(Soph.
254C)

ABOUT PