find
out, first, what kinds of pleasure and intelligence there are
is the clear function of division. To judge and evaluate
these kinds is one function of combination. In the sections
which follow we may, therefore, consider that the purely
analytio task of division has been infused with the evalu-
ational judgments of combination to prepare the way for the

final act of selection, rejection and synthesis,
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Vie are about, then, to divide pleasure and mind at
the "joints," to learn their natural kinds. These kinds we
pay oall specles if we please; and surely they correspond to
jdeas, for they are universals; but we shall not make the
mistake of thinking that all such kinds are norms, or define
limits, for we are bound to discover some kinds which are bad.
Not Jjust bad in the wrong place or in the wrong proportion,
but actually bad by nature, defined by the very characteristics
which make them bad. For it 1is only if division does discover
some bad kinds that the art can "separate good from bad" and
tecast out,” by an act of catharsis, the disruptive and
corruptive elements.

To a large degree, the parts of the Philebus which most
require comment are those which we have already discussed. In
those parts, we learned what Plato has to say about the nature
of his method, and the principles upon which hls theory of the
good is based. In what follows, we observe the application of
that method and those principles. This is not to say that what
follows is less important than the previous sections; for it is
in fact the fruit of those sections. But we can now turn our
attention more directly to Plato's words, trying to see whether
his practice bears out our interpretation of his theory, and
Profiting, where we can, from his incidental insights into
buman pnature. The main task of interpretation, however, is

20w over, and what remains can only fortify or lessen our
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confidence in 1it.

The analysis of pleasure depends on the concept of
the mixture not only to fix its place and importance in the
good 1life, but also to provide some of the principles for the
division. Because of this duplication, it is necessary to
remind ourselves of some of the several ways in which Plato
uses the word "mixture."

First, let us note again that in one sense every mix-
ture is good; if it is not good, it does not satisfy the
requirements for a mixture. Every mixture, in this sense, is
the product of deliberate art. Just as musio is the mixture
produced by the musician, or a well-proportioned, easy-handling
ship is the mixture produced by the shipbuilder, or a well-
ordered, self-sufficient community is the mixture created by
the statesman, so the good life is the mixture produced by the
art of happiness. We recall also that Plato speaks of such a
mixture as mixed in two senses. In one usage, a mixture is a
mixture of a 1imit and an unlimited. This, as we have seen,
cannot be taken literally. Limit and unlimited are not two
ingredients. A mixture results when the creative agent makes
something which has a definite relation between its parts.
This relation is a limit, which does not exist apart from the
mixture. The reul ingredients are the parts whioh are related.
We speak of the mixture as mixed in a second sense, then, when

we name the different ingredients which can be differentiated



329,

in the compound. In both cases we name the same thing when
we speak of the mixture; but in one case we think of the
mixture as made up of an unlimited and a limit; in the other,
as made up of the elements related by the limit,

One further (and most confusing) way that Plato
speaks of a mixture is this: an unlimited is a mixture in
that it oontains two opposite elements which are mixed rather
than oombined. The unlimited of a torrid day is a "mixture”
of too much hot and too little cold; the unlimited of a
discord 1s a "mixture" of wrong notes; the unlimited of some
pleasures is a "mixture" of pleasure and pain. This is a
disturbing use of the word "mixture” because it is almost
directly opposed to the technical meaning it has been given
in the preceding analysis; yet Socrates uses it in this
different and misleading sense through the rest of the
‘Philebus.

To make the dlscussion that follows clearer, we will
anticipate the broad categories into whiech pleasure will be
divided. The body in health 1s a balance of certain factors.
When this balance is disturbed or restored, pleasure or pain
results, The first division of pleasures, then, is into those
which result from this disturbance or restoration and those
ﬁhich do not; those born of process to or from the mixture
%hich is health are called "mired" pleasures, while those (if

ény) which originate without process are "unmixed."™ The



pleasures which originate in process are "mixed"™ in the sense

that every movement away from health must be duplicated by

another back to it (until death) so that every pleasure

eventually entails (or is "mixed™ with) a corresponding pain.
Of those pleasures which spring from process, some

are also simultaneously accompanied, because of their nature,

by pains; some are not. This is a further division. Finally,

there are pleasures of the mind and pleasures of the body;
these divide each of the previous classes into two, with one
exception., The exception 1is the case where the "mixture" is
of paln and pleasure simultaneously; here three "mixtures"
are possible, namely, of two bodlly feelings, of two mental
feelings, or of one each. The diagram on page 331 shows how
the complete division can be carried out.

This division is not altogether clear in all of its

aspects in the Philebus, and it i3 not always ocertain how much

of the scheme is meant to be covered by the discussion. The
attempt to place every section of the text into one of the
bottom sections of the diagram is also Procrustean to an

extent, since the argument often digresses in such a way as

330.

to include larger sectors of the subject within the development

of a subsection. But the diagram will serve its purpose if it

assists in clarifying these problems as they arise. It should

be noted that the word "mixture" nowhere in the diagram

means what it meant in the ontological schemse.
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/

2. We know the general class (XEUOS) of pleasure;
now our task 1s to divide it. One way to do this is to in-
quire into its origin, and find in what (é/@) and by means of
what condition (&& T?'w;Qaq pleasure comes into being {31B).
We may turn our attention first, then, to the pleasures which
arise from alterations in bodlly states. Such pleasures can-
not be oonsidered apart from pains, for both originate by
nature in the oombined class (31C). This mixture, as Socrates
goes on to explain, 1s pnot the good life; it is the mixture of
various elements {(or "opposites™) whioh constitute, in the
right relation, health. Let us comsider this condition of
harmony or ratlio between "opposites" as the natural state or
being of a living oreature (¢va5, 31D, 42D; oGGﬁd, 32B).
We will now say that pain 1s generated when thlis harmony 1s
broken up (XQOVS ‘fﬁs ¢GUEQS, 31D); pleasure is generated as
the harmony 1s restored. Viewing the healthy body as a pro-
portion between opposites, we see that fullness and emptiness
constitute alternative abnormal or unlimited conditions (42D).
Hunger represents emptying, and is therefore a pain {31E);
eating is a restoration of the proper 1limit or proportion, sc
eating gives pleasure. Whenever anything breaks up or corrupts
the natural harmony we feel paln; any motion toward restor-

ation oreates pleasure.l Viewlng the class of living creatures

L,
Cf. Symposium 186C ff. Eryximachus holds that the
art of medicine Is a knowledge of "love-matters"™ in the body
in regard to repletion and evacuation. The physician must
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as a "natural union of limit and unlimited" (324, B), we can

say that they suffer pain when the union is destroyed; but

the return of all things to their place (kvd}£(3ﬂ5”) and

"the road back to its own essence™ gives pleasure. For Plato

the alternative to order is not a different order; it is

disorder. The being of a created creature has one nature,

and any change from this oreates partial chaos, an unlimited,
The question arises, in respect to Plato's explanation

of pleasure in terms of the restoration of the harmony of

health, whether his doctrine states that pleasure is to be

identified with the bodily process of restoration, or whether

‘he holds that the bodily process is only the cause (in some

sense) of the pleasure. The question is of some importance

to the theme of the Philebus because, if pleasure is to be

identified with a change in bodily condition, then it would

be possible (whether desirable or not) to live a life of

‘pleasure (accompanied with pain) without having a mind at all.

Aristotle oriticizes the designation of pain as "the forceful

make happy lovers of the opposites in the body, such as cold

and hot, bitter and sweet, dry and moist. This explanation

Of pleasure and pain can be found elsewhere in Plato. Cf.
Timaeus 64C ff.; Republic 583C ff. On the eve of his death,
§Ocrafes rubs his leg when the fetter has been removed and
Temarks to his companjons: "#het a strange thing, my friends,
hat seems to be which men call pleasure! How wonderfully

1t 15 related to that which seems to be its opposite, pain,

that they will not both come to a man at the same time,

and yet if he pursues the one and captures it, he is generally
%bliged to take the other also, as if the two were joined
together in one head" (Phaedo 60B).
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separation of connate parts"2 and of health as the "symmetry
of hot and cold"s because such definitions would require that
inanimate objects experience pain and have health. These
definitious, he says, confuse cause and effect, for separation
is the cause of pain, not pain itself. Aristotle, then, would
seem to hold quite definitely that Plato's doctrine is that
pleasure and pain are to be identified wi:h the bodily changes.
The wording in the Philebus at a number of points gives some
weight to such an interpretation (e.g. 45A, 46B, 32A, 53C).
Nor can I see that if this were Plato's position it would
change any of his basic arguments. His attack on the mixed
pleasures depends primarily on the fact that they are always
attended, at the time or later, by pains. And his denial that
the life of pleasure can be the good life q329“§3' not on the
claim that even bodily pleasures involve th;k;;;l, but on the
claim that even the hedonist does not desire the life of
pleasure without mind. I would not even agree with Aristotle
that this interpretation commits Plato to the absurdity that

plants and inanimate objects feel pleasure and pain; for he

2.
Toplcs 145a 33-b 20. Cf. Timaeus 64D-E, 81D;
Philebus 3ID. ’ ’

3.
Cf. Timasus 82A-B; Philebus 32A and Cherniss,
Aristotle's Criticism of Plato, p. 25. In Topics 139b 19-23
Aristotle oalls this definlition of health "obscure," since
cuppeTdIk is an ambiguous word. But in the Physics (246b 4-6)
he says that health consists of a mixture and symmetry of hot
and cold!
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could quite well hold that the XéGﬁs -ris (Pévius is pain
{(and its reverse pleasure) in the case of animals, but not
in other cases.

In spite of all this, I think it is pretty unlikely
that Plato really believed that any pleasures or pains are
bodily changes. It would strengthen the argument against
hedonism, to say the least, to hold that even the bodily
pleasures and pains necessarily involve the soul. It would
be more in keeping with the dootrine, presently to be developed,
that all desire, sensation and memory are of the soul. The
majority of passages in the Philebus are ambiguous as to which
dootrine is intended, but some quite definitely imply that all
pleasures and pains involve the soul (cf. 55B, 35D, 41C). I
conclude, therefore, although on somewhat shaky evidence, that
Aristotle is wrong in implying that Plato held bodily pleasures
to be purely of the body.%

A mere state of disorder, could it exist, would not
be accompanied by pain. Pain arises from motion, from the
cthange introduced as the organism diﬁerges from its natural
harmony. The same is true of plsasure: a continuous state
0f harmony (if such were possible) would have no process, amd

therefore no pleasure of this kind. On this score, the hedonist

\*——_
4.
This is also the conclusion of Hackforth, Plato's
Examination of Pleasure, p. 61.




336.

could claim that 1f Socrates is going to decide against the
pleasures which result from an original disruption of the
mixture, he will have no pleasures at all. Callicles argues
this in the Gorgisms (493D ff.), and recommends the unsettled
life for this very reason:

For the man who has taken his fill can have no

pleasure any more; in fact 1t is what I just now

called living llke a stone, when one has filled

up and no longer feels any joy or pain. But

the pleasant life consists rather in the largest

possible amount of inflow. (Gorglas 494 A, B?

But we are now told by Socrates {(Philebus 32B) that
this kind of pleasure and pain 1s only one kind; perhaps

there are others.

3. The purpose of the preceding discussion is to
demonstrate that simple bodily pleasures, such as those which
originate from eating end drinking, are inevitably linked with
pain; the pleasure derives in each case from a return to
normalcy, the decline from which was pain. The question now
is, are mental pleasures infected in the same way with pain?
Here we must partially anticipate a later development because
Plato does. It will ultimately develop that some mental
pleasures are not related to pains (51A, B). Some are; and
it is these which we are ready to consider. But Socrates can-
not resist two brief digressions based on the future course

of the argument.
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Some pleasures, he says, will be found to be pure
and unmixed 1n any sense (32C); thelr discovery will reveal
the "truth about pleasure,”" for it will show that while some
pleasures may be bad, others may be always good. This result
will uphold our original contention that the entire class of
pleasures 1s not good (Philebus 13B), but that some pleasures
are good and some bad (32D).

The other digression touches on a recurrent theme of
the Philebus: 1f pleasure and pain result from process, what
if there 1s no process? This prospect frightened Callicles,
but it 1s tempting to the philosopher. This reveals a certain
cleft between pleasure and mind; a man could live a life with-
out pleasure or pain (33A). The life of the mind would be
sufficient, while the life of pleasure has been shown to be
insufficient. The trouble with the 1life of mind is that no
human desires it (21E): it is the life of a god, the "most
ﬁivine life" (33B); for the gods feel neither " joy nor its
Opposite."5 A god would desire such a 1life: for him 1t would
be good; but for a men it could not be good since no man would
éver desire it. The divine neutral life is for Plato apparently
Pleasureless; the theoretical or contemplative life is not. We

Should not let Aristotle lead us to confuse this point.

\_——_—_—

5 .
% Cf. Republio 540B, C. The guardian who sees the
Iuth and lives E Jt is to be worshipped as a divinity --

"or at lpast as a man blest with a godlike spirit."
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Aristotle felt that the life of contemplation is "higher than
the human level: not in virtue of his humanity will man achieve
it, but in virtue of something within him which is divine™; and
this something "is superior to his composite nature”

(Nicomachean Ethics ll'?'?b-ll'laa).6 Aristotle ocould contend

this because for him God's contemplative life was pleasurable.
For Plato there is nothing peoculiarly divine about man's con-
templation, since it can produce pure pleasure; but for this
very reason, contemplation is not "higher than the human level,"
and 1t is part of man's composite nature to achieve it. The
solution to this problem must wait until we can show how man's
neutral life, unlike that of the gods, can contain pleasure.7

But to return to the simple pleasures and pains of

the mind; most important among them are the pleasures and pains

6.

As Jaeger has shown, Aristotle 1s here closer to the
position of the middle dialogues of Plato than in other parts
of the Nicomacheen Ethics. The passages quoted above are
related to the Aristotle who wrote in the Protrepticus that
man should strive to live divinely. Later the emphasis
shifted: the good 1s something "within human reach"
(Nicomachean Ethics 1096b 30); the good for the gods may be
one thing and for man another (Nicomachean Ethics 1101b;
cf. W. Jaeger, Aristotle, p. 235). Here, as elsewhere, the
Philebus seems closer to the parts of the Nicomachean Ethics
written last than to the earlier Platonic dlalogues, Just as
Bk. X of the Nicomachean Ethics seems closer, in many ways,
to the middle Platonlc dialogues than to the later parts of
the Ethics. ‘

7.

Socrates, realizing that this passage is out of
place in the argument, recommends that the point be reserved
for discussion later 1333, C). It is referred to again three
times (42F; 51E; 554).
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of expeotation.8 These, Socrates remarks, originate entirely
in memory (33C). It will therefore be necessary to discuss
memory, and before it, sensation, to understand these plsasures
and pains of the soul. Sensation is defined as "the union of
soul and body in one common experience and motion"™ (34A). This
definition 1s not clearly stated anywhere else in Plato, although
several passages imply 1t,9 and it is not supported by any
arguments here, The significance of the phrase "union of soul
and body" can hardly (as Bury contends)lo be that "sensation
involves consciousness."” Its importance is rather to emphasize
the general interdependence of mind and body even on the level
of the most matter-of-faot explanation of pleasure; one of the
‘reasons for the analysis of pleasure is to show how completely
it relies on the mind at every point, to show that the "simple

life of pleasure™ which the hedonist advocates is impossible.

8.

The pleasures and pains of expectation are due to
the pleasant or unpleasant character of the hope or fear with
which we contemplate some future condition. Naturally
expectation 1s pleasant when we expect events which we think
will give us pleasure; this is the "sweet and cheering hope
of pleasant things to come.” But the pleasure or pain which
1is considered now is present now; the pleasure results from
‘the "sweetness" and "cheerfulness" of the present hope, not
the pleasure of the future event.

9.
Timaeus 42A, 43C, 64B ff,; Theaetetus, 186B, C.
Aristotle objects to the definition (Topics 125b 15-19) because
® says, sensation is a state but motIon Is an activity; am
the genus of a state must be a state.

10,
Bury, The Philebus of Plato, p. 66, note,
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Bodily pleasure, we have been told, is a sensation which
originates under certain conditions. Now we learn that even
it must penetrate to the soul before we can experience it. The
motion must permeate both body and soul and cause a vibration
in both (33D); if the motion affects only the body, we call it
lack of sensation (34A).ll

Memory, being a function of the soul, retains only
those things which penetrate to it; there is nothing to remem-
ber if there is no sensation (33E). Memory may therefore be
defined as the "preservation of sensation™ (34A). This is
immediateiy distinguished from recollection Giv;}xquws):
"When the soul has had an experience with the body, and then
brings it perfeotly back all by itself apart from the body,
then we say it recollects™ (34B); recovery of a lost memory
of a sensation, or piece of information, i1s also recollection
(34B, C). The distinction here between memory and reccllection
does not seem to be the same as that made in the Meno. Memory
here is a simple retention of a sensation, like the seal in the

12

wax tablet. Recollection is recovery of either (1) the

sensation itself (although presumably only the noetic aspect)

ll.
That sensation results from motion we learn in the
Theaetetus (156A ff.). It stresses the fact that there is
motion both in the object perceived and in the recipient subject.
But we perceive with the mind and only thmou the senses where
the motion takes place (Theaetetus 184DJ,

lz.
Theaetetus 191C.
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or (2) of the memory of a sensation. Plato would seem here

to subscribe to the Humlan dootrine that there is nothing in

the mind whioch has not entered through the senses. The

addition of "or piece of knowledge" (paer)/’umros) to those things
whioch can be recollected might be considered as admitting the
gort of objeot Plato once held to be the only possible source

of knowledge. But it is unlikely he would introduce so important
a subjeot in so trivial a way; this "piece of knowledge" 1is
probably meant to include only such information as the soul has
acquired through word of mouth. TFor some reason the old theory
of recollection, like the theory of ideas on which it depends,
is being withheld. The reason the ideas were not introduced in
another context in the Theaetetus, according to Cornford, is
that "the Forms are excluded from the discussion, which is con-
fined to the empiricist claim that all knowledge comes from the
external world of sense, either directly or by teaching as
commonly conceived."13 He specifically notes that Plato "never
uses his own word for recollection (anamnesis)" in the discussion
of memory in the Theaetetus. But what are we to say of the
Philebus, where there is no such limitation on the scope of

the discussion, and where Plato does use "his own word"? In
Partial answer, we may observe that the definition of memory

in the Philebus is made for the purpose of showing that pleasure,

\————-—-
13.
Cornford, Plato's Theory of Knowledge, pp. 135, 136.




342,

even on the hedonist's grounds, must be granted a psychic
factor. Plato is going to use memory (as he did in the
Theaetetus) to prove the possibility of error when only
sensations and their retained (or recovered) images are admitted.
The pleasures the hedonist advocated were all of the body, since
the hedonist wanted to maintain the possibility of a happy life
without mind. DPlato, meeting him on hils own grounds, is not
interested here in introducing the technical doctrine of
recollection.

Only the lesser mystery remains: why does Plato use
the word once fraught with such special meaning in a context
of definition? The answer suggests 1tself that the theory of
&véydqvls set forth in the Meno no longer held a place of
importance in Plato's epistemology. As we have seen, what
remains of the theory of ideas in the Philebus is a very
restricted version of the earlier doctrine, a doctrine from
which the Philebus, apparently comnsciously, has dropped many
-of the most characteristioc but debatable features. It is not
altogether unlikely, then, that the unembarrassed use in the
Philebus of a word once strangely significant is only one:
facet of a general shift of emphasis.

Plato now turns to attack the partisans of pleasure
in a pew way. Philebus had maintained that only the pure iife
of pleasure ocould be desired; that pleasure 1s the true goal

of every living oreature (60A). Whether or not all desire is
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of pleasure then, any inspection of the origins of pleasure
must certainly involve an analysis of desire. If desire, like
anticipation, turns out to be a funotion of the soul, one more
prop has been cut from under the hedonist's position,

Hunger and thirst are examples of desire; what is the
uniting principle which permits us to use one word for all such
examples (34E)? Soocrates never names such a principle, for all
he seeks is the common origin of desires. This origin he finds
to be a power of the mind to seize on (éd%(nTO\TO, 354, B) the
bodily ocondition opposite to that in which a man finds himself.l4
When a man is hungry, he desires food; when he is thirsty, drink.
The desire 1is never of what 1is possessed, but of something

different .1

A man cannot discover his desire in a present
bodily passion.l6 0f course, desire for food i1s related to
present emptiness; but ths desire is not of the emptiness, but
of fullness. Where does the desire originate then, if not in

the present bodily condition? The answer can only be, in the

14. s /
Cf. Cratylus 419E: emBuuid 13 a name given to a
power that goes (10GTx ) into the soul @90)*05).

15.
Cf. Symposium 200A ff. Love is always of what is
not possessed. ﬁhen it is of beauty, love indicates a lack
of beauty.

16.
Even Faust's famous lice, "would that this moment
might last,"” expresses a desire for what he does not have --
assurance of the permanence of his own feéelings.
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soul, through the action of memory (35B). Memory preserves

{or recollection recovers) past sensations of eating, of drink-
ing. In our present painful condition, the soul presents us
with a memory of a past condition which was opposite; desire
seizes and fastens on this memory (35C)}. Ve have shown
conclusively that all the impulse, the desire and the first
principle of all living oreatures is of the soul (35D). There

is pno desire of the body.

4. Although both expectations and desires are of the
soul, they are not of the same quality.17 Expectation is
passive, while desire is active. Expectation oonteins an element
of prediction; it can be right, or it can be mistaken. Desire
cannot be right or wrong; it does not call for verification.
Expeotation can be either of pleasure or of pain, and the
experience of expectation can be pleasant or painful. The
object of desire is always pleasant (Charmides 167C-178A);
"what a man desires is dear to him" (Lysis 221B). Expecta-
tion has no moral character; what 1s anticipated may be either
good or bad, or neither. What is desired 1s always good,
within its own context (although this must be modified before

we speak of the good, as we have seen).

17.

Cf. Wild, Plato's Theory of Man, pp. 153-156 for

a detailed discussion of the difference between expectation
and desire.
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Expeotation relies on memory for the most aocurate
possible prediction about the future. Since such a prediction
depends entirely on empirical evidence, expectation is always
based on opinion. Desire relies on memory as a fund from which
it can select a goal. Although desire is always of the soul,
it is not always rational. There is a struscture to desire
whioch is directly related to the struoture of the soul. The
appetitive part of the soul desires food, drink and women:
the manly part desires to rule and be famous; the rational

part desires the truth.le

This totality of desires is one
way of viewing the scope of possibility from which the art of
happiness seleots and out of which it creates the mixed life.
The disouséion has shown that the pleasures of
expectation depend on the memory, a function of mind; it has
also shown that all desire is of the soul and relies on memory.
But if expectation and desire have been shown to have a noetio
reference, let us remember that they are still related to
bodily pleasures and pains. Desire, of the sort which has been
investigated, originates from a bodily pain., We do not desire
food unless we are hungry. Desire may not be_ of the body alone,
but it is not of the soul alone either; it is "blended with

Pleasure and pain."lg

———

18.
Republic 580D ff.

19.
Timaeus 42A.
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The preceding sections analyzed the characteristics
of simple bodily pleasures whioh arise in the change from
disruption to harmony in the body; and of simple mental
pleasures, which are based on the pleasant anticipation of
things to come. Viewed in abstraction, these pleasures are,
at any one moment, "unmixed" in the sense that no pain is

necessarily felt at the same time. But viewed within any

temporal scope, the bodily pleasures must yield to some pain;
and mental pleasure is related to some ooncomitant physical
pain.

Turning from this analysis of the elements of pleasure
in abstraoction, Socrates points the way to the application of
these elemsnts in the "form of life" (j?:-:w £idos , 35D).
Defining quickly the condition of a mixture of pleasure and
pain involving both body and soul (36A), he goes on to speak
of the possibllity of false pleasure. There 13 a fairly
lengthy discussion of this point (36C-42C) which involves a
unique consideration of the function of imagination. A
discussion of "still more false" pleasures (42C) follows,
based on an analysis of the most violent mixed bodily pleasures,
although the doctrine that pleasure is merely absence from pain
is wistfully rejected. Toward the end of the passage (46C) an
outline of the entire section is given, dividing the mixed
pleasures 1nto those concerned with the body alone, those whioh

belong to the soul alopne and those which mingle pains and
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pleasurss of the soul and body. At 47D Socrates remarks that
only one of these, the mixture of pain and pleasure in the soul
alone, remains, and it is discussed with an elaborate example
drawn from comedy and the nature of humor. Again at 50D Socrates
outlines the three divisions of mixed pleasures, and then turns
to the pure, or unmixed, pleasures (50E).

This brief survey serves to show that in this part of
the Philebus particularly the pattern is firm and expliocit,
the scheme 1s well worked out, and is kept before the reader.
This becomes important when specific problems of interpretation
arise, because it is assurance that everything is pertinent and
planned, If the significance of a passage seems doubtful or its
connection with the argument tenuous, the fault probably lies
with us, since for Plato it was not a chance design.

The aim of the analysis of pleasures which now follows
is partly to divide pleasures into those which are suitable for
the mixed 1ife and those which are not, and partly to discredit
hedonism for once and for all by proving that many -- perhaps
most -- pleasures are bad in some sense. In some of what follows
Plato seems to forget the first aim and concentrate on the second.
One is apt to feel that Plato is not satisfied with having shown
that pleasure alone cannot be the good life; he is determined
to prove that most pleasures are not good, whether or not we
accept his definition of the good life. For this reason he

would like to show how individual pleasures can be bad quite
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apart from the question whether they would fit into the mixed
life. I do not belleve that the apparent independence of these
sections of the Philebus will bear close scrutiny, however. It
may be -~ this is open to question -- that Plato desired to
demonstrate the badness of most pleasures apart from the
assumptions of the rest of his argument. But analysis will
show, I think, that the sense in which the bad pleasures are
bad 1s dependent, in every case, on their unlimited character.
If this is so, then thelr badness 1s really of such a sort that
it excludes them from the mixture. Badness will reduce to un-
limitedness, and the two apparently different aims of the
dialogue will coalesce,

The following part of the dialogue can perhaps be best
explained by bearing this in mind. The position which Plato
is about to maintain is that many pleasures are bad because
they are inextricably related to error. He says his thesis is
that some pleasures’ are false; yet all he succeeds in showing
is that some pleasures are dependent on, or closely related to
error. The failure to prove his thesis, which Plato practically
admits, does not seem to shake his conviotion that he has shown
these pleasures to be bad. It would, therefore, be best to
oonsider from the start that the true thesis is simply that
some pleasures are bad because they are closely related to
error. The badness which follows from this dependence on error

can be related to the concept of the unlimited in this way:



349,

error (as Plato explained in the Sophist, and as he explains
agaln here) consists in believing something to be the case
whioh 1s not, in fact, the case. Or, as he puts it, we believe
something exists whioch does not. In such a case, reality does
not correspond to our opinion. Now, if a pleasure depends on
such a false opinion, we may say that the pleasure does not
correspond to reality in the sense that if we had a true opinion
(1.e. 1f we knew the thing did not exist) we would have no
pleasure. Plato believes such pleasures which depend on
erroneous opinions are unlimited in the sense that they are not
explained by or measured by the facts. They are not determined
by the facts, but rather by an opinion which 1is falsely related
to the facts. If I am right in regarding the unlimited as that
aspect of things which cannot be explained by a rational purpose,
that is, a purpose based on knowledge of reality, then it is
reasonable to say that a pleasure which depends on error is
» unlimit ed, since it can only be explained by an error in Judgment.
Let us now turn to Plato's analysis of the relation
between judgment or opinion and certain pleasures and pains.
- 0f the three sorts of pleasures and pains which occur simul-
taneously with other pleasures or pains, our first task is to
consider those which our analysis of desire and expectation
revealed to combine passions of the soul with those of the body.
Let us consider, for instance, the condition of a man who 1is

empty, and feels bodily pain, but at the same time remembers
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the state of fullness, which would give him pleasurs., We may
speak of him as being "between the affections™ (&v }A£¢Q>'T;N
wewimv , 36A). The bodily state is certainly painful, but
there 1is én ambivalence about the mental state. If the man has
an expectation of attalning the state he remembers of fullness,
then his memory is pleasant; if the man despairs of attaining
fullness, his memory of that condition is painful (36B). The
feelings with which we view the same memory can differ enormously,
then. The fact that a memory is of a pleasant experience does

not make the memory pleasant. But it also i1s not the present
bodily circumstances which determine whether a memory is pleasant
or not. It is the nature of the antioipation. It is the future,
or what we expsct of the future, which makes the difference. We
find the memory of a pleasant past experlence painful now if we

do not expect the future to reproduce the past. Clearly we can
be wrong about the future, however. Perhaps, in spite of our
direful expectation, we shall (unexpectedly) have the pleasant
experience which we painfully remember. In this case we were
mistaken. What is it that was mistaken? Not the memory of the
past experience, for we remember it properly, and it was pleasant.
It is rather the anticipation which is at fault; we expected
something different than the facts warrented. As a result, the
pain which we feel now (because we do not expect the future to

be pleasant) is unwarrented because the opinion is wrong. Perhaps

we may speak of such a pain (or a pleasure which attaches to a
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wrong expectation) as false (36C). That is the first problem
concerning the mixed pains and pleasures of the body and soul.

Sccrates introduces the gquestion by pointing out that
it is possible to be mistaken about whether we are experiencing
a pleasure or not. A man who is siock or sleeping or insane
may think he feels pleasure when he does not, or pain when he
does not (36E). This is clearly true of the bodily pleasures
it they are defined as the restoration of harmony between parts;
for a man could easily be wrong as to whether or not a certain
process was taking place in his own body. Even if these pleasures
are only caused by the restoration of bodily harmony, we might
still Judge whether or not we had a pleasant experience accord-
ing to our opinion about the bodily change; and so again we might
err., But would this meke the pleasure itself false? Certainly
we really do feel the pleasurs, whether we know it or not. Ve
must reconsider whether or not the qualities true and false can
be predicated of pleasures.

The problem is now put in a different way. What we are
Teally interested in is not whether we are right in thinking we
feel pleasure; what we want to ask 1s whether we can predicate
truth and falsehood of pleasures. Let us consider two statements:

1. There is a man under yonder tree.

2. I believe 1.

Either of these may be true or false, To verify the

first, we find out if there is a man under yonder tree. To
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verify the second, we find out Iif I believe there is a man
under yonder tree. One statement is about the man; one 1is
about me. Nelther statement is an opinion. An opinion exists
when a statement is asserted, or believed. If I believe either
l or 2 I have an opinion. If I believe 1, I have an opinion
about the man. If I believe 2, I have an opinion about myself;
and in this case, since the statement is about an opinion, I
have an opinion about an opinion.

There can be no doubt that we can substitute

3. I feel a pleasure.
for ™17 in 2, and that this further statement is el ther true
or false, and that it 1s about me. We may write 1t thus:

4. I believe 3.

We can verify 4 in the same way we do 2; and we can
verify 3, although not in quite the same way as 1. But in no
case can we speak of the pleasure being true or false, The
truth of 4 does not depend on the truth of 3 any more than the
truth of 2 depends on the truth of 1. If 4 is true, then I
believe 3; this does not require that 3 be true. If 3 is true,
I must feel a pleasure. But this is not the same as saying
the pleasure is true, but that the pleasure exists. These
two statements cannot come to the sams thing, or we could not
say that false pleasures exist, which it is our purpose to
prove. The reallty of believing and feeling pleasure is not
enough in itself to show that both opinions and pleasures may

be true or false.
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Let us ask once more "how it 1s that opinion is both
true and false and pleasure only true, though the holding of
opinion and the feseling of pleasure are equally real™ (37B).
We may start by looking again at opinion. When we say an
opinion i8 true, we do not (as we found) mean that we really
do have an opinion. What we mean is that what we assert or
bellieve to be the case, is the case. Opinion adds the element
of assertion or belief to the statement itself. It is only by
extension that we speak of the belief or assertion as being
true; what we really mean is that the statement asserted is true.
We may think of the matter in this way: it is possible merely
to entertain a statement without believing it. But suppose I
gsee something in the distance, and I wish to distinguish what
it is (38C)., It is this desire or wish to know or decide what

it is that we see which gives rise to an opinion. Unless there
is an emotion (ﬂaEBK,xﬁru\ , 39A), there is no opinion. The
mere proposition that there is a man under yonder tree could be
entertained without belief. When, however, my dim sensation

of distant-something is coupled with an emotion of fear, hope,
desire or curioyﬂity about that distant-something, then I form
an opinion about it, which may be true or false. If I form an
opinion, I may signalize this fact by making an assertion:
"There is a man under yonder tree." If no one is present, I
may stil)] believe that this statement is true; Plato compares

Such silent assertion or belief to writing down the asserted
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proposition. I record the statement in ry soul as if it were

a book (39a) .20

It does not matter whether or not the state-
ment is really formed in words. It may be spoken (in which

case we call it a Xéyos, 38E) or it may be silent:.zl . It may

be a picture or image which is produced in the soul, rather

than a verbal expression (39B, 40A).22 The important thing

is the feeling with which the picture or statement is registered,
and which makes us form an opinion. Now we see the only sense
in which a feeling can be said to be false; if the feeling

causes us to record a false statement, we call it false (39A).

In no case do we question the existence of the feeling; but

20.

When we compare the book of Philebus 38E with the
wax tablet of Theaetetus 194C, or Locke's tabula rasa. we must
be alive to thls difference; that the wax Is entirely passive
while the sensations leave their marks. But the book of the
Philebus needs more than sensations; an emotion is involved
which makes what 1s written an opinion or assertion instead
Oof merely a memory.

21,
Cf. Theaetetus 190A where ob%x is identified with

a statement (Aéyos ] "spoken, not aloud to another, but silently
to oneself." ophist 263E repeats that "thought and speech are
the same™ and speaks of "the inner dialogue of the soul with
itself, which takes place without vocal utterance." Cf, also
Timaeus 37B.

22. 7

There 1s a worker (JaplOUPyoﬂ in the soul yho paints
images (eixéves), Later, these images are called q)dVTvayuiTu
(40E). Note that the possibility of the existence of false
images, which was the major problem of the Sophist, is taken

for granted heres. Stenzel (Plato's Method of Dialectic, p. 116)
points out that these pictures are not necessarlily vlsual and
calls attention to Philebus 39B where "OpxY is used by zeugma

to denote a gemsral faculty of forming images,”



file://{/6yos

355.

we have found a pragmatic reason for designating the feelings
true and false.

What is the nature of this feeling which, when connected
with sensations and memories make s, us form opinions? One test
of such feelings is the willingness to act upon them. If we
believe something, we will base our pesrformance on it. An
opinion is in the nature of a prediction, which events may prove
to be eitier true or false. Opinions are based on presert and
past experience, but their reference is to the future (39D, E).
In distinguishing between the mere entertainment of a propo-
gition and its assertion, Plato is surely drawing our atteantion
to a very important difference. And he is certalnly right as
well in saying that & proposition does not need to be asserted
out loud, or in words, in order to be believed. The problem
is, just how we are to conceive Plato's opinion about what it
is that makes the difference. One difference he 13 clear about;
so long as we merely entertain a proposition, the truth or
falsity of the proposition can involve us in no error. ZError
{or rightness) attaches only to opinions or assertions. 1If we
believe a false statement to be true, then we err. But what
is the nature of the "feeling" which combines with memory and
sensation to produce opinion? The only kinds of feeling
mentioned in this section are the pleasures and pains of
anticipation, i.e. (pleasant) expectation and fear. These,
however, are the feelings which result from opinions; they are

hot something which, added to an entertained proposition, turns
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it into an opinion. We fear or anticipate the future because
we expeot it to have a certain character; but we can hardly
say that the pleasure or pain we feel in contemplating the
expected future gives us our opinion about that future. It
seems to me that Plato is saying somsthing obvliously true
when he remarks that there is a difference in how we feel if
we merely think about a certain possibility, how we feel if we
expect that possibility to be a reality, and how we feel if we
expect that possibility not to be realized. But these differ-
ences do not serve to explain the difference between thinking
about a possibility and believing it will happen, even though
the second difference follows from the first. I conclude,
therefore, that Plato here gives no full account of what it 1s
that characterizes an opinion or belief; nor is it necessary
for what follows.

For in what follows, the important thing is merely
to have shown the dependence of certain pleasures and pains
on opinions, and this has been demonstrated. We have seen
how opinion can be said to "write a statement" or "paint a
picture™ in the soul. It i3 perhaps easiest to think of the
present pleasure or pain as attaching to such an image. Yhen
we have an image (dywaana) in our minds of an object, act,
event or circumstance, there is often a certain pleasure or
pain attached to the image. We may imagine ourselves becoming
wealthy; we may even imagine ourselves enjoying ourselves (40A).

Such images give us present pleasure. This pleasure is based
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upon two separate aspects of the image; part of our feeling
about it is due to what we imagine the event to be like, and
part of our feeling is due to whether we consider that the
event exists (or did exist or will exist). Consider a man

who, day-dreaming, thinks of what it would be like to have a
vacation. The prospect, which he neither expects nor rejects
as a possibility, gives him a refleotive pleasure. Now suppose
his boss says to him, "I am sorry, but you cannot have a
vacation this year or next"; in this case a new feeling attaches
to the image which is painful. If, on the other hand, his boss
says, "Well, I think you should take off a couple of weeks with
pay,"” the prospect is viewed with a new and active pleasure
because it is anticipated as an actuality. All degrees of
present feeling can obviously be attached to the imasge in this
way. This feeling which attaches to the image because of our
opinion as to whether the event exists (in past, present orxr
future) is the one with which Plato is primarily concerned.

And while this feeling can hardly be said to be false in it-
80lf, except if we speak quite looscly, this feeling can be

sald to be unfounded when the opinion on which it is based is
false. It is easy enough to see why Plato feels it is not
Straining language too far to say such a pleasure is false;

¥e say an opinion is false if it is not warrented by the faocts;
%hy not also say the pleasure is false if it is not warrented

by the faots?



This 1s indeed only an apparent parallel in usage.
To have an opinion means to believe that something is the
case; to have a pleasure {of the sort mentioned) only results
from believing that something 1is the case. If we believed
something else to be the case, then necessarily we would hold
a different opinion. But if we belleve something else to be
the case, it is only very likely that our feeling would be
different; this does not follow necessarily. In the end, it
is perhaps a matter of terminology whether we want to call a
feeling which is unwarrented by the facts false. But it would
be a terminology which would commit us to strange usages.
Every action which we take based on a wrong opinion would have
to be called false, Ooccasionally, however, we do speak this
way; we speak of a "false move" for instance when we do some-
thing based on an erroneocus opinion. Yet in philosophic
discussion it would seem worth while to restrict the terms
"truth" and "felsity" to whatever can be formulated as a
proposition. An opinion can be so formulated, at lsast in
part, while a pleasure cannot, even in part, be so formulated.

While Plato does not show how the emotions of pleasure
and pain which accompany opinions inhere in them qua opinioans,
he does indicate one subtle way in which the present emotion
may partly determine what we think of an imagined event. When
we imagine something which we believe to have happened, or to
be happening, or which we expect to happen, we feel a certsin

pleasure or pain in the contemplation of the event. We may

358.
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very well, in such a situation, think that we did, or would,
or shall, feel a similar plsasure or pain when actually
experiencing the event. In this case, the present pleasure
can account for error rather more directly than in the previous
cases, because it causes us to believe that a certain event did
(or does, or will) have a certain hedonic character. The error
results here not from the possibility that the event does not
happen, but from the possibility that the event is not as
pleasant or unpleasant as it is belleved to be. Where the
event lies in the future, the error is in thinking our future
pleasure in the event will resemble our present pleasure in
antioipation., Such a present pleasure is "a rather ridiculous
imitation of a true pleasure" (40C). Yet although such a
present pleasure might cause us to form a wrong opinion, it
would still, striotly speaking, be the opinion which was false,
and not the pleasure. However, we could, rather metaphorically,
speak of the present pleasure as a "bad copy" of the future
pleasure, and hence, by extension, as a "false copy."

In the Theastetus, it was necessary to show that false
Judgments can be made (we can "speak what is not"zs) in order

to prove that knowledge is not perception. In the Sophigt

—

23.
167A states the problem as an opinion of Protagoras.
It is expanded at 188C ff. Memory offers a partial explanation
Of the possibility of false judgments in the Theaetetus as it
does here; cf. Cornford, Plato's Theory of Knowledge, p. 127.
But the Sophist offers the only real solutlon to the problem
Of false Judgments, a solution which is assumed in the

Milebus,




360.

it was necessary to prove that false imeges can exist in
order to define the sophist. In the Philebus it 1s necessary
to prove that pleasures exist which are not based on fact in
order to defeat the hedonist. For the hedonist argued that
all pleasures are simply pleasures (12D, E) and that therefore
none could be debarred from the good 1life. We have shown that
although it 1is true that all pleasures really are pleasures,
some are based on false opinions and some are based on true.
Before we can bar these pleasures from the good life,
we must show that they are bad as well as unfounded. But
this is easy, even on the hedonist's own grounds. For just
as a false opinion 1s bad because it will lead us into error,
and will defeat our purpose, the unfounded pleasure may lead
the hedonist away from pleasure. He may imagine with pleasure
an object or event from which he expects pleasure; but the
present plesasure misleads him if the imaglined event or object
fails to yleld the anticipated pleasure {40E, 41A).24 Hedonism
falls because that of which we have a pleasant idea may not in
fact be plessant. Present pleasure 1s not an accurate clue to
future pleasure. The pleasure I feel now on imagining a past,
present, or future event may be only an imitation, or caricature,
of the feeling that actually accompanies the event (40C). In

that case, it is not based on fact (40C, D), and we may say

24.
Protagores 1s forced to admit this about the pleasures
of drink, food and sex; they can be bad if they lead to greater
peins afterwards (Protagoras 353D-3544).
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that the present pleasure was part of the reason we wrongly
estimated the future plsasure.

The badness of these pleasures results from the fact
that they contribute to or cause a wrong opinion about the
pnature of an imagined event. But how about the other
pleasures which themselves cause no opinion, but which we feel
because we have a wrong opilnion about the existence of an event?
How are these pleasures bad? This question never receives a
direct answer in the Philebus. My own interpretation of Plato's
reasoning has already been hinted., I shall discuss it somewhat
further at the end of the next section.

This marks the end of the second attempt to show that
pleasures can be false. The first turned on the notion that
we can be mistaken about whether or not we feel pleasures, but
this was temporarily discarded because the hedonist would not
admit that the falsity of the opinion made the pleasure false.
The second has made a point which the hedonist must heed, for
it shows, in part, that present pleasures can swerve him from
future pleasures. Having made this point, Socrates 1s not
Satisfied. He has shown that some pleasures are misleading
because they make us predict wrongly about future values; but
the Present pleasure, considered by itself, is still Jjust as
Teal, and considered apart from opinlion, it is not clear what
Tlght we have to call it bad (41A). The present discussion
(350-41A) has been pertinent to our problem (as Socrates

pr°miSed, 36D) because it has undermined the hedonlst's
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position on his own grounds, and because it has resulted in

an enlightening analysis of the nature of value judgments.

But it remains to show, in a more general sense, how the other
mixed pleasures are bad in themselves. So far, our argument
has been fought on the opponent's territory, and has vanquished
only a few pleasures. Now the scope of the discussion widens;
"of the false pleasures we must prove in another way that they
exist and come into existence in us often and in great numbers™
(414, B).

The "other way" will consist in showing that pleasures
are bad, not only because they are related to wrong opinion in
the sense we have been trying to establish, but also because
they "partake in another and multiform evil"™ (41A). This
multiform evil is the unlimited (41D). The widest sense in
which pleasures can be said to be bad is the degree to which

they cannot be included in the mixture of the good 1life.

$, Now we turn to a sort of pleasure "still more false"
(42C). Once more it turns out that the falsity depends on a
wrong Jjudgment; but this time with a difference. This time
the error consists in thinking we feel a pleasure when in fact
we feel none. This is a false pleasure in the sense that it
is no pleasure at all; it does not exist. 1In this it is un-
like the other false pleasures which, as Plato insisted, were
real, but in some sense false or bad.

Only certain theorists are accused of this error, but

we may suspect, as usual, that Plato intends his argument to
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apply more widely. These theorist525 make the error, Plato
says, of holding that pleasure 1s freedom from pain. They
base this opinion partly on the doctrine of Heraclitus that
everything is elways in motion; from this they conclude that
the bodlly changes which create the pleasures and pains of

the body are continuous. Their argument seems to be (Plato
omits this step) that therefore we always feel elther the pain
of the destruction of bodily bhermony or the pleasure of its
restoration. Thus we may say ocorrectly that when we feel no
pain we do feel pleasure. This is not quite the same as say-
ing that plsasure 1s the absence of pain; perhaps the theorists
in question also argued (although Plato does not tell us this
either) that pleasure is really only a return to a less pain-
ful state, and that therefore what we call pleasure is really
Just the absence of pain.

In any case, Plato refutes the view that pleasure is
absence of pain by referring once again to the "neutral life.”
At 32E ff. Socrates mentioned the neutrel life in which npeither
destruction nor restoration was going on in the body, and re-
marked then that there was nothing to hinder a men from living
such a life (33A). He asked his audisnce to remember this
point because "it will make a great difference in our judgment
of pleasure.” Now we see that if we accept Heraolitus' diotum,

there can be no such neutral condition.

\__——_____
25.
It seems impossible to identify them. Speusippus
tangot be meant because he recognized the neutral life and
€alled 1t good, not pleasant.



364,

There is a solution, however. Socrates grants that
change does constantly take place in the human body. But Just
as some movements in the body are too slight to cause sensation
(Philebus 33D), so some are too slight to cause pleasures and

26 Growth, for instance, is so gradual we never feel it;

pains,
but it is a real change. Thus we can say that the "great changes
cause pains and pleasures, but the moderate and small ones cause
no pleasures or pains at all"™ (43C). In this case, the neutral
life is quite possible.

If the neutral life is a real possibillity, then the
opposition of pleasure and pein is not complete. It 1s not the
case that absence of pleasure 1s pain, or of pain, pleasurs.
There is a further condition, the neutral position, which is
absence of both. Freedom from pain is not to be 1dentified
with pleasure (43D). Freedom from pain may be (temporarily)

pleasure or (indefinitely) the neutral state.

26.

The Timaeus explains the physiology of these
experiences more fully. An affection which disturbs a normal
state 1s painful if it is sudden; 1f it suddenly restores the
normal state, it is pleasant. Slower changes are imperceptible.
But even rapid changes may not cause pain or pleasure. Only
if the change meets with resistance in the body do we feel
pleasure or pain; if the change is readily accepted by the
body, it results in perceptions only. An example of this 1is
a ocut from a sharp knife; there is little friction, so no
pain is felt., A further possibility arises from the fact
that disturbance of the bodily state may be slow, but the
return rapid. In this case we feel only the pleasure, but
not the pain (smells are of this nature). In the reverse
situation (painful wounds are an example) we feel only the
pain;)the restoration is too Blow to give pleasure (Timaeus
64A-D).
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In the oourse of this discussion of the relation of
pleasure and pain, we have hit upon an amusing example of
nfalse" pleasure. For apparently these misguided men who say
pleasure is absence of pain aotually think they feel pleasure
whenever they do not feel pain (44A). We have shown that there
is an essential difference between feeling pleasure and not
feeling pain; we can only conclude that we have discovered
another case of the deceptiveness of pleasure.

There is a paradox in Plato's argument here which I am
powerless to explain away. The gist of the present section
(42C-444) is to argue against those who say "that the pleasantest
‘of all things is to live one's whole life long without pain,"
on the ground that absence of pain may be the neutral life and
.hence pleasureless as well. The argument against this position
serves to show that there is another way one can be mistaken
about pleasure; some people apparently think they feel a
pleasure when there is, in fact, no pleasure at all. But to
make this point, Plato seems to overlook two arguments, drawn
from his own thesis, which imply that the man who argues for
the absence of pain right. The first is simply that, as Plato
has just explained, a slow change can be painless. Why cannot
a man live his life so that all destruction of bodily harmony

is so slow that it is painless, while the restorations are

T

27 «
Republic 583C ff. voices the same criticism: ir
pleasures and pains are "motions of the soul,” the cessation
of one will not be the other. The stationary state will be

nejther .
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rapid enough to be pleasures? The second argument in favor

of this position is more important. A large part of the
Philebus is devoted to showing that some pleasures are pure -~-
unmixed with pain -- and the life which Plato recommends includes
only suoch pleasures as far as possible. Therefore, not only
would the 1life of no pain be capable of contalning pleasures,
namely the pure pleasures, but this would seem to be Jjust the
1ife which Plato is going to endorse as the good life! It is
true that we are told that to live a really neutral life is
impractical; nevertheless, this could be the aim of life, and
it comes pretty close to the aim Plato endorses, If we now

say that this is Plato's good life, but it ocannot be that of
those who deny the neutral life even in theory, then we may ask
how it is that these theorists think it possible to "live one's
whole 1ifse long without pain.” The bodily changes have obvious
limits beforse they reverse; on their theory, the proponents of
avolding pain would need to progress always towards greater
bodily harmony, and this would seem impossible. At present, I
gee no way to explain these difficulties in this passage. Part,
but only part, of the trouble may stem from the faot that
throughout large sections of the Philebus Plato seems to forget
that in his opinion some pleasures do not result from bodily
change; yet he later points out quite clearly, with respect to
the very theory under consideration here, that he cannot agree
with "those who maintain that all pleasures are a cessation of

pains™ because he holds some pleasures to be real and pure (514).
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Plato now turns directly to a very important class of
pleasures, a olass which, we feel, he consldered to be most
typloal of the pleasures advocated by the uncritical and un-
philosophical hedonist. These are the pleasures which arise
fron bodily alteration and yet are simultaneously accompanied
with pains which also arise from bodily alterations. This
might seem at first impossible, but Plato shows that it 1is not.

In considering this group of pleasures, Plato says we
may turn for guldence to those who hate pleasure the most.
These are men who "divine the truth, not by acquired skill, but
by some innate and not despicable repugnance which makes them
hate the power of pleasure"” {44C). These are the "true enemies
of Philebus" (44B)28 because they hold that since all pleasures
are mixed with paln, no pleasure is real at all. This theory
can neither be that of Plato himself, nor of Speusippus, but
Plato obviously likes it. It is not Plato's theory because he
holds bodily pleasures to be real, even if deceptive, bad, and
"false"; and also because he thinks there is an entirely
different kind of pleasure. It 1is not Speusippus' theory be-
cause Speusippus also believed that pleasures are real, although
GV:tl.29 This theory is, however, very c¢lose in many respects to

that of Speusippus, and would have the same moral consequences

———

28,

They are the "true enemies" because they would banish
all real pleasure, since they deny its exlstence. Socrates is
0ot an enemy, but a friend, of Philebus because he is willing,
while arguing against a simple hedonism, to conserve as many
Pleasures as possible. He will not reject all pleasures.

29.
Cf, Hackforth, Plato's Examination of Pleasure, p. 87,
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with respect to the kind of life a man should lead provided
it admitted the possibility of a neutral life.

We may use these men to show that some pleasures are
bad or false; but, as it will turn out, their argumemts cannot
prove all pleasures bad or false. Our rejection of their
position is important, because it reveals the possibility of
pleasures which are not mixed with pain. WNevertheless, we can
learn a great deal from those who "hate the power of pleasure
and think it so utterly unsound that its very attractiveness
is mere trickery, not plsasure”™ (44C, D). These men, in their
extreme distaste for pleasure, bid us regard the pleasures
usually considered the most intense.ao Such pleasures certainly
originate in the body, and since bodily pleasures arise from a
return to normal from an abnormal state, the greatest pleasures
will result when the disruption has been most complste. We
will be capable of more violent pleasures when we are 111, and
the harmony of the body is upset, than when we are well (454,

B).31 We must not be misled by the fact that the pain also

30. The method of analysing the most characteristic
or extreme case 1s used many times in the Philebus as one
technique of the art of division. Cf. 20E, 534, 55C, 60C.

31 L]

Cf. Republic 585C: "the more numerous and violent
pleasures which reach the soul through the body are generally of
this kind -~ they are relief from pain." This passage from the
Republic serves to remind us that even the most violent bodily
pIeisures only arise in the body; eventually they "reach the
soul."™
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will be greatest; we are only interested in studying the
greatest pleasures. By the same reasoning, we discover that
pleasures are more intense in the life of excess (X%BP'S) than
the life of self-restraint (45D). In general, the greatest
pleasures attend the most thoughtless and dissolute; they arise
in some depravity of the soul (gv Tivt ﬂbVq?:¢ lPuXﬁg and not
in virtue (45E).

Let us teke an extreme example -- the itch kqoq36).
This is, by itself, a pain which disrupts the harmony of the
body. When we soratch, we feel an immense pleasure. But the
jtch may be partly internal, so that the scratching is only
partial relief; in this case we feel both pain and pleasure at
once. This is a mixture (46A), but not in the sense that the
good life i1s & mixture. It is a mixture only in the sense that
two extremes are experienced simultaneously. Such pleasures
and pains may be about equal, or may contain more pleasure or
more pain (46D); but in any case the effect is near to madness.
The man in such a oondition goes from utter wretchedness to
inexpressible pleasure when the pleasure overcomes the pain
(46E), he leaps with silly glee, shouts and gesticulates (47A);
he is "pleased to death." This sort of man is urged on by
8Xcess to greater and greater pleasures, hardly noticing the
Pain, His sense of value and judgment is warped, his enjoyment
Perverted. He thinks he is happy. This is the condition of

most pecple (47B)!



370.

The picture painted here reveals Plato attacking the
things he hates most; in this he is entirely in agreement with
the enemies of pleasure. It is just this irrational, animal
life which 18 a "living death” to the thinking men. The body
can be the tomb of the soul if it results in completely sub-
merging the rational faoulties. We are strongly reminded of
the Orphic and Pythagorean doctrines of the earlier dialogues
where Plato apparently felt that the body was in all cases an
impediment to happiness. Here he lets this view be told by
others; he is now willing to let the body serve its function
in the good life. But it must not usurp the reason and become
the guide to action. Against this the fight must be strengthened.
Here the earlier and later views merge. We recall how Socrates
led Callicles to admit that by his standards, the life of the
catamite is pleasant and happy.52 We remember how the old man
Cephalus at the outset of the Republic says he is glad he 1is
too 0ld to enjoy the pleasures of love for "it is like escaping
from bondage to a raving madman."55

The effect of this passage is (and is meant) to dis-
credit the mixed pleasures of the body utterly. They spring
from disgusting condit ions, they are due to depravity of the
soul, and they issue in repulsive actions. The man who seeks

them is foolish and ridiculous. But we must remember that

32.
Gorglas 494C ff.

33.
Republic 329E; cf. 403A; also Phaedrus 238C and 241D.
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strictly, this is only one part of the apnalysis of pleasure.

In the true dialectical procedure, judgment should be postponed
until all the divisions have been revealed. In his anxiety to
make these pleasures as unattractive as possible, Socrates has

weighted the argument heavily.

6. One last mixture is left, the mixture of pleasure
and pain in the soul. It is easy enough to show that such mix-
tures exist; anger, fear, yearning, mourning, love, jealousy
and envy are all pains of the soul, and yet in each of them we
also find pleasure at times (4’7E).:54 The emotions we feel
when we see a tragedy are similar; we weep, and yet we derive
pleasure from the very weeping (4BA).35 This may be argued
against tragedy, for it is an invitation to enjoy vicariously
emotions of which we would otherwise be ashamed. We take

pleasure in feelings which might much better be permitted to

34,

Here Soorates quotes from lHomer a line which says
that wrath is "sweeter than honey from the comb.™ It is inter-
esting to note that this passage (Iliad xviii. 109) is immediately
preceded by a line which reads "Would that strife might perish
from the gods and from men." (1.107). This line is quoted by
Heraclitus with disapproval (frag. 43, I. Bywater, Heracliti
Ephesii Religujae) for Heraclitus held that strife Is essential
to exIstence. This 1s the very point which Plato has just debated
(Philebus 43A), referring to Heraclitus. If all pleasures are in
‘8trife, none are true in the sense of being fit to enter intoc the
80od life., This 1s as much the case with the pleasures of the
80ul as with those of the body.

35.
The rhapsode who delivers a poem enjoys a rather
different mixture: he sees his audience weeping, but wants to
laugh himself because of the money he'll take in! {Ion 535E)
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wither away; even men of high character are corrupted
(Republic 605C~-608B). It is evil to feel many of these
emotions at all; it is perverted to take pleasure in them.36
Now Soorates proposes to prove that there is a mixture
of pleasure and pain in comedy. The rroof of a mixture is
easy with the case of love and fear and the rest, but the
example of oomedy is so difficult that if he can prove it, he

can prove any (50C, D). It is all the more interesting because

of its obsocurity (48B). Introduced as a tour de force, the

main point made in advance, the discussion of the nature of
the ridiculous is set as a relaxing and brilliasnt interlude in
the otherwise dense and labored text of the Philebus. Assured
explicitly that this entr'actewill be as intricate as possible,
yet that it is making an easy point, we are permitted to ease
the pressure of detalled commentary. This 1s the one part of
the Philebus that is meant to be read primarily for amusement,
not for deep reflection.

Here we shall give, then, only a brief summary: the
spring of humor 1s error. We consider a man ridiculous when

he is mistaken about himself. He may be mistaken in any num-

36,

It 1s an interesting speculation that the juxta-
position in the Philebus of this attack on tragedy as 1mpure,
and of the section following on the pure (Kx&«pev) pleasures
may have suggested to Aristotle his defense of tragedy as a
Kabbpais, or purification. Aristotle suggests that the
mixture of emotions we feel at a drama purges us harmlessly
of the evil ones.
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per of ways: about his wealth, his physical condition, his
physical appearance, or his virtue (48D, £).%7 e find this
error about himself amusing, even when we find it in friends,
provided it is not accompanied by power. Ignorance implemented
py power is not funny, it is dangerous (498, C). The amusement
we f£ind in the harmless cases is certainly a pleasure. But
where (asks Protarchus) is the mixture? let us examine our
emotion more closely. After all, ignorance is an evil (48B,
49E). If we laugh at our friend for being ignorant, we are
laughing at his misfortune. The cause for this can only be

envy (48B, 50A); this is the only excuse for taking pleasure

in our friend's mishaps. Certalnly this is wrong of us, but

we do do it sometimes (49D). (There is nothing wrong, and
perhaps we would not even call 1t envy, when we rejoice in the
misfortunes of our enemies; that 1s perfectly natural, 49D).
The mixture comes in this: when we witness the ridiculous
spectacle of a friend who is mistaken about himself, we laugh.
This laughter is a pleasure; but at the same time, this laughter
proves that we are envious, for otherwise we would not take
‘delight in a friend's i1ll plight. But envy is a painful emotion.

Hence we feel pleasure and pain at once (50A). And this, we are

37.
This corresponds to the fourfold division of goods
& man may have: health, beauty, strength and wealth (Laws 6614).
A somewhat similar division 1s given in Nicomachean EthIcs 1098b
Which states that this grouping is of "long standing™ and
"8enerally acocepted by students of philosophy.”
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left to surmise, is the basic experience we have at a oomedy.38
Thus we have shown, as we set out to do, that in
"mournings and tragedies and comedies, not only on the stage,
but in all the tragedy and comedy of life, and in many other
ways, pain is mixed with pleasure” (50B). With the discussion
of mixtures of pains and pleasures of the soul, we have com-

pleted our division of mixed pleasures.

7. We must remember that our division of pleasures
proceeded according to three principles; we considered first
those pleasures which were mixed with pain temporally, because
they were born of process; these we divided into the simple
and the complex. The complex were mixed in another way, since
simultaneous pleasures and pains were found to be common.
Lastly, we divided all these subdivisions into those pleasures
and pains which are of the body, those which are of the soul,
and combipnations of these two. Now we return to the highest
division, and ask whether there may not be some pleasures which
are completely unmixed with pain because they are not connected
with bodily alteration. If there are such, we may divide them
into those which originate in the body and those which are of
the soul; but no further division is possible, since they cannot
be mixed simultaneously with pains. These are the'pleasures for

which the loophole has been so laboriously left open; the

~ 38,

The serious aspect of this virtuoso display of the
dialectic technique is of course that even seemingly innocent
pleasures of amusement may be mixed not only with pain, but
with evil. TFor envy is a debased and childish emotion (494).
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pleasures which can be enjoyed witiout any corresponding or
accompanying pain. They can exist in the neutral state in
which no perceptible change takes place; they disprove the
thesls that pleasure is merely absence of pain (51A).

These pleasures we call "unmixed" because, since they
do not result from a restoration of bodily harmony, they do
not necessarily involve a reciprocal paln; nor do they, like
the pleasures of anticipation or desire, result from the pain-
ful laock of something; nor do they, like the pleasures of
comedy, involve some simultaneous and debased pain. And since
these unmixed plemsures {whatever they may be) contain no element
of the painful, we may say they are most truly pleasant. Or we
may use another word to refer to this character of the unmixed
pleasures: we may speak of them as "pure™ (K«G%qgés, 51D, 52C),
in the way in which we call any unadulterated thing pure (52D).
The unmixed pleasures differ from the mixed in enother sense
also; we are not so apt to judge them incorrectly because they
do not (like the mixed pleasures) occur only in a context with
pain, It is not by virtue of any mere contrast that the pure
Pleasures are pleasant, since there 1s nothing to contrast them
with. While mixed plsasures and pains may deceive us by a
momentary contrast into thinking we feel more pain or more
Pleasure than we actually do, or into thinking a pain is
actually a pleasure, so that we may say the pleasure or pain
is only an appearance, not the reality, this sort of error ocan-

not arise with reference to the pure pleasures (S1A). The pure
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pleasures are what they seem to bse, for there is no element in
them which makes for deceit. Allowing the same sort of extemsion
of a characteristic from the accompanying judgment to the pleasure
or pain judged as we made in the case of "true™ and "false"
pleasures, we may say that the pure pleasures are intrinsiocally
pleasant, and not just relatively (51C, D).39 We may express
this oconclusion in a different way. The pure pleasures are not
deceptive, elther in the sense of belng capable of causing us
to make false predictions (like the pleasures of anticipation),
or in the sense of presenting an appearance which does not
correspond to the reality. But these were the characteristics
which led us to call some of the mixed pleasures "false."” Since
the unmixed pleasures are incapable of decelving us, we may oall
them "true™ (S5lA, B).

The unmixed, pure, real, true pleasures are of three
sorts, two of the body, and one of the mind. Those of the
body which Socrates now mentions are certaln pleasures of sight,
sound, and smell. The first two are grouped together as pleasures
of the first kind.

a, Aesthetic pleasures of the first kind. Among the

pleasures of the first kind ars those which we experience when

39,

This 13 not so simple 1n the case of the mixed
pleasures which are not really pleasant at all, but are judged
pleasant because the pain has diminished. In such a ocase, the
pleasure may be said, loosely, to be only relatively pleasant;
actually, however, there 1s no pleasure at all, so that it is
the judgment which 1s relative, not the pleasure.



contemplating beautiful colors and forms hTXq?ude, 51B). We
can test the fact that these are pure pleasures by seeing if
the lack of them is a pain. By this, all we can mean to ask
is whether the pleasure of seeing colors and shapes results
from a restoration of a disturbed bodily condition. The

aesthetic pleasures do not seem to result from eny change in
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the bodily condition. We may desire them deeply; but our desire

will not (like the desire for food) spring from an unbalanced
bodily state. It is true that we may even feel pain at not
experiencing some aesthetic pleasure, but this pain would
result from reflecting on the absence of circumstances which
might enable us to enjoy the pleasure, and not in any sense
from the pleasure itself.

Two possible misapprehensions about the nature of the
obJects which yield this kind of pleasure are cleared up.
The forms which yield pure pleasure must exist as objects of
sensation. They are geometric shapes produced by the imposi-
tion of pure forms (lines and circles) on some material by
the artisan's tools, such as the compass (Tékfos), ruler
(Kavlv) and square (ywvfd, 51C). These productions can be
elther two or three dimensional, plane or solid. We must

<
not make the error (commiged by w1lamowitz-M3118ndorf4o) of

40.
"Die Formen, die ihn erfreuen, sind die abstrakten
Teinen Formen von Kreisen, Linien, d Winkeln....Es sind zwar
bicht die Sinnlich realen Kugeln, Korper, uns., sondern ihre
Vorbilder im Reiche der Ideen" (Platon, p. 633).
The Greeks frequently falled to make a distinction
between abstract and realized geometric shapes. Euclid, for
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thinking of these forms as ideal or abstract. They are the
objects of sensation (d¥¢59r]0v5 , 51B), not of thought.

On the other hard, Socrates states that he does not
mean to include "animals or paintings'" among the objects wnich
produce pure pleasures. The reason is not difficult to guess,.
The pleasures we feel at tragedy and comedy are 1mpure, mixed,
because certain non-aesthetic emotions arise from non-aesthetic
aspects of the spectacle, and adulterate any pleasures which
might be pure. To a lesser degree, this 1is true of plotures
and the beauties of nature. We are distracted by the emotive
and symbolic contents which pollute our reactions. As an
aestheticlan, Plato favors non-objective art; he would enjoy
the work of Mondrian or Bauer.

Among the pleasures of the first kind are also those
sounds which "are smooth and clear and send forth a single
pure note" (51D).41 These notes, while objects of sensation,

are devoid of any of the emotional overtones vhich attach to

instance, defined a sphere as follows: "When, the diameter of
a semi-cirocle remaining fixed, the semi-circle 1s carried round
and restored again to the same position from which it began to
be moved, the figure so comprehended is a sphere" (Euclid, xi,
def, 14). But Plato did make just this distinction which the
geometricians failed to mske, for we hear of him berating his
geometer friends for describing shapes in terms of operations
rather than concepts (Plutarch, Quaestiones Conviviales 718E-F),
and we know that he can produce the abstract definition of a
sphere (unlike the one quoted from Euclid) when he desires
(Timaeus 33B).

41.
Cf. Republic 617C: the Sirens in the myth of Er
sing a "single sound on one note."
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narmonies, intervals, scales, and the more complex combina-
tions to which Plato objects in the Republic {(398C ffr.).

b. Aesthetic pleasures of the second kind. The

aesthetic pleasures, while all pure, constitute a hierarchy.
In the Philebus Plato does not suggest any superiority of
sight to sound, but elsewhere we learn that sight is the most
valuable possession we have because it is the sourcse of all
philosophy (Timaeus 47A, B), and sound follows next; sight is
to the visible universe what dialectic is to the intelligible
universe (Republic 532B). There is a clear step down to the
pleasures of smell; they belong to a less "divine class™ than
those of sight and sound (Philebus 51E). But the pleasures
of smell are not mixed with pain, and so it must be admitted
that they are pure. Thelr inferiority may spring from several
sources. The pleasures of smell are less distinct, less
measurable, than those of sight and sound. The objects we
appreciate with our sense of smell are not so definite or
crisp. Moreover, there is some doubt whether the pleasure of
smell may not be the result of gradual restoration of a bodily
state which was deranged so slowly we were unable to perceive

or be pained by the disruptive movement (Timaeus 65A).42

42,

Cf. Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics 1176a on the
Superiority of sight to touch because it does not have to
come in contact with its object; of hearing and smell to
taste for the same reason.




8. The existence of the pure pleasures of the body
has shown thal the neutral life, in which no appreciable change
in body .condition takes place, can still be pleasant. A man
could lead such a life, and even enjoy it. When we originally
concluded that no man would desire the neutral life because
every man desires some pleasure, we spoke too soon. The
neutral life without pleasure is for the pgods only; but there
may be a neutral life for man which contains pure pleasure.

Now we see that this is (theoretically) possible even apart
from the bbdy, for there are the pure pleasures of the third
kind, the pleasures of knowledge (52A). TEarly in the dialogue
(12D) we were prepared for these pleasures, for we spoke there
of the pleasure the wise man tekes in his wisdom.

Although ignorance is an evil (48C) we cannot say that
the pleasures of knowledge result from or are directly related
to pains. The evil of ignorance 1is not generally a pain at all,
for it 1s a lack rather than a positive disproportion. Like
the lack of aesthetic pleasure, we may feel pain if we are full
of knowledge, and then lose it. But the paln results, not
directly from the loss (as it does in the loss of harmony in
the body), but from reflecting on the loss (52A, B). We can
speak only metaphorically of knowledge "filling" thé ignorant
as food rills the hungry (Republic 584B, C).

This short section of the Philebus plays an enormous
role in the logical development of the dialogue, for on the

existence of the pure pleasures depends the entire possibility



of effecting a compromise between the partisans of pleasure

and the partisans of mind. This 1s the case because the pure
pleasures are apparently the only ones Plato is willing to
admit to the final mixt,ure,43 all others being rejected because
they are "mixed" in the negative sense (i.e., they partake
incurably of the unlimited.)

Here there follows a section (52C-55C) the purpose of
which 1s to evaluate pleasure as a potential ingredient in the
good 1life and to examine anew 1ts claim to be the end of life.
It seems most convenlent to postpone this part of the argument
until the other ingredients, the forms of knowledge, have been
classified. This section will therefore be consldered in the
final chapter.

43.
With the possible exceptlon of the "necessary"
pleasures (Phllebus 62E).



CHAPTER VI

THE ANALYSIS OF MIND (55C-59D)

1. We have already seen to what degree pleasure
depends on functions of the mind: on memory, desire, per-
ception, judgment, opinion, and the pleasures of knowledge.
Now we turn to an analysis, or division, or mind, viewed in
direct relation to the good life. Mind, we remember, is
doubly related to the final Aixture; as cause, and as part.
Mind's claim to be part is based on its practical ability
to maintein, or constantly recreate, the good life. This
ability may be expressed in one word: art (Téqu). This
is the oreative manifestation of mind, which imposes limit,
renders intelligible, arranges, Jjudges, rejects. Its final
act in producing a "work of art" or mixture is sypthetic and
practical; but the snythesis depends on the theoretic or
analytic function in turn, both to define and picture the
goal, and to analyze the potential parts. We can say neither
that art i1s exclusively practical nor that it is exclusively
theoretical; the two parts are interdependent. The goal it-
self, the mixture, the happy life or health or the good com-
munity or whatever it may be, is not set by the art which
exists for it, but is defined and produced by that art. 1In
this sense, the art (with both its practical and theoretical

aspects) is still only a device or tool; it serves some end
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pbeyond itself. Most arts do not include themselves as part

of the mixture they produce; this is a characteristic of the
art of happiness. As the condition and creator of the good
1ife, mind stands outside the end it serves; viewed as corn-
tained wholly in the mixture, mind partakes of the end and be-
comes part of the goal, the valuable, the good.

Mind i3 now to be analyzed in the same way in which
pleasure was (55C)., Taking art in the broadest sense to cover
all creative functions of mind,l we can apply diaeresis to art
jtself. Since as with pleasure, our aim is to fipd which parts
of the whole to be divided (mind or art in this case) are suit-
able or necessary to the mixture, our principle of division must
separate those parts which are most pure, unmixed, measured and

true from the parts which are less so (55C; 574, B).

2. There are varying degrees of preciseness in the
methods used by the arts. The degree may be determined by
observing the extent to which an art employs operations which
use number, such as weighing, counting, measuring (S5SE). Our
first division of the arts will be on this basis, then: we
shall divide them into those which make a large and essential
use of number, and those which make less. In general, this is
the distinction between the arts which produce concrete objeots

and those which deal with education, society, and the support

10
This 1s an extension of the use of the term even for
the Greeks, as Socrates notes (55E, 56A). Cf. Wild, Plato's

Theory of Man, p. 45 ff.
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of society (55D). In the first kind of art, tools of precision
are used: compasses, lathes, the chalk-line (56B). In the
second kind, experience is the chief guide; the methods are
more flexible, the result less tangible; skill rather than
accuraoy counts (55E, S56A).

Into the more precise group we can put the arts of
building, ship-building, house-building and carpentry, for
they use measures and accurate instruments (563).a The less
exact arts include music, medicine, agriculture, piloting and
generalship (56A, B). In one sense, mathematiocs and geometry
can be oonsidered as independent arts; then we may classify
them as the purest (56C). But in another sense, arithmetic
and geometry are used by all the other arts; for measuring,
counting and weighing are just applied mathematics and geometry.
It 1s to the degree to which it uses mathematios that any art
rises above mere acquired skill and produces accurate, precise,
certain results (55E, S56A). 4nd no art can be completely free
of this element; if arithmetio, measuring and weighing were

teken from any art, it would be about useless (55E).3

2.
We are reminded that the objects which produce the
pure pleasures were made in the same way (51C).

3.
Cf. Republig 525B ff. which points out that even the
arts of military strategy and statesmanship, which are among
the less accurate arts, require applied mathematics. The art
of piloting depends on navigation, which is applied mathematics
and geometry.
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These considerations enable us to say that the
results of some arts are "truer" than others, for thelir
methods are objective and precise rather than subjective and
vague, Jjust as we were able to say that some pleasures were
ntruer"” because we could judge them more accurately (55C).
But this must not mislead us into thinking that because measure
and number 1s the "ruling element"™ (55D) of every art,
therefore the accurate arts are placed in some ultimate
hierarchy above the less accurate. In the hierarchy of pre-
oision, they are above; but in the hierarchy of ends, they may
be above or they may not. The accurate art of ship-building
exists as a means for the less acocurate art of commerce; the
less accurate art of commerce is a means for the even less
aoccurate art of statesmanship. On the other hand, the less
accurate art of tree-~husbandry (a branch of agriculture) is
a means for the more acourate art of ocarpentry. In the
hierarchy of ends, two arts stand at the top, twin aspests of
the philosopher's task, and all arts serve them: the art of
statesmanship, which produces the good state; and the art of

happiness, whieh produces the good life.

3. It is oclear that the first broad division of arts
into more and less accurate is concerned with each art in its
entirety, considering its methods, its materials, and its
manifestations. Only in such a context would Plato speak of

music as a "less accurate” art (56C). He 1s thinking here of
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the actual production of music, based on practice, on ear;

he speaks of the flautist feeling for the pitch of a note (564).
But music, we have learned already in the Philebus, embodies
also a core of mathematical rigor; the intervals are measured
by numbers (17D), and harmony as a limit sets a ratio or pro-
portion into the unlimited of pitch and time to establish
"music in all its perfection." In earlier dialogues, music is
compared to philosophy (Phaedo 614); to love (Symposium 187B);
to astronomy (Republic 530C ff.); it is recommended for leading
the soul to inner harmony (Republic 399E; 401D; 441F); we are
told that philosophy, tempered with music, is the only savior
of virtue throughout life (Republic 549B). But despite the
therapeutic value of music, the purity of its intervals, the
pattern which it sets for all ratios and harmonies, i. is a
threat to the balance of the state (Republic 424C); it is
dangerous;4 it is full of imitation (Philebus 62B, C).

The solution of this paradox is a distinction. We may
view music in two ways. On the one hand, there is musical
theory, based on the mathematical ratios which represent the
various intervals and modes and harmonies, and the mathematical
proportions which govern meter and rhythm. On the other hand,
there is making music, the actual production of notes on some
specific instrument. The first part of the art of music is
pure because it is theoretical; the other part is impure be-

cause it deals with the stubborn worlé of fact. The development

4.
Cf. Demos, The Philosophy of Plato, p. 217.




of tke theor& of music by the Pythagoreans had always inter-
ested Plato;> in the Republic (580C-531C) he says the
pythagoreans are "just like the astronomers -- intent upon

the numerical properties embodied in the audible consonances."
fe contrasts their methods with those who mMattempt to settle
problems by the ear alone," who "tease and torture the strings,
racking them on the pegs."™ Even the art of astronomy has its
empirical as well as its theoretical side: the heavens can be
studied as models, like the diagrams of geometry; but the

peffect ratios are not to be observed (Republic 529E, 5304).

This, then, is & further principle of division: we
may divide the arts into the analytic and synthetic, the
theoretical and practic&l, the pure and applied (56D). It is
an error, however, to think that this division doubles the
number of arts. There are not really two arts of arithmetic,
twvo of piloting, two of measuring. Instead, the analytic and
practical are two aspects of the same art (57C); each art is
iWOfold, although we group these parts under one common name (57D).

While this new division is closely related to the
first, it can be distinguished. The first dichotomy separated
the more precise from the less precise arts. The second
‘Separates the theory from the practice. One way of distinguish-
hng the precise arts was to observe to what degree they used

Dathematics. Now we see that mathematics itself has two aspects.

\“___—-
5‘

a A study of the fragments of Philolaus (whether they
ire genuine or not) shows how close Plato and Pythagorean
‘USical doctrine come, not only in technical detail, but also
*D philosophic implication.
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There is appllied mathematles, with which we add and subtract

the unequal units of the phenomenal world; there is pure
mathematics which deals with abstraot, uniform monads (56D, E).G
The first division, as we observed, was made on the basis of

the practical precision of the art. The Jjudgment was entirely

in terms of technique. Carpentry was accurate because its tools
and methods were accurate. The second division separates
technique, whether acourate or not, from the theory which supports
and directs it. This separatlion can be carried out for every art.
We have already seen that it ocan be done for mathematics, estronomy
and music; we pmay also separate the practical art of calculation
(Aoy|a1wv<6) from pure {(analytic} geometry (56E, 57A);7 and like-
wise for all the other arts. This double division may be repre-

sented by the following diagram:

ART
Accurate Arts Inaccurate Arts
(mathema tlos, {music, mediclne,
geometry, agriculturs,
measuring, piloting,
welghing, military strategy)

carpsantry, ship-
buildinéS house-

buijiding
Theory Pragtice Theory Praotice
pure mathe- applied mathe-
matics, pure matics, applied
ecmetry, eto. geometry.
%diaeresis)

6.
Crf. Republic 524D-526C.

7‘cr. Gorglas 450D rf.; also Aristotls, Nicomachean
Ethiecs 10%8a: a carpenter and a geometer both seek after a
right angle, but in different ways; the former is content with
that approximation to it which satisfies the purpose of his woik;
the latter, being & student of truth, looks for its essence.”
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It is possible to define the second dichotomy in terms
of the subject-matter: the theory of any art is expressed in
formulae, equations, statements of relations between terms,
definitions. The theoretical part of an art is about classes,
ideas, signs, eternal truths; the statements which constitute
the theory are certain and absolute, and no matter of fact ocan
refute them. The practical part of an art deals with the
visible world; it 1s made up of techniques and experiments,
and its statements are opinions, its products approximations.
Either aspect of an art can be pursued alone. The theory may
be studied for its own sake (Politicus 259E, 260A). This
ylelds a oharacteristic pleasure (12D}, it is good for the
soul, it has the greatest regard for clearness, exactpess and
truth. But in itself, it is relatively useless (58B, C)}; it
is laughable to have only pure knowledge and not be able to
use it (62A, B). The purest art must serve some purpose
(Euthydemus 291A-292E}, and wisdom must lead to achievement.
It is not enough merely to possess knowledge; we must use it
(Buthydemus 280 ff.).

Practice of an art may degenerate into meaningless
technique if theory is neglected, on the other hand (55E).8
The theoretical must support, assist and direct the practical.
The practical applies and makes available the theoretical. The

two parts of an art are needed each by the other, and both must

\—__—'
8.
Cf. wild, Plato's Theory of Men, p. 55.
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be present or the art will suffer. This point will be made
again in the final chapter (Philebus 62B, C).

Searching through our classification, it is perfectly
clear which arts contain the greatest degree of accuracy. The
arts which we called more exact, arithmetic, mesasuring, carpentry
and the reat, are by definition the more accurate. And in each
of these, the theoretic elements are absolute, pure and precise
(57C, D). Perhaps as a general sort of definition, we may call
the absolute truths the interest of the philosopher, for it 1is
the philosopher who 13 interested in the eternal and true,
while most people are interested only in the visible world and
the practical producte (56D; 57C, D). This does not mean, how-
ever, that the philosopher and dialecticlian has no practical
interest in the world. For, as we fave tried to demonstrate
at length, while the truths of combination are certeln -- as
certain as any, according to Plato -~ they are not of merely
theoretical interest. TFor not only do they tell us what is
good, thus setting the ends of practical endeavor, but they
tell us also (at least in outline) how these ends can be
achieved; how, that is, the good product is to be made, and out
of what ingredients. Part of the dialectical method uses mind
in its creative function, the function which is to man what the
creative cause of the good is to the universe. Dialectic, if
I am right, is neilther wholly passive, nor wholly theoretical;

like other arts, it has its practical, creative aspect. Plato's
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admission that Gorgles' art of persuasion may be more practical
than the art of dialectic (58A, B),9 therefore seems to me to
pe no more than an ironic, and possibly wistful, reference to
the faot that persuasion more often moves men than reason. I
cannot imegine that Plato seriously intends us to believe that
dialectic has no practical application; on the contrary, if we
are to teke the Philebus seriously at all, we are bound to see
that no art can be more serious nor more truly productive than
dialectic.

Nor, I think, can we count 1t against an art or sclence
that it studies the visible universe. Plato's objection is
rather against those arts which study nothing more, which see
in the universe no good cause, no created pattern. To see
nothing but the visible universe is to study the shifting facts
of opinion indeed; but this is not to contend that there are no
permenent truths to be learned from observation of the world.
For, as we have seen, it 1s preeminently through study of the
oreated world that we learn the basic truths of combination and
learn the true ends of creation.

We have already considered the question whether the
‘things in which dialectic is interested are the ideas alone.
1t remains, then, only to sum up. Socrates goes on to glorify
the Philosophic pursuit: he points out that most men who study
-“““1r—————

s 12 GBS { D SR LR 4
persuasion.
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nature study only its visible and passing manifestations {59A);
that their toil has as its goal knowledge of appearances and
transient productions only, while the philosopher discovers the
eternal verities {59A); that only dimlectio studies a truth

which cannot change (59B). Since the subjeot matter of dialectic
is everything which is fixed, pure, true and unmixed, we should
give the fairest names to those parts of the soul which use
dlalectic (59C, D). Mind and wisdom (voOS ke Ppovnois)
certainly are the philosophic elements in the soul; and these

are the very names Soorates called his candidates at the

beginning (59D; of. 11B, 13E).



CHAPTER VII - THE FINAL SYNTHESIS
(52C-55C; 59D-67B)

1. Analysis is complete, the potential ingredients
have been segregated, measured and classified; we may say the
materials are at hand out of which (£§ oy ) mind, like an
artisan (cY')}MOOP)'o/S), is to create the mixture (59E). It is
time to turn, therefore, to the final act of the art of
happiness, the creation of the good life for man. We learn
pow how the principles of combination apply, in one important
case, to the ordering of & mixture; we see how the fruits of
division can be employed by the mind when it 1s guided by the
right purpose. That part of the art which separates "like from
like" has done its Jjob; now we must separate "good from bad."
And having selected the appropriate elements, we must assign
them their relative functions and blend them together skill-
fully, forming the harmonious whole. The mind whose functions
have been so carefully discriminated must now act as cause to
fashion the very mixture of which it is a part. When the mix-
ture has been synthesized, the art of happiness will have
Completed its task.

In the present section, interest is focussed again on
the good 1ife for man. The previous discussions of division,
G0llection and the principles of combination, of the types of

Pleasure and the functions of mind are here made to pay their



394

way directly by the light they throw on the central issue.

One important passuge (59C-61C) does, to be sure, consider the
characteristics of any mixture; but it is introduced for the
purpose of establishing the true place and function of the human
mind in the good 1life. Although it is the “dwelling place" and
"threshold™ of "the good™” (6lA; 64B) to which we breathlessly
approach, all we learn about the good is how we are to "hunt it
down" (56A) in "rough outline™ (6)1A) by inspecting the nature
and qualities of the good life itself. And when, at the end,
the results of the dialogue are announced ceremoniously "to

the world at large™, these results are contalned in a list of
"possessions” which describe the good life for man (66A).

Grand and conclusive as this promises to be, at least
with respect to the good 1life for man, it i3 necessary to say
that in faot the parts of the Philebus to which we are now
turning our attention are probably the most confused, and the
hardest to decipher in the dlalogue. In general, loglc gives
way here to rhetoric and the bold announcement of results, the
most distant sort of connection 1s accepted as proof or evi-
dence, and the many ambiguities of language and of thesis which
we have already noted combine to create an atmosphere of incompre-
hensible profundity. As a result, studeants of Plato from the
days of Alexender to the present have found a blissful haven in
this part of the Philebus, for here they have discovered, hidden,
but olear and mighty (to them) -- whatever it was they were look-

ing for. Interpreters of the Philebus, too, have frequently
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turned their eyes first to the positive-sounding "hierarchy
of the good" at the end of the dialogue and have interpreted,
or tried to interpret, the rest of the dialogue in terms of
what they thought they found there.

These errors I shall avoid because I have not based
my interpretations upon these final and obscure passages. The
7118t of goods" at 66A ff. is clearly, to my way of thinking,

a sumnary of what goes before, and cannot be expected to add
anything to the more detailed passares which it summarizes.

By the same token, the selection and mixing of the lngredients
of the good 1ife may tell us something mcre of Plato's prejudices,
but it cannot tell us much more about the principlss of the
selection and combination which have already been dlscussed at
length. If the results do not follow the principles, then they
are irrelevant or contradictory; while i1f they do, they ocan
only confirm what we have already been told. I do not expect,
therefore, to uncover any new or startling truths in these

last pages.

This is not, unfortunately, to say that no diffioculties
of interpretation remain. On the contrary, the various
alternative definitions, interpretations and theories which we
have with more or less success so far presented in relative
isolation, now offer almost insuperable problems in their
application. I doubt that it is possible to unravel, with any
hope of achieving real clarity, the various interwoven meanings,

theories and definitions, some of them contradictory, which
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come together in the last pages of the Philebus. If this
conlession of defeat shows that I have failed to find the "true
meaning" of the Philebus, then I am bound to admit my failure.
In what follows, therefors, I shall do little more than try to
show how the concluding passages of the Philebus, so far as 1
understand them, bear on the results which we have already
reached. Since those results are highly inconclusive, so our
treatment of these passages will be equally inconclusive.

In introducing the aspect of dialectic which deals
with combination (Chapter IX, Section 9) I suggested, tenta-
tively, that combination could be considered as comprising
three parts, evaluation, selection and mixing. These parts
are by no means olearly discriminable in the dialogue; they
are merely abstractions which are somewhat helpful in organiz-
ing the discussion. I shall use them here again in their
application to the good life. It should be clearly understood,
however, that this division is not meant as part of the inter-
pretation of the Philebus. Even as a plan for organizing the
discussion it has its obvious shortcomings; but it will, I

balieve, serve as some sort of guide in what follows.

2. I intend, in this section, to consider the way in
which and, so far as I can, the grounds on which Plato evaluates
the various forms of pleasure amd of mind preparatory to making
the mixture of the good life. In doing this it is necessary to

review ground already covered, for the "divisions" of pleasure
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and mind were performed for the purpose of revealing the
relative worth of the ingredients discriminated. WNevertheless,
there are several points which remain to be discussed, and the
opportunity of correlating the judgments already delivered or
implied will serve to introduce the other functions of combi-
pation. I shall consider first the evaluation of mind, and
then that of pleasure.

a. The evaluation of mind, teken in the widest sense,
is a concern of the entire Philebus. The questions of how
mind is related to pleasure, what its function in the good
life is, how it operates in the universe and how it should
operata in man; these questions form, in one way or another,
the subjJect of almost every passage. Those commentators who
have held that the "analysis of pleasure" 1s the central topic
of the Philebus seem never to have considered that as good a
case, or better, could be made out that the evaluation of mind
is the central topioc; for it would be easy to show that the
analysis of pleasure 1s subservient to the demonstration of
the superiority of mind. It is not my present intention, how-
ever, to review the entire treatment of mind, but rather to
relate certain of the points already discussed to a very
Special problem concerning mind in the Philebus. The problem
is this: 4n what sense has Plato shown that mind is "akin"
to the good? We have considered how the purposes of the cosmic
mind define the good essences of everything in the world,
including man, how man's mind acts as cause to create the mix-

ture in man, and we have learned why no one would prefer & life
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of pleasure to a life of pleasure mixed with mind. But we
have not oonsidered how the results of these discussions

prove man's mind to be "akin" to the good. Yet this 1s surely
a conclusion very near the heart of Plato's argument, and one
whioh he i8 extremely exercised to establish.

It may be suggested that all Platc int ends to establish
is that man's mind must create the good 1l'fe, and that it is
therefore an indispensible means to the good 1life, and an
indispensible ingredient in the self-sufficient life. And it
may be added that this is all that his arguments tend to prove.
I agree that Plato does not, in faot, prove in any ordinary
sense of "prove" that man's mind is in some further way related
to the good; but that he believes it and intends to establish
it seems to me quite evident. This can be seen, I think, from
the following considerations. The original three "conditions"
or criteria of the good showed no more than that the good life
must contain both mind and pleasure; they made no pretense at
proving one of the two elements superior to the other. The
argument which was to award the "second prize” to mind was
introduced subsequently {22C ff.), after admitting that the
first prize went to the mixed life. At that point, Soprgtes
stated he would try to show that mind is the "cause" @*?rﬂx, 22D]
of the mixed life, so that while neither pleasure or mind would
constitute the good 1life, mind would be "that which malkes the

good what it is™ (22D},
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This then is the point for which I will contend

with Philebus even more warmly than before: that

whatever it is which, by its inoclusion in this

mixed life, makes that 1ife both desirable and

good, 1t 1is something to which mind is nearer

and more akin than pleasure (22D).

These remarks share ambiguities and confusions already
noted? the word "cause" is ambiguous, for we cannot tell
whether Plato means that mind is the creative agent which is
the efficient cause of the mixture, or that mind is the
ingredient which, by its mere inclusion in the good life,
pecegsarily implies that the mixture is good, or that mind
is an ingredient such that, unless it were included, we could
not say that the mixture had the property of being good. The
word "mekes" shares the same ambiguity: does mind "make™ the
mixture good as a causal agent, or does its presence in the
mixture logically imply the property of goodness? The longer
pagssage quoted above seems to say that mind is one ingredient
in the good 1life, and that there is another ingredient which
"makes™ it good, and that mind resembles, or is otherwise
connected with, this other ingredient. Yet this is surely
not Plato's meaning; there are never any other ingredients
named besides mind and pleasures. There are two other mean-
ings whioch appear possible. One 1s that the thing to which
mind (meening man's mind) is akin is the cosmic mind, that it
is the cosmic mind which "mekes the good life both desirable
and good." This suggestion is certainly possible, and it
would be logical because the part of the Philebus which follows

deals with the relation of the cosmic mind to the human mind,

and it tries to show that the human mind wins "second Prizg"
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just becauss of its resemblance to or relation to the cosmic
mind. Yet even in this case, the ambiguity of the "makes"
haunts us. Does the cosmic mind act as efficient cause to

make the mixed life good? Then how is man's mind to receive
any credit at all? If man's mind is caused to cause the good
life, it has no more than instrumental value, and could no

more be sald to be akin to the cosmic cause than the hammer

to the carpenter. Does the cosmic mind cause the mixed 1life

to be good in the sense that it 1s its purpose which defines
the goodness of all things? Then man's mind i1s not likewise
good, for man's mind conceives other and less valuable purposes.
And 1n any case, it would not be man's mind which made the good
life good in this sense, as we have already pointed out.

The second meaning we can give thls passage, and the
one which seems the most plausible, is that there is some
property, or group of properties, which constitutes the good-
ness of the mixed life, and that mind is "akin" to it. The
problem in this case 1s what it can mean to say that mind is
"akin" to a property. The words for "kinship" and "similarity”
are used by Plato very loosely; and I wish to examine what they
may mean in this context.

Imnedlately after Socrates has annousced his intention
of showing how mind is the cause of the goodness of the mixed
life, he says that "if my objective 1s to secure the second
prize for mind I must have weapons different from those of my

previous arguments” (23B); and what follows is the fourfold
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oclassification of the limit, unlimited, mixture and cause.
This sequence does, I admit, imply that mind is akin to
nwhatever it is whioch makes the mixed life good" for the
reasons which emerge in the fourfold clessification. Yet
these reasons, as I have tried to show, merely prove mind to
be an indispensible means to the good, whereas Plato's point,

as 1 understand it, requires that mind be intrinsically good,

in some sense an end. We cannot, therefore, consider that

Plato has shown, up to the present section of the dl alogue,
that man's mind is intrinsically good, or like an intrinsic
good, or even better than some pleasures.

Plato's answer 1s contalned, I belleve, 1n the passages
beginning at 64B, some of which we have already discussed.
Consider, for instance, the following remark, which follows
upon a description of how the mixed 1life is constituted: ™And
what...shall we regard as the most valuable thing in our mix-
ture...? If we discover that, we can go on to consider whether
this factor in the whole scheme of things is closer and more
akin to pleasure, or to mind" (64C). The words here clearly
recall those at 22D; and in the sequel, the kinship of mind
with the properties which are said to indicate, at least, the
property of goodness is examined. It is here then, and not
in the fourfold oclassification, that the true superiority of
nind is to be established. A curious point, however, is raised
by the words "in the whole scheme of things."” This is most

saslly taken as meaning that it is the cosmioc cause which is
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most akin to reason, for it is the cause which has, above all,
been shown to be a factor "in the whole scheme of things."l
And if this were the meaning of the words, then the whole
answer would be conteiped in the fourfold classification after
all, for it was already shown there just what the relation be-
tween the cosmic cause and man's mind is. Yet in the pages
whioh follow, the cosmic cause 1s not mentioned, and the "most
valuable thing" 1s rather the property of goodness, roughly
defined by three other properties. Of course, these are
properties which belong to all good things, to all mixtures;
and hence they are a factor in the whole scheme of things also.
We must assume, then, that the phrase does not refer to the
oosmic cause at all, and that it points ahead to the properties
of a mixture which make it good.

The properties of the mixture which meke it good are,
as we have seen, beauty, proportion and truth. The problem
is to show how each of these 1s more akin to mind than to
pleasure (65B). It is true that these properties, if they
are equivalent to goodness, are likewise equivalent to the
property of corresponding to the purpose of the cosmic cause;
so that this is one connection between mind and these properties.
and it is also true that these properties belong to a mixture
because some mind made the mixture that way; so this 1is another

connection. But such connections cannot, except very loosely,

1.
This is, I take it, Hackforth's interpretation (op.
eit., p. 135 n.3).
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pe called "kinship"; what is required is some sort of
gimilarity or resemblance.2
In the discussion which follows, we observe a certain
ambiguity about the kind of thing we are to compare with mind.
Plato spesks, as we have seen, as if he were comparing mind
with properties., aAnd this impression is mainteined, to some
degree, in the sequel: at 85B Socrates proposes to compare
beauty, truth and proportion, one at a time, with miné and
pleasure; at 65C reason, truth and pleasure are examined for
their "kinship"; at 65E we are asked whether "mind or the class
of pleasures partakes more of beauty.”™ These remarks may suggest
in several ways the older theory of ideas which I have contended
was abandoned in the Philebus; they suggest that the ideas
designated by the words "beauty,'" "proportion" and so forth have
_the properties of being besutiful, proportionate, etc., so that
the ideas may be compared with mind and pleasure. It is pnot at
‘all certain, from the last quotation, that mind and pleasure are
;not also here conceived as ideas which can be compared, in point
of the properties mentioned, with those properties themselves.
I shall admit, therefore, that these intimations of the earlier

theory of ideas are quite possibly in this passage; there is

2.

Kinship can include the relation of parent to child,
80 that we might say that mind "begets" the mixture if it is
thought of as efficilent cause but the word Plato uses is
Tuyyevns and its derivatives !5\/:,0“7 fov at, 22D, 65B and
85C55 v uyy£ves -at 65B) which meagl "of the same stock " ngp
the samd sort"; and at 22D it is combined with the usual word
for similarity.
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surely no definitive way to prove that they are not. It is
also possible, however, that this is only a manner of speak-
ing with Plato, and that instead of comparing minds and
pleasures with properties, or the ideas of mind and of pleasure
with the ideas of beauty, proportion and so forth, what he
really wiskes to do is to ask whether minds and pleasures have
the properties of being true, besutiful or proportionate.

It may be suggested now that if Plato is asking whether
minds and pleasures have these properties, there is no com-
parison being made at all. Plato, it may be said, promised
to show that mind was more akin to the properties which make
a thing good than pleasure, but now he is simply asking if
mind has these properties to a greater extent than pleasure.

I agree that this is the case. But it makes sense; for, if
my interpretation is right, it 1s particular entities which
alone ocan properly be called good, so that what Plato should
try to do is show that minds are more llke these entities
than pleasures. The comparison, therefore, 1is actually between
those entities already shown to be good (mixtures)} and minds
and pleasures, where the comparison is wlth respect to those
properties which constitute the goodness of an entity. And
this comparison is performed in two steps: <first by deciding
what the properties are which constitute the goodness of a
mixture, and second by asking whether minds (or pleasures)
have those properties.

Before going on to consider Plato's conclusions, thers

are two remarks which must he made. The first concerns the
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pasis of the comparison about to be performed. The discussion

pegan, we remember, by the construction of the mixed 1life

(61D ££f); it was then proposed to investigate the product to

discover what 1t was about it which constituted its goodness;

and the purpose of this, in turn, was to help decide whe ther

mind or pleasure was most akin to whatever it was that made

the mixture good (or, as we have now interpreted it, most akin

to the mixture with respect to those properties that make it

good). The trick in this reasoning, which is intended, of

course, to demonstrate the superiority of mind in every way,

is that the mixture itself was Jjust constituted on the

assumption that mind must be the leading element. It will be

po surprise, then, if the mixture, on exemination, is found

to have just those characteristics which a produet of a mind

must, according to Plato, have. This kind of circularity in

reasoning, which we have already noted in the section on mind

in Chapter IV, undermines the validity of Plato's argument.

But 1t does not show that the position is false, or even that

there 1s no evidence for it; it merely shows that Plato has

not proven his point. It is a moot gquestion, here as always

in Plato, whether Plato considers his arguments logically

¥alid, or only more or less convincing indications of the truth.
The second remark concerns how it is that the properties

@83ignsd to mixtures can meaningfully be predicated of minds or

Pleasures. Plato tells us that a mixture is a mixture (i.e.,

1s &o04) becuuée it has proportion and symmetry. From everything
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that has gone before, this obviously refers to the relation
between the parts of the mixture: Just such parts as mind
and pleasures. low then can minds and pleasures be compared
to the mixtures which contain them with respect to the
relations between parts? One possible answer, the obvious
one, 1s that minds and pleasures are also mixtures. 7Pleasures,
or many of them at any rate, have been judged by their relation
to the mixture of health. And, it was pointed out searlier, if
the relation between parts of a mixture is to be conceived as
a numerical proportion, then perhaps all the parts must be
assigned numerical values by being considered as mixtures of
opposites. Yet despite these considerations, it is hard to
g8ee how the good pleasures can be considered as mixtures.
They arise, to be sure, while the body is in the state of mix-
ture called health. But how are such pleasures nixtures?®
It is even more difficult to imagine how a mind could bs a
mixture; there is nothing in the Phllebus to suggest this in
any way. Yet we are now asked to believe that the very
properties which make a mixture a good mixture (61B) apply,
above all, to minds!

It is tempting to assume that the doctrine here 1is

S0 obscure that we must abandon all attempt to find a clear

3.

I disregard the fact that Plato calls the pure
pleasures "uamixed,” for unmlxed there means unmixed with
pain: it i1s a virtue, not a fault, to be unmixed in that
sense,
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meaning.4 But the temptation i3 a wrong one; there may well
be some meaning in the present passage which even if it is not
unambiguous and loglical, will throw light upon the rest of the
dialogue. There are, therefore, two ways we might alleviate
the difficulty we are discussing. One 1s to admit that the
properties which make a mixture good are not peculiar to a
mixture at all, and that in fact other things besides mixtures
may be good. The other is to find some sense, however remote,
in which a nind could be considered as a mixture. And it will
be conceded, I think, that a case can be made out for both
these views. For the first, 1t may be argued that even an
ingredient of a mixture which 13 not 1tself a mixture may be
seid to have a sort of derivative value 1f it is capable of
entering into a mixture, and as such to be superior to some-
thing which is not. In particular, the property of being
moasurable is, in a sense, applicable both to ingredients and
mixtures, and it is only if the ingredients are measurable
that the mixture is. For the second view, it may be said that
if the notion of a mixture is sufficiently generalized, then
whatever is measurable is a mixture; for to be measurable, a

thing must have disoriminable parts. Considerations like

4.
It is this passage which led even Shorey, who has
nothing but contempt for thoss who cannot "understand"” Plato,
to remark "The chief value of this argument...resides rather
in the ethical and psychological analyses that lead to the
conclusion than in the conclusion 1itself" (¥hat Plato Said,
P. 326).




these, vague and unsatisfaoctory as they may be, serve to glve
some meaning to this part of the Philebus.

Now let us turn to the passages in which Plato tries
to show that mind has the properties which make something
good -- in other words, that mind 1s good. The examimtion
is of both pleasures and mind, and takes up, in succession,
the properties of truth, measuredness and beauty. The aim,
in each case, 1s to show that the property may be predicated
more truly or completely of minds than of pleasures.

Truth 1s discussed first; pleasures, Plato remrks,
are the "worst of all impostars" (65C) while mind is "either
identical with truth, or is of all things the most like it,
and the truest" (65D). This quotation shows cl=arly that
when Plato speaks of mind as being identical with or similar
to truth, he means only that mind has the property of being
true, elther fully or partially; otherwise he would not say
that mind is the "truest" (&)\v)Qt’o\rumov)

with respect to "measuredness" QAET?IOquﬁ which is
now substituted forlMEﬁPov G}vaSvPov and;pSTF:oTQS), we are
told that mind has more of it than pleasure; for there is
"nothing more unmeasured than pleasure and intense enjoyment,
nor anything more measured than reason and knowledgé™ (65D).
agaln we note that in the end the test 1s whether minds {or
pleasures) have the property in question. Let us also notice

> ’
that, for the first time, knowledge (iﬂ1¢7q}n1) is added, as

408,



if it were the same thing, to mind (voos ),5

Finelly, Plato asks, '"Has mind more part in beauty
than pleasure, that is, is mind more beautiful than pleasure,
or is the opposite the case?"” (65E). The answer, of course,
is that mind is never ugly, while the sicht of anyone enjoying
pleasures, "especially the greatest pleasures,” 1s one of
nextreme ugliness" (65E-664).

Now we must consider how it is that, in Plato's
opinion, mind may be sald to be true, measured and beautiful.
In the case of pleasures, we see that it is not always the
pleasures as such, but rather the life of pleasure which is
examined. This is perfectly clear in the case of beauty.

But also in the case of truth we are told that "even perjury
is forgiven the gods" when they are in love; in other words,
the person who lives the 1life of pleasure is not truthful.
And of course the life of pleasure is not the good life: it
is an unlimited, and cannot have the properties which make

a mixture good. Does Plato mean us to take his remarks about
mind in the same way, as applylng to the life of mind? This
is, I think, one of his meanings. The life of mind, while

impossible for a mortal, is "divine" (where "divine" applies

S.
Voos is the term for mind through almost all of this
passage. Yet at 65B ¢pévnms served as a synonym, and at 65E
Ppévnais 1s added to voss as EmreTAun was at 65D. One can

only conclude that, at this point, Plato draws no distinction

409.

between these terms. Yet a page later (66B), vods and Ppdvnais

are clearly separated from ¢mdvrAun . One can hope to prove
very little from Plato's use of such words.
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to gods morally superior, presumably, to those who perjure
themselves in love); no doubt Plato did still believe, as in
the earlier dialogues, that the pure life of mind was the
"best"™ in many ways. But this meaning i1s not consistent with
most of the Philebus. The life of the mind is pnot the good
life, and it has been specifically rejected in favor of the
mixed 1life. The good life contains both mind and pleasures.
This argument cannot serve, therefore, to prove mind alone
better than pleasures. In what sense, then, is mind true,
measured and beautiful?

Is it that mipd is superior to pleasure judged as an
ingredient in the good 1ife? On this score, though, we recall
that the pure pleasures have been shown to be "true," measured
and pure, and that they spring from the contemplation of pure
beauty. Plato's arguments might show mind to be superior to
many pleasures -- all those which were demonstrated "false,"
impure, and ugly -- but not superior to the pure pleasures.

Is Plato, as often, "forgetting" the pure pleasures in order
to prove the superiority of mind? Or does he mean that mind
is superior because all functions of mind are relatively true,
and so forth, while only some pleasures are so? This would
certainly be a weak conclusion; for there would be.no reason
at all to judge the pure pleasures inferior to mind.

If there are answers to those questions, then they
must lie elsewhere. I will now enter my own suggestion as

to the kind of consideration which I believe lies behind
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pPlato's position, a suggestion made in full knowledge of

the fact that it is impossible to prove, and easy to show
inconsistent with some aspects of Platonism. The objections
have, in one way or another, already been discussed; I will
therefore conclude this section by stating briefly my own
interpretation.

We must, in the first place, concentrate our attention
on the attribute of truth. Beauty is from the first explained
only in terms of the other two properties of mixtures, and we
are not told enough about it to use it as an additional clue.
Plato's meaning seems to be simply that aesthetic considerations
alone would lead the fastidious away from pleasure and towards
the stald dignity of the intellectual life. Measure also
appears to be closely related to truth; that only those things
which can be measured can be truly judged is one of the main
themes of the dialogue. In any case, we are not told anything
which would enable us to say, in any other sense, that mind
was measured. Truth, however, is the attribute which, as
Plato says, 1is most directly related to mind. But there is
no sense in holding that mind is true {although, needless to
8ay, Plato could probably "prove" this in the same way he
proved pleasures true and false); what is true is rather
knowledge. It takes no straining of the text to transfer the
argument from mind to knowledge for, as we have seen, vous

¢Pévﬁ¢"; and Enw¢rﬂ}u\ are all loosely conflated in the



present section. This much, as far as it goes, is, I think,
obvious: 1t 1is the function of mind to have knowledge, and
knowledge 1is by definition true. Thls connection hetween
mind and truth 1s almost certainly what Plato means when he
says that reascn is "identical" with truth or is at least
the "truest thing in the world™ (65C).

We see here again how inconclusive the discussion of
the cause of the mixture was. For it 1s not mind as creative
agent which is Judged good because true; it i1s knowledge. The
evidence which tended to show that man's mind might be cause
of the good life was no evidence at all, if this is right,
that man's mind is good; if it 1s good, it 1s because man knows
the truth. But, as we have seen, there is nothing in the
discussion of the cause of the mixture to prove that man knows
the truth. It is only if he does that mind is good; yet it 1is
on the assumption that this has been proven that man's mind is
shown to be the "cause of the goodness" of the mixed life.
Possibly the true connection between truth and the good life
is contained in a brief hint at 40B where we are told that
the gods will not permit & good man to be deceived; in other
words, we must simply take it on falth that truth and goodness
go together!

What we must do, I think, 1s abandon all hope that the
connection can be explained through the notion of mind as the
cause of the mixture, and revert to our earlier discussion

of the first definition of the good. In that discussion, it
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will be remembered, it was proposed that many passages in the
Philebus, and the present passage in particular, oan best be
understood as based on a definition of the good which identifies
it with permanence of some sort. At that time we fastened our
attention on the property of symmetry or proportion. Now we
especially notice truth. But in both ocases it is, in the end,
permanence in which Plato is interested.

The connections between mind and knowledge and permanence
are, in Plato's philosophy, so manifold as to defy brief dis-
cussion. Ve may merely mention, then, that in the Phllebus
these connections focus on the permanence of the good life itself.
Knowledge is, for Plato, that which has for 1ts subject matter
unalterable truths. Some of these truths concern, of course, the
pature of the good life itself, so that mind is thus shown indis-
pensdble to the man who wants to live the good life. And we can
also say that it is only the man who has knowledge of these
Permanent truths that will have a true and permanent end, which
i3 to create a mixture. For we recall that only ends "exist"
without becoming; that we can "never get a permanent grasp on
anything that is devoid of permanence™ (59B), and that the good
differs from all else in that "a creature that possesses it per-
manently...has never need of anything else" (60C), Of all
possible lives, therefore, the good life is the only one which
is & permanent object of knowledge, for only it remains unchang-
ing; and only the man who has the good life as the object of his
‘mind can 1live the good life. At this point, epistemological and

Ontological permanence merge, for the actual good and the ideal
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good are alike permanent, and permanent objects of knowledge.6

This argument, or one like it, seems to me to lie
beneath Plato's contention that mind is like the good. For
this argument not only shows why mind is necessary to the good
1ife -- that was easy enough to prove -- but also why it (or
rather its knowledge) is like the good life. Whatever may be
said in favor of the view that permanence is what makes the
good life good may be sald ian favor of the view that knowledge
is good, for it is surely permanent. This general interpretation .
is also supported, in certain ways, by the attack upon the "mixed®
pleasures, for they are judged "false"™ partly because they are
constantly altering; they are impermanent themselves, and hence
are not objects of true knowledge. We shall consider this aspect
of the attack on pleasures presently.

This concludes our discussion of how mind (or knowledge)
can be said to be good, which was the main subject to be con-
sidered in the evaluation of mind. Before turning to the
evaluation of pleasures however I wish to touch on a problem
subsidiary to the one with which we have just dealt. This
problem concerns the relation of dialectic to the other forms
of knowledge.

In the last chapter we outlined Plato's division of

the forms of knowledge, noting that the test of the purity and

6.

The objections to this view, as well as the reasons
for it, have already been stated at length. I intend it to have
neither more, nor less, force here than was awarded it in previous
portions of this thesis.
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truth of any art was the degree to which it used measure and
mathematics. There was also a division into the theoretic and
practical aspects of each art, and it was pointed out that
theory can ve more precise than practice. The theoretical
aspect of art -- or some arts, at least -- was said to be the
concern of the philosopher. Those arts, we were told, which
"involve the effort of the true philosopher are, in their use
of measure and number, immensely superior in point of exactness
and truth" (57D; of. 56D, E).

These remarks serve to throw some light on our previous
discussion for they indicate, in a general way, the connection
between measure and truth. To Plato's way of thinking, only
what can be precisely stated can be certainly true, and only an

"art which uses measure can make precise judgments. It is difficult
to say, however, just what Plato means by measure. In the section
on the division of forms of knowledge, measure seems to be identi-
fied with mathematical determination of some sort. We learn that
those arts which use instruments which give numerical readings
are more precise than those which do not, and that such an art
a3 mathematics 19 more precise when it deals with number in the
abstract than when it is applied in particular cases. But in
any case, the "truest" and "purest” element in every art, the
element which makes it capable of precision and truth, is
"numbering, measuring, weighing"” (SSE). Nor can the numeriocal
aspect of measure be considered unimportent in the scheme of

the Philebus as a whole, for it undoubtedly explains why Plato
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wants to define goodness in numerical terms. If the art of
happiness, the sclence of value, is to yield true judgments by
Plato's standards, then it above all must use measure and number.

1 do not mean to enter again into the question how good-
ness can be defined mathematically; on that point I have sald
what 1 could.v The problem I wish to discuss here is the relation
of dialectic to the other arts. At the conclusion of the section
on the various arts, Plato separately mentions dialectic, without
indicating its place<in the scheme of division with any clarity.
Dialectic, of course, 1s more precise than any of the other arts,
and its statements are absolutely certain and true. The problem
is, 13 dialectioc a separate art with a separate subjeot matter,
or is it, like exact mathematics, oﬁe aspect of every art? And
ir dlaleotic is more precise even than theoretic mathematios,
why does the good need to be defined in mathematical terms? And
does this mean that dialectic, being only the most theoretical
aspect of an art, has no practical aspect?

I cannot pretend to give entirely satisfactory answers
to these questions. I cannot, for instance, explain in what way
Plato thinks dialectic both uses mathematics (in defining the
good) and yet is more precise still. The suggestion made before
still seems to me the best possible, namely that methematics 1is
clearly a priori and Plato wishes us to think that the philosophic
method is also a priori, amd, if possible, even more precise.

7.
Cf. particularly Chapter II, Section 9 and Chapter
IV, Section 6.
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put if there are a priori truths which are not mathematical,
put are at least as certain, then I cannot explain why goodness
pust be defined in muthematical terms. I can only sugeest that
since Plato never does succeed in giving a really mathematical
form to his definition of goodness (except perhaps in the case
of a few particular goods) it may be that he never intends a
strictly mathematical account of goodness. It may be, as we
have previously implied, that the concept of "measure" is meant
to be capable of the kind of semi-mathematical determination
which is just as precise as mathematics.

What ars we to say about the relation between dialectic
and the other arts? Here we must, I think, distinguish the
various functions of dialectic. Division and colleotion are, it
seems to me, bart of every art, or every preclse art. This was
shown by the use of division and collection in the specific arts
of music and letters. There these parts of dlalectic functioned,
apparently, as necessary devices for "learning, discoveriﬂg and
teaching™ in those flelds. In those cases, at least, dialectic
would seem to have no speclial subject matter of its own. It
would be true, in a sense, that the dialectical part of the art
was concerned with ideas and the reletions between ideas while
the practical part of the art was concerned with application to
particulars; but the 1deas involved would be just those relevant
to the special art, and could hardly be said to form a special
sub ject matter.

Combination is different, however. It concerns itself
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with the description of valuable things, of ends. It is
theoretical, for it deals with permanent truths, but it is
essential to every art if that art is to pursue valuable ends.
Should it then be taken as part of every art, or should it ve
taken as standing outside every art and setting goals for it?
Combination evaluates the elements which go into every good
thing, and tells how, and on what principles, these elements
should be mixed. And the artisan working in any fleld should
surely have this knowledge. Yet Plato just as certainly thinks
an artisan can, and usually does, work without any knowledge of
dialectic. If such en artisan works for good ends, this can
only be because they are set for him by someone who does know
what the good ends are. Yet how could an artisan ever produce
a good product unless he himself knew the proper ingredients
and how to mix them? In other words, how can any art succeed
at all unless it incorporates the knowledge yielded only by
dialectic?

This 1s, to my way of thinking, a serious problem in
the Philebus. And I confess that my own view of the nature of
combination is no solution to the problem at all; it helps to
say that division and collection are really just aspects of
specific arts, for that tekes care of them. But combination,
which is the part of dialectic which makes it truly valuable
and necessary to the good life, the part which in fact proves
that mind is superior to pleasure, remains in an ambiguous

position. I am inclined to say that Plato thinks of combination
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as an autonomous sclence, the sclende of final ends, and that

it stands outslde and above the other arts. I am inclined to the
view that in the Philebus as elsewhere, Plato considers that
combination has its own subject matter, which 1is the determination
of the nature of intrinsically good things. But I see that this
view has great difficulties, and I cannot advance it with confi-
dence. It seems to me that this attitude of Plato's (if it is
his attitude) gains oredibility chiefly from the fact that Plato
never quite makes clear whether combination does set the ends

for arts like music and grammar, or whether it sets ends for
other arts as music and grammar set their own ends. Part of

the ambiguity springs from the question what the ends of such
arts as music really are. ¥or in the end, the only arts upon
which Plato ever turns the full power of dialectic are those
concerned with the good life, either individually or corporately.
It may be that the real solution lies somewhere in this direction:
that the only final ends are those revealed by the arts of happi-
ness and politics, and that by setting these, dialectic sets the
ends for all other arts. And in these highest arts, it may be
that dialectic finds its only unique subject matter, a subject
matter not shared by any other art. It 1s a peculiarity of
dialectic, acoording to Plato, that it is "the faculty in our
Souls naturally directed to loving the truth and doing every-
thing for the sake of truth” (58D). The truth of which Plato

1s thinking is the true end of life, for we only do things for
the sake of ends (54C). Dialectic thus takes on, in a special
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way, a causal nature, for knowledge of truth and love of good
ends are, finally, indistinguishable.

b. We turn now to the evaluation of pleasure in the
gg;;gggé. We have considered in detall the classification of
pleasures, which included most of the pertinent passages deal-
ing with questions of the worth of the various kinds of pleasures,
It remains now only to review these passages and the arguments
in them in an attempt to find the basic assumptions on which the
final decisions with regard to the value of the kinds of pleasures
are based.

We note first a definite ambivalence in the treatment
of pleasure which runs throughout the dialogue. One of the main
lines of thought in the Philebus is that all pleasures are not
alike with respect to their value, and that some are intrinsically
bad while others are not. Yet in many passages of the dialogue,
Plato speaks as if all pleasures were evil, or at least only to
be tolerated in as reduced a scale as possible. On the one hand,
Plato wants to prove that the good life contains both mind and
pleasures; on the othar hand, he is anxious to exhalt mind at
the expense of pleasure by making pleasure as unimportant as
possible. These two aims quite obviously collide in the Philebus
to the detriment of the argument. And the confusion which result
from this duality of aims is heightened, it seems to me, by cer-
taln ambiguities of terminology and theory which have already
been noted. The chief of these derives, I think, from the ambi-

guity concerning the function of man's mind in the mixture. This
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ambiguity resulted from the double meanings of the phrases
"cause of the mixture™ and "what makes the mixture good."

This led, we remember, not only to the uncertainty as to
whether it was the cosmic mind or men's mind which "makes the
good 1life good," but also the associated uncertailnty as to
whether man's mind should be viewed primarily as an ingredient
in the mixture of the good life (which it certainly would be
rroh the point of view of the divine purpose) or as the cause
of the mixture (which it would be if it were really man's mind
that creates the mixture in man). These confusions carry over,
in more than one way, into the treatment of pleasure. The way
in whioch these confusions influence the treatment of pleasure
vhich is pertinent to our present discussion is this: Iif we
think of man's mind primarily as causal agent, and therefore
assume the point of view which would place man's mind outside
the mixture it creates, then the mixture itself would be com-
posed entirely of pleasures. If, on the other hand, we view
man's mind as part of the mixture, and as part, in fact, of

any real life whatsoever, then pleasure can only be one part of
such a 1ife. Accordins to the second attitude, it is not hard
to see that some pleasures may be bad, but others may be good,
4n the mixture with mind. On the first view, however, it is
8asy to think of the possibility of a 1life made up entirely

of pleasures, to which mind may be added as an ordering cause,
Or from which it may be subtraoted to leave an "unlimited" life.

It is this theoretic possibility (which Plato denies as possible
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in fact) of a "pure" life of pleasure (i.e., a life made up
entirely of pleasures without guldance of mind or inclusion of

any noetic functions whatsoever) which leads to confusions in

the evaluation of pleasures. For, on Plato's theory, a life

made up entirely of pleasures, no matter what those pleasures
were, would be unlimited, and hence bad (or at least no mixture).
And this argument leads Plato, sometimes, to think he has proven
all pleasures to be inferior. All he has proven, as he is

anxious to point out at other times, is that the 1life of pleasures
only (if it were possibls) is not the good 1life; but this does not
show that some pleasures may not be good i1f they are incorporated
in the mixture with mind. It does not even prove that what "makes
the good life good" may not be the inclusion of pleasure; for

mind may be necessary only in order to balance and select the
appropriate pleasures. The demonstration that pleasure without
mind is not the good 1ife does not prove anything about the value
of pleasure except that it is not identical with the good; yet,
because of the confusions noted above, Plato sometimes seems to
feel that it proves very much more.

These considerations serve as some explanation, I think,
of one of the mysteries of the Philebus, namely the scant treat-
ment awarded the "pure™ pleasures. It sSeems a mystery because
so much of the main argument of the dialogue depends upon their
existence; if it were not for the pure pleasures, the "mixed"
1ife would not be mixed at all, and the demonstration that

pleasure is "many™ rather than "one" would fall to the ground.
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Yot not only does Plato give very little space to his treatment
of the pure pleasures, but he also ignores their existence at
crucial points in the argument. The partial explanation,

derived from the considerations above, is that Plato is afraid
the hedonist, seizing upon these pleasures, and interpreting

mind as a mere instrument for attaining them, would reduce mind
to a means, and judge pleasure ("pure" pleasure) the true end.
And, as we have seen, this is a theory which, while it would be

a real modification of naive hedonism, would fall very short of
Plato's intentions. For Plato wishes to prove, of course, not
only that mind is cause of the mixture, but also that it is the
most valuable ingredient in the mixture, and, in some sense, like
the mixture in value. This, I think, is why Plato accepts the
second interpretation, in which mind is considered as an ingredient
in the mixed life, and in which the whole scope of pleasures, in-
Stead of being treated as the field of potential elements to which
mind could set a limit, is rather pared down to the minimum,
Although I believe we can make sense out of this second inter-
Pretation (the one which Plato, for the most part, espouses},

I doubt that Plato served his own conclusions very well by using
the scheme of analysis of the good that he did. I think Plato
Wuld have done better if, from the start, he had not tried to
Prove that mind {or its functions of knowing and remembering,
8tc.) 13 an end, but that it is indispensible in knowing and
8ttaining the end. But since Plato would hever agree to this,

he would have bolstered his arguments better by using a scheme
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of analysis which (unlike the scheme of the Philebus) did not
suggest such an interpretation. Many of the difficulties of
the dialogue result from Plato's attempt to escape the apparent
implications of his own soheme of analysis.

In any ocase, that the pleasures which salvage what 1is
possible of the hedonist's position should receive such slight
attention in the text in spite of the importance which they
play in the structure of the whole, is typical of the moral
tone of the Philebus. While the dialogue stands as a partial
defense of pleasure, and insists repeatedly on the fact that
some pleasures are good, yet the vigour with which the evil
pleasures are attacked, the ease with which the whole class of
pleasures 1is lumped with the bodily pleasures, and the lukewarm
pralse awarded the pure pleasures all show clearly that Plato
never lntended a real compromise between hedonism and the anti-
hedonism of Socrates and the early dlalogues. This 18 not, it
might be suggested, a necessary outcome of the analysis of
becoming, the criteria of the good, and of the technique of the
art of happiness outlined in the Philebus.

These considerations are by way of introduction to the
main point; what we wish chiefly to discuss are the grounds on
which, in general, Plato judges all plesasures inferior to mind
and most pleasures as incapable of limit. And while the points
we have just touched upon bear on these matters, they do not

indiocate the major arguments which Plato levels against pleasure.
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Let us first review the remarks Plato makes in the
gection in which he compares mind and pleasures with respect
to the characteristics which make someth ing good. 1In that
section, we remember, he says, with respect to truth, that
"pleasure is the worst of all impostors,” and that the ex-
perience of pleasure excuses perjury, even for the gods (65C).
Concerning measuredness, we are told that there is "nothing
in the world more unmeasured in its character than plsasures
and intense enjoyment" (65D). And finally, we detect in people
" enjoying pleasures -- especially the greatest nleasures -- "an
element either of the ridiculous or of extreme uglimess" (65E,664).

On what grounds, now, is pleasure judged to be untrue,
unmeasured, and ugly? The last criterion, that of ugliness, we
may, I think, again disregard, not because it is unimportant,
but because it is not independent, but follows from the others.
‘Let us consider, then, the statement that pleasure is unmeasured.
This means the same thing as to say that pleasure is unlimited.
fle have already considered the sense in which a life of plsasure
is unlimited since it provides no limit by itself and without
mind. This is the only sense in which the pure pleasures can
be said to be unlimited. How are individual pleasures, regarded
83 potential ingredients in the good 1life, unlimited? One way
in which most individual pleasures {we shall for the time being
8xclude from discussion the pure pleasures) are unlimited is
this: they result from a bodily condition which is not a mix-

ture. Since health is a mixture, and most plsasures result
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from a change in bodily condition toward health, it 1s clear
that these pleasures are a certain sign or indication that the
body 1is not a mixture. Thus if health is one aspect of the
good life, many pleasures are incompatible with the good life.
This is, to be sure, only a connection, although an
infallible one, between unlimit edness and these pleasures. It
does not dimctly show these pleasures to be unlimited. This
can be shown, however, according to Plato, by the followlng
consideration. Pleasures which result from bodily alteration
are, of necessity, slways changing themselves. They must
terminate. And furthermore, they are always, and inextricably,
connected with paln, for reasons already explained at length,
Thus such pleasures are themselves unlimited, in one primary
sense of "unlimited" which means "impermanent" and "always

" in this case to a condition of greater pleasure

going on,
or of less pleasure or of pain.

If the mixed life were really definable as a numerical
ratio or proportion, then it seems likely that the unlimited
character of some pleesures would, in itself, exclude them from
the good life., For unless some numerical value can be sSet on
each pleasure, it is impossible to see how such a pleasure
could be a term in a ratlo. But because Plato does not show
how the good 1life is a numerical ratio, he must rely upon
arguments which broaden the meaning of the term "measure."”

Just as in the case of mind, the exactitude upon which 1its

knowledge was based turped out to be like mathematics because
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of the certainty with which its objects could be judged, so

in the case of pleasures, Plato turns to arguments which show,
in his opinion, that most pleasures are not capable of being
accurately judged. Thus the unlimited aspect of pleasure
becomes dependent, in the end, on its relation to mind. It

does not satisfy Plato to prove that individual pleasures are
unlimited because they are always changing; he wants as well

to show that they are unlimited because they are incapable of
being measured. Thinking again of the cause of the mixture

as external to 1t, we are meant to see that whatever cannot

bs truly Jjudged cannot become part of the stable and rational
pattern of the good life. If it now be sald that the attack
upon pleasure is not independent, but rests upon the assumption,
first, that the good life must be, in some sense, permanent, and,
second, that such permanence can only be achieved by a mind
woxking with elements capable of being "measured" truly, then

I shall agree. The attack upon pleasure does, in the main,
assume the very points which 1t set out to prove.

The conslderations above, if they are accurate, show
why it is that Plato concentrates so much of his argument on
broving that pleasure 1s "false." They show also that the
8valuation of pleasure, like that of mind, rests first upon
the ocharacteristic of truth, and that both, therefore, rest
finally upon the criterion of permanence. But the connection
1s vague and difficult. Mind 1s good because its knowledge

ds Permanent, and because this knowledge is the only knowledge
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on which the permanent good life can be based. Pleasure is
inferior because it is not a permanent object of Jjudgment,

and because, for this reason, it cannot be part of the

permanent good life. Mind and pleasure are alike judged with
respect to "truth," but mind is true because what it knows is
true, while pleasure is false because it cannot be truly known.
Yet truth itself is a convineing criterion of wvalue only because
it is, acoording toc Plato, essentiasl to the permanence of the
good life.

The results of this discussion are, as predicted,
highly inconclusive. While I would hold, as before, that the
chief oriterion of value which Plato advances is that of
actual physical survival or permasnence, and that elements in
the good life are judged, more than by any other one criterion,
by their contributions to this end, yet it is clear that this
is too simple a view to account for all that Plato says. It
is true that the second general basis of value which we have
discussed, the teleologlcal view, helps to fill in some of
the gaps by giving to mind and its purposes a special importance.
But neither of these interpretations alone, nor the two together,
can logically explain the relation between physical permanence
and truth which Plato relies upon to prove, in one way, the
superiority of mind and, in another, the inferiority of

pleasures.

3. We may now consider the selection of the ingredi-

ents for the final mixture. Theoretically, we have been
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disocussing, in the previous section, how the potential
ingredients are evaluated; using this information, the task

now 1s to decide which ingredients should be rejected and

which retained in the good 1life. But of oourse the discussions
actually overlap, for much of the evaluation was on the basis
of whether or not a potential ingredient would make a good
ingredient; pleasures were largely considered on thls basis,
and mind was partly judged on its ability to create and main-
tain the good life.

There is one passage, however, in which Plato directly
gtates which ingredients are to be chosen for the mixture
(61D-844A). Let us, then, summarize this passage, so that we
may see, 1f possible, the basis on whioh the selections are
made.,

Starting with mind, and with the purest part, we must
first consider what we called the theoretical aspect of art
(61D, E). This kind of knowledge cannot be a cause of dis-
proportion or alteration; there is no reason to exclude 1it.
Further, such knowledgs, which is of unalterable truth, is
pleasant and desirable in itself (63B, C). Therefore there
is reason to include it. But of course much more can be said
for pure knowledge than this. It is pure knowledge which, as
We found, supplies the farmal structure of every art. As such,
it provides one necessary part of many arts upon which the good
life depends, arts of husbandry, health and politics. Above
all, i1t includes combination, which defines and describes good

8nds, and the good life.
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But such pure knowledge is not sufficient (62A). The
man who oannot apply his wisdom, who 1is "master of the divine
circle and sphere, but is ignorant of our human sphere and circle"
cannot build a house; indeed, he cannot even find his own way
home (62B).8 This would be a "laughable" state, to be interested
only in pure knowledge. We must then admit the practical arts,
or the practical aspect of each art; "othirwise our life will
not really be a 1ife" (62C). Living implies doing, and doing
requires teohnique as well as theory. It is necessary to cope
vith the empirical world despite the fact that we may never
reach perfection when we do; opinion and approximation are less
elevated than pure theory, but just as necessary. For the
practical arts supply the material conditions of the mixture
"throughout 1life" (63A). On the other hand, we cannot omit
the theory, as the analysis of the arts showed, or the practice
will become misdirected. The lower forms of art are safe only
if we have the highest (62D).

Now we may conslder pleasure. Our analysis of pleasure
revealed that some pleasures are not mixed; they do not result
from a related pain. These pleasures can be judged precisely,
and can enter into a proportion or ratio for this reason. They

are harmless, and desired; therefore they should be admitted

Cf. Wild, Plato's Theory of Man, p. 30: "The
theoretical understanding is by 1ts nature abstract, and
incapable of the broadest synthetic sweep. Contrary to a
widespread misconceptlon, 1t is only with a view to practlce
that theory achieves its most inclusive integration..."
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to the mixture (62E). Some of these pleasures spring from
the exercise of reason itself; thege are most closely related
to mind (63E). Others also, while bodily in origin, are not
related to pain; such are the aesthetic nleasures (51B ff.),
which are capable of limit (52C), and therefore eligible for
the mixture. The pure pleasures correspond to this extent
with pure knowledge: both originate in a passive bodily state.
Pure knowledge springs from speculation on chengeless verities;
pure pleasure springs from observation of simple forms and
colors. In both cases the subjJect plays the role of observer.
Is there a practical or necessary farm of pleasure
whioch corresponds to the practical aspects of the arts (62E)?
0f this possibility we have not spoken before., Such might
be the pleasure of oreation {as opposed to the pleasure taken
in the created object), the satisfaction of the builder, the
pllot, or the doctor in his craft. These necessary pleasures
must surely be included. In addition to these, there may be
others which are necessary in another sense: the pleasures
which accompany the functions necessary to preserve life. The
pPleasure of eating to restore health 1s related to the pain in
which we lost 1t; but eating enough plain food to maintain

health may falrly be called a necessary pleasure (63E).9

9.
Cf. Republioc 558D ff.: Among pleasures "there are

those of which we cannot get rid, and those the satisfaction of

which 18 a benefit to us. Our nature cannot help seeking to

Satisfy these, so they may fairly be called necessary.” Luxurious
eating is unnecessary; eating enough to maintain health is necessary.
Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics 1147b, says "The necessary sources of
Pleasure are those connected with the body: I mean such as the
functions of nutrition and sex."
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Finally, there are the pleasures which "oconsort with
health and temperance," and which "attend upon virtue in
general” (63E). Typically, these are mentioned almost as an
afterthought, and never receive notice, one way or another, in
the rest of the dlalogue; they are not even included in the
final list of goods.

How about all the other pleasures, which have been
ocalled "mixed™ and "false" and "unlimited" for one reason or
another? Socrates makes the test dramatic by "asking" the
other parts of the mixture whether they can cooperate with
these pleasures (63A, B). But the question is asked, strangely,
only about the violent bodily pleasures, those which our
analysis of pleasure classified as mixtures of two bodily
passions.lo These pleasures are rejected by the mixture,
for they clearly are disruptive forces. They disturb the
soul, preventing the arts from coming into being at all, or
destroying the productions of the arts (63D, E).ll Here then
the art of happiness must imitate the "kingly art"™ of politics
by "ocasting out by death or exile"™ the parts which disrupt the

harmony of the whole (Politicus 308E).

‘10,
At GQD these pleasures are called "intense," "great-
est,"” "maddening ; these words were used only of one division of
mixed pleasures (cf. 45A, "greatest," "intense"; 45E, "maddening").

11,
Cf. Timaeus 86B ff.: '"Among the gravest disorders
of the soul we must rank exocessive pleasures and pains," for a
man in this condition "ocan neither see nor hear aright; he is in
a frenzy and his capacity for reasoning 1is then at its lowest."
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A serious question remains., What of the less violent
mixed pleasures, the pleasures of anticipation, of laughter,
of bodily restoration? These, which in the analysis of pleasure
were not called violent pleasures, constitute the great majority
of all pleasures. By the strictest standards, they are impure;
they can be false; .they are unlimited. Many of these pleasures
are nevertheless desired and Plato does not here show that their
inclusion would be harmful to the mixture. Plato'’s reticence
in treating this great residue of impure but relatively harmless
pleasures calls attention once again to the moral prejudice of
the Philebus. Instead of showing carefully why the less intense
"mixed"” pleasures must be omitted from the good life, Plato
instead skips this very interesting point, and lumps all the
unlimited and unmeasured pleasures together with the most
violent plesasures. He thus makes his case very easy to prove,
but in doing so he fails to enlighten us on just the most
ticklish point. The "necessary" pleasures may be intended,
of course, to cover the pleasures of eating, exercise, sex
and so forth; yet if they do, this would seem to admit through
the back door some of the very pleasures against which Plato
has leveled his strongest attacks; while if they do not, there
would be some gquestion whether the good life were practicable
or, above all, sufficient. There is apparently a conflict
between the oriterion of sufficiency and the exclusion of all
the "mixed" pleasures which Plato never discusses. If some

mixed pleasures must be included in order to satisfy the



criterion, then we would like to know which ones, and on
what basis, and to what degree.

Looking now at our summary of the present passage, we
must try and decide on what grounds Plato has based .his
deoisions. The basis whioch is proposed, and actually used to
a certain extent, is the purity and truth of the potential
ingredients. In previous passages, both forms of knowledge
and pleasures have been divided roughly into two main cate-
gories, the true and the less true (or false). Plato suggests,
then, that only the true kinds be included (61D, E). And
indeed, the true forms of knowledge and the trué pleasures are
admitted chiefly on the basis of their truth (61D; 62E; 63E).
This much of the selection, as far as it goes, may be said to
be in line with the mailn results of the dialogue. The "true”
element s are those which for one reason or another make for
permanence and can enter into a ieasured and symmetriocal whole.

Curiously enough, however, the rest of the selection
does not follow closely the criteria and evaluations already
set forth. We would expect, at this point, that the functions
of mind would be selected partly on the grounds of their
oreative power in making and maintaining the mixture, partly
on the grounds of their ability to seize and hold to good ends.
The mixed pleasures we would expect to find excluded on the
basis of the fact that they cannot be part of a proportionaté

whole because they cannot be truly Judged. But instead of

434,
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using the more detailed and preclse criteria derived from his
discussions of mind and pleasure, Plato turns back to the
vaguer conditions of the good 1life which were originally used
to decide in favor of some mixture of pleasure andi mind. These
were, we remember, that the good must be complete, sufficient
and desirable. It is surprising that Plato turns back to these
conditions because they were used merely to select the mixed
life above the pure life of pleasure and the pure 1ife of mind;
but they did not suffice for the more complete analyses of the
good mixture which followed. These conditions were suggested
as requirements which any satisfactory life would have to
satisfy, but they were not taken as a full description or
definition of the good life. One is tempted to feel that if
these condit ions would, after all, have sufficed to indicate
how the good 1life was to be constructed, then very much of the
Philebus was adventitious. But of course this is to put alto-
gether too much stress on the present passage. It would be
better simply to confess that the present passage 1s not meant
to summarize the full results of the dialogue, and that Plato
expects the wise reader to see how ths analyses and principles
of the earlier sections can be applied in detail.

' The tacit use of the three conditions of the good can
be seen in the employment of such criteria as "need," "necessity",
"usefulness," "advantageousness" ard “"harmlessness" in the
DPresent passage. The notion of need or necessity occurs twice,

once in the discussion of the "impure™ forms of knowledge (624),



once in the discussion of the necessary pleasures (62E).

The argument, of ocourse, is that these are needed if our life
is to be any life at all (62C). This is the argument from
sufficiency; the good life will not be sufficient to life if
it does not include the practical arts and the necessary
pleasures. It will, perhaps, be said that this result can

be derived from the concept of the mixture, for the goodness
of the mixture depends, on one interpretation, upon the in-
clusion of elements which make it tend, as far as possible,
to maintain itself. This is perfectly true; Plato might have
used this argument 1n the present discussion. But to have
used this argument as the basis of selection would have re-
quired a detalled examination of the parts of the mixture as
they stand in relation to one another, and then a Jjudgment of
each possible mixture with respect to i1ts ability to remain
just that mixture. This Plato does not do; instead he relies
upon the more general and common-sense attitude based upon
the notion of "suffiolenoy." Sufficiency implies permanence
and proper relations between parts for Plato, so that the more
detalled criteria are suggested by the present discussion; but
they are not employed.

It is logical that any ingredients which actually
inhibit or destroy others should be eliminated. For this
reason, the notion of harmfulness is applied to each potential
ingredient. The inexact forms of knowledge are found to be

harmless (63D); so also are the pure pleasures (62E; 63A; 63E)

436.
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But the violent pleasures "put countless obstacles in the

way" of knowledge, "disturb with frenzy"™ the souls in which
knowledge dwells, "prevent" knowledge from ever coming into
being, and "utterly ruin" the other functions of mind (63E, E).
It might equally well be argued, on these grounds alone, that
it 1s mind which inhibits the gross pleasures, so that while
both mind and these pleasures cannot be included, perhaps it

is mind which should be eliminated. But of course Plato
intends us to remember many of the results he has reached else-
where; not only are the functions of mind better than the bodily
pleasures, but they are necessary to the existence of the good
life in a way in which these pleasures are not. And finally,
the gross pleasures inhibit each other, and make for violent
pain.

What is interesting about the use of the notion of
"harmfulness" 1n selecting pleasures and functions of mind 1is
not that it is so much cruder than the criteria which have been
worked out in the dialogue, but its suggestion that, after all,
if something is not harmful, and is desired, then it should be
included. This principle, the principle of plenitude, is
suggested, at least, by the conditions of completeness and
desirability. Desirability, to be sure, is not equivalent
with the property of being desired; nevertheless there is a
hint in Plato's use of the word that implies that there is
something good about what is desired provided it is harmless.

The condition of completeness seems to bear this out; it
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requires that the good inolude everything which will make it
more desirable: the good life cannot be improved; no addition
will make it better. Of course there is a logical hitch here;
"desirable" strictly means "good," and "good" means "permanent"
or "the purpose of the cosmic agent.” And there is no proof,
on either definition of goodness, that plenitude must be a
principle of the good life. Yet Plato quite clearly does apply
the conditions of desirability and completeness in such a way
as to suggest that the principle of plenitude should operate.
By the principle of plenitude I mean only that of those potential
ingredients of the good life which give satisfaction to men, as
many should be included as possible within the bounds set by the
other conditions. In other dialogues, Plato stated the dootrine
quite clearly. "There should be no secret corner of illiberality;
nothing can be more antagonistic than niggardliness to a soul
which is ever longing after the whole of things both divine and
human" (Republic 486A).12 The creator of the good should not be
Jealous of the existence of any part which is not destructive
of harmony (cf. Timaeus 29E).

Can we say that Plato has observed the principle of
plenitude in the Philebus? It is difficult to tell, because,

as we have seen, the very pleasures to which the prinoiple

12,
Cf. Republic 586 D ff.: The Jjustice of mind is not
to stunt the pleasures, but to lend them the purity and truth
it can: it should see that each harmless plsasure receives
the gratification appropriate to it, that each function enjoys
the pleasures proper to it and the "best and truest of which
it is capable."
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might pertinently be applied are never discussed at all in

the final passages of the Philebus. The question whether the
vast mass of "mixed" but non-violent pleasures are "harmful”

is never ralsed. Not all of them are excluded, because scme
are necessary; we must assume that the rest are excluded, but
we are pever told why. The simple conditions on which the
present passage depends give no clear answer about these
pleasures; this may explain why Plato does not bring them
forward for scrutiny. On the basis of the full discussion of
pleasure, there would be reasons to exclude all mixed pleasures
from the good life, as we have seen; but the actual rejection,
on tha basis of these detailed considerations, is never explained
nor even explicitly performed. We must, therefore, remain
unconvinced whether there was not some "secret corner of

illiberality” in Plato's judgment of pleasure.

4., There is, in the Philebus, a hierarchy of elements
of the good life which 1s only partly made explicit. I am
thinking now not of the hierarchy of value, but of the hier-
archy of control (upon which, partly, the hierarchy of value
is based). What is shown is that mind organizes and directs
the proportioning of the good life, and may, therefore, take
oredit for it. But Just how mind controls the pleasures which
are inoluded and gives them the limit needed to relate them to
the rest of the mixture, is never shown. Even the intricate
Telation between mind and pleasure revealed by the discussion
of opinion and "false™ pleasures is never utilized to help

describe how, in the good life, pleasure and mind may work
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together.

Anyone femiliar with the Republic is bound to be
surprised, I think, that the hierarchical structure of control
and of functional relationships which plays such a dominant
role in that dialogue 1is never directly discussed in the
Philebus. Such a hierarchy is, of course, assumed in the
Philebus; it lies behind the proof of the superiority of mind;
it lies behind the proof of the unlimited character of the
mixed pleasures. Yet what largely emerges is the Jjudgment of
relative worth of the potential ingredients, with no direct
statement as to their functional interrelations.

I do not mean that we cannot infer, with some degree
of success, what these functional relations are, and what,
therefore, the hierarchy of control should be. What is sur-
prising is that these relations and this hierarchy are not,
in the last part of the dialogue, made absolutely clear. The
reason they are not 1is, I think, due largely to the use of
the figure of the "mixture™ and the related notion that the
connections between the "ingredients" may be expressed as a
mathematical ratio or proportion. The simple analogy of
"mixing" wine and water in the right proportions (61C) tends
to obscure the fact of functional relations between parts
which is so important in the good life or the good state. The
notion of ingredients which differ in no respect but relative
value may have been useful to Plato in proving mind superior

to pleasure; but 1t tended to obscure what might have been a
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valuable account of the true and proper functions of each.
And in the end, it made for more difficulty than clarity for
it is on the difference of function that the difference of
value is finally based. As we have seen, the attempt to
evaluate mind and pleasure on the basis of the same criteria
was never really successful; it required the labored attempt
to show how pleasures can be "false,” and resulted in the
confusions concerning the function of mind in the good life.
It is difficult not to feel that here Plato served his own
ends poorly by choosing, in his anxiety to prove with a
moralist's finality the sinfulness of pleasure and the divinity
of reason, a scheme which threw into shadow the true npature of
the difference between them.

The process which we have called "mixing," using
Plato's term, is really, then, far more than a mere matter
of bringing together the right elements in the right propor-
tions: it is in fact a matter of deciding the proper
functional relations of these parts to one another. That
these relations should constitute a hierarchical structure
is not, of course, necessary. But it is typical of Plato's
bhilosophy that he should so think of them, and in fact much
of the Philebus, as we have seen, depends upon the assumption
of a hlerarchy of fuanctions., It may be of some value here to
assemble some of the passages in the Philebus which yield hints
as to how Plato conceives the relations between the parts of

the mixture. Such an assembly cannot be expected to reveal
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any novelties, but it may serve to summarize this aspect of
the art of combination.

Foremost in the hierarchy of relationships is mind,
and among the functions of mind, foremost is the theoretical
sclence of dialectio. It may be that dialectic alone would
be useless, and that the "pure" philosopher would be laughable;
but no other art, pleasure or activity is of any worth unless
it is directed to valuable ends, and it is dialectic which
knows and desocribes such ends. It 1s dialectic which knows
the eternal truths, not only of division, but also of com-
bination, so that it knows what the good is really likse.

Since its object is the real, what does not change (584), it
may be said to know ends, for it is ends which exist (54C),
and for the sake of which everything is done. Nor is the end
an abstraction of some sor$; it is real, and can come into
being (65A, B; 26D). Thus the highest function of mind stands
in many relations to the mixture of the good life: it descoribes
the "incorporeal ordered system for the rightful control of a
corporeal subject" (65B); i1t "governs" and "regulates" the
elements of the mixture (28D); it is directed towards "doing
all for the sake of truth® (58D); and finally it may be said
to create the mixture itself (30B).

In its manifold tasks, the highest function of mind
must judge accurately the value of each of the other elements;
this is why they must have "measure" and "truth.,"” Mind must,
first of all, not be deceived about itself: 1ignorance is an

evil (49D), but the worst sort of ignorance is to be deceived



about one's own wisdom (4BE-49A). We have already described
how theory must direct practice in each of the arts if they
are not to degeneraste into mere unthinking technique; but

the practical arts, or the practical aspects of the arts can
"do no harm" if one has the theoretical and pure parts to
direct (62D}, Pleasures, even the pure pleasures, cannot
direct or limit themselves: they are, "like children, com-
pletely destitute of reason" (65C). Some pleasures may become
limited by the action of mind, but "pleasure 1is, in itself,
unlimited, and belongs to the kind that does not and never

will contain within itself and derived from itself elther

beginning, middle, or end" (31A). This is why pleasures are
"not in themselves good, though some of them sometimes and
some how Qhuire the character of good things"™ (32D). This
character they qﬁuire, of course, through the limiting and
ordering action of mind.

It does not tell the whole story to say that mind
must direct and 1limit pleasure; for the pleasures need various
functions of mind in order to realize their appropriate char-
acter. Even the hedonist needs mind in order to know that he
is enjoying himself (21B), to remember past pleasures, to
calculate the degree of his enjoyment, or to estimate future
Joys (21C; 60D, E). But more than this, the pleasures them-
selves find it "disadvantageous™ to be without mind; they
"cannot do better than have the family of knowledge to live

with us, knowledge of all things in general and of each of

443.
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ourselves in particular to the fullest exteat possible"™

{(63B, C). Mind does not "spoil" the pleasures, as the hedonist
contends; on the contrary, it "preserves them" by establishing
among the pleasures a "law and order” and a limit (26B, C).

As Plato says in the Laws (6534, B), goodness conslsts not

only in having the right pleasures, but also in consenting

to the rational account of their value.

5. The final section of the Philebus (66A-67B)
summarizes the main results of the dialogue, and emphaesizes
the victory of mind at the expense of pleasure. Aside from a
reoapitulatibn of the salient aspects of the debate, the chief
interest of this seotion lies in a fivefold list of "goods"

which 1s obviously intended to serve as the coup de‘grace for

the hedonist as well as to provide a handy outline of the out-
come of the argument. Into this brief section, as we have
mentioned before, the scholars have poured their grandest inter-
pretations. Fortunately, the deflation of these schemes has
been accomplished by other scholars who have had their own, but
different, schemes to propound. Ve will consider that the

score is even, and not enter the debate.1®

13 - !

There 18 a rather full summary of the various views
which have been held on the "fivefold classification" in Bury,
The Philebus of Plato, pp. 169-178. Bury gives a moderately
restrained interpretation himself. Hackforth states that "the
passage is perhaps not so difficult or mysterious as has been
usually supposed"” (Plato's Examination of Pleasure, p. 137},
although he has a rather fanciful explanation of the exclusion
of "truth"™ from the list (pp. 138, 139). Shorey concludes that
"The main purpose of the scale in the Philebus is to satisfy
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Actually, considering the vast controversies which
have raged over it, the passage is surprisingly clear and
free from difficulties. It is introduced as the outcome of
the previous discussion in which pleasure and mind were
welghed against the three properties which constituted good-
ness, measure, truth and beauty. In a semi-humorous vein,
Soocrates proposes that the results be broadcast by messengers,
The statement of the 1list contains a number of phrases intended
to guard against too literal an interpretation.l4

The list constitutes a description, from no one fixed
viewpoint, of the good life for man. It 1s, Socrates says,
a list of "possessions” (66A), arranged in the order of their
value, The order is not to be confused with the "hierarchy
of control" which we discussed in the last section; the matter
of the functional relations of the parts is not specifically
mentioned here, although the principle of functional relation
is named. Of course, when it comes to the ™"ingredients™ of
the good life, the order of value corresponds to the hier-

archical order of control. But this is, in one sense,

Plato's feelings by removing pleasure to the fifth or sixth
place...The scale may suggest other metaphysical meanings, but
they are not to be pressed or taken too seriously or erected
into a system. There is no real obscurity in the passage...”
(What Plato Said, p. 327).

14.

The first place is "somewhere near" measure, etc.;
and even then, the term is given tentatively. Second place 1is
also "near" whatever is denoted by the terms given. Third place
("if I divine rightly,” says Socrates) is occupied by mind -- at
least "this isn't far from the truth.” It is even slightly un-
certain whether or not there is a sixth place, for Plato lightly
ends with & quotation.
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accidental: here we are, as in the previous passage of the
Philebus, merely evaluating the various elements. And this
list is no new evaluation, but is merely meant to ennumerate
the results of the forgoing evaluation.

The last three items on the list give no real diffi-
culty. They oonstitute all the ingredlents in the good life.
First among the ingredients is, of course, the pure, theo-
retical aspect of mind; second come the practical arts; third,
the pure pleasures. A minor question arises over the precise
terminology used to name the two sorts of knowledge, to which
the answer can only be that Plato is not here, any more than
elsewhere in the dialogue, using words with technical pre-
oision, and he has said as much in the present passage.
Another minor difficulty is the apparent absence of the
"necessary" pleasures and the pleasures of virtue and health
mentioned at 62E and 63E. But these were simply inserted
without previous mention there, so that their omission here
is no special mystery. They may be mentioned, somewhat
ambiguously, in the "sixth choice" of the present passage
(66C). But the point has been made, in any case, that all
pleasures come in the fifth or lower place (if they are
included at all), and this is really all Plato is interested
in showing. A summary cannot be expected to enter into the
detail of the passages it summarizes,

The first two items on the 1list provide the only

problem at all, and even here the diffioulty is a mild one.
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The ingredients of the good life have been exhausted with
the last three; the first two items are clearly properties
of the mixture. Nor are any of the properties named new;
they merely repeat the properties previously used to
charaoterize the mixture of the good life.

The "first of all possessions," acocording to the
list, is "in the region of" measure, the measured and the
appropriate (}LéTFo(, To )uérf;m/, To Ko(.,/:ov). The second
is "in the region of" the symmetrical, the beautiful, the
complete amd the sufficient ("Pc: o\é)a}.\arpov Kol KoASv Ko} n}
TE 2oy Ko\ 1K¢réﬂ. Obviously the properties named here are
derived from two prior lists, the one immediately preceding
this section, with its three "marks™ of the good, and the
earlier one which gave the three oriteria or oconditions of
the good. Now let us consider the present fivefold olassi-
fication with this in mind;

It is quite impossidle to try to maks a distinction
between }}éqhw and )AéTPDOV ; the "first possession" 1is
merely in their "region™ in any case. And looking back at
the previous section, we notice again that Plato there draws
no distinction between ’AéTrOV and the derivatives of }Léﬁ?olo)
(64D; 64E; 65B, etc.). Symmetry {or proportion) was likewise
on that list, but it was also considered a synonym of measure.
Beauty of course was another of the three marks of the good;
it was hardly distinguished from symmetry.

It is now clear that a very good part of the "list of

.8oods™ in 66A ff. can be derived directly, and as we should
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expect, from the discussion which immediately precedes it.

As a matter of fact, every one of the five possessions is to
be found there. And some hint, even, of the order of the
possessions is to be found there: for measure was named first,
and special emphasis was placed upon it. After it were named
beauty and truth. Then among the ingredients, mind was, of
course, placed before pleasure. The two aspects of mind were
not separated; but their order can be derived from the
discussion at 62A ff. Finally, we notice that two more of
the properties mentioned in the final list are derived from
the "three criteria” of 20C, D: these are completeness and
sufficiency.

The only property which 1s mentioned for the first
time in the final 1list, then, is To K%(POV. And it cannot
provide a problem if we take the list at all seriously; for
each position on the list is, in effect, one position. The
"region" of measure, the measured and the appropriate is one
region, so that Plato thinks he 1s adding nothing new by this
"new" word. The fact is, we are meant to take these three
as one, just as we are meant to take the four in the second
position as one, or as we were specifically told to take the
three marks of the good in the previous discussion as one (654).

There is thus only one problem of any interest at all
which we can raise about the list, and that is what the
distinction between the first place and the second place is.

This is a problem because measure and proportion, which were
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lumped together as one property in the previous discussion,
are here placed on separate levels; while beauty and pro-
portion, which were there at least nominally separated, are
here placed on the same level. How, then, are we to evaluate
the difference?

I think, in the first place, that it is entirely
posgible that Plato did not intend us to find any great
significance in the order of the first two positioms. It
seems extremely unlikely that he could have attached great
importance to the matter, since, as we have just seen, there
is an obvious conflict in terminology between the list and
the classification which it is mmant to summarize. And, as
we found on examination of the previous section, all of the
characteristics tend, on Plato's vague usage, to merge into
one another; everything is in one way or another "akin" to
everything else, and kinship soon comes to be treated as
identity (cf. 65D). To attempt to draw any conclusioas of
importance from the order of the first two positions seems
to me, therefore, altogether absurd. The same remark applies
precisely to the exclusion of the property of truth from the
list. Truth, as we have seen, is said by Plato to be
practically identical with reason (a pun in 66B implies that
truth may be included in the third rank); and measure is the
characteristic which makes true Judgments possible. Truth
runs through the top three layers of the list by a series of

associations which are definitely, if not oclearly, set forth
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agaln and again in the Philebus. And of course truth applies
also to the practical arts and the pure pleasures, although
to a lesser degree. These remarks, it should be understood,
are not intended to explain the precise nature of the list

of goods, but to indicate why it is useless to try to dis-
cover any deep and mysterious explanation.

Probably the most plausible, and certainly the most
generally accepted, theory about the order of the first two
"possessions" is that the first names the properties which
the ingredients of the good life must have while the second
names properties particularly applicable to the whole mixture.15
Thus, it is said, measure is a sharacteristic which each part
of the mixture must have {for reasons explained at length};
it ocorresponds, in many contexts, to truth. Appropriateness
particularly, it is held on this theory, refers to the fact
that each ingredient performs its proper or appropriate
function. Symmetry, beauty, completensess and sufficlenay,
on the other hand, are sald to be properties of the complex
whole, the entire good life. It is maintained, and with some
reason, that these are properties which could not apply mean-
ingfully to individual ingredients, while they are properties
which have been applied, in earlier parts of the dialogue, to

the mixed life.

15,
So Hackforth, op. cit., p. 138. Hackforth adds,
"as between the first and second, the order is, I think, not
really ethical but logical." Cf. Bury, op. cit., p. 178.
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This theory cannot but zain credibility when we com-
pare the scheme it would establish with that of the Republic.
1t does not seem to require much interpretation to recognize
in the last three items of the list in the Philebus the three
aspects of the good man, wisdom, courageous performance, and
desire. 1In the second place we find, in the Republic,
temperance, whioch is the "friendly harmony" of the parts
(Republic 442C); this may correspond to proportion in the
Philebus. And, at the top, in the Republic as in the Philebus,
{if this interpretation is valid), we find the virtue which
assures that each part performs its proper function. For this
virtue, which applies to each ingredient in turn, establishes
also the right relations between the ingredients, and thus is
the condition and the cause of the proper mixture. The follow-
ing passage from the Republic may, therefore, be a summary of
the meaning of the characteristics placed at the top of the
1list in the Philebus, and indicate as well their relation to
the others:

...the just man does not permit the several elements

within him to interfere with one another, or any of

them to do the work of others, -- he sets in order
his own inner life, and is his own master and his own
law, and at peace with himself; and when he has bound
together the three principles within him, which may
be ocompared to the higher, lower, and middle notes of
the scale, and the intermediate intervals -- when he
has bound all these torether, and is no longer many,
but has become one entirely temperate and perfectly
adjusted nature, then he proceeds to act....always
thinking and calling that which presserves and
cooperates with this harmonious condition, Just and
good action, and the knowledge which presides over

it, wisdom, and that which at any time impairs this
condition, he will call unjust action and the opinion
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which presides over it ignoranoe.l6

Comparison with the Republic, as well as other con-
sideratlons, thus lend oredence to the view that the highest
property of the good is for each of the parts to occupy its
proper place and to perform its appropriate functions, while
the second highest property is for the whole formed of these
parts to be harmonlous and proportionate and complete. And
as long as nothing of importance is deduced from this order,

I see no harm in accepting it tentatively. But it should, I
think, be made oclear that only the most arbitrary interpre-~
tation can pretend to prove some metaphysical superiority of
one of these properties to the other. For in fact each implies
the other; it 1s only 1f the parts are right that the whole is
right, and only if the whole is right that the parts are
properly related. And, to further cast in doubt any very
precise determination of the difference between first and
second place, the property of measuredness, which stands first
on both the final list and on the list of properties which
characterize the good, 1s, in Philebus 64C, unambiguously said
to be a property of the mixture as a whole. It is introduced
only after the blending of the parts has been accomplished,
and it 1s then asked "what...shall we regard as the most
valuable thing in our mixture, that which makes an arrangement

of this sort ocommend itself to us all?" The answer is, that

16.
Republic 443D-444A. Jowett translation.



453.

it is measure which is "the cause which makes any mixture...
possess high value" (64D), for "any compound...that does not
by some means or other exhibit measure and proportion, is the
ruin both of its ingredients and, first and foremost, of it-
self" (64D, E). In the face of this, who can maintain with
oconfidence that measure, the "first of all possessions,” is
surely meant to characterize each of the ingredients of the
mixture, but not the mixture as a whole? Perhaps we should
conclude, rather, that the properties of the good are, in
Plato's estimation, too hard to grasp and too inacoessible
to the fastened meanings of words, to state in categorical
form: about the things that are good, he can tell us the
relative value, but around the good itself, the mystery

remains wrapped like a shroud.
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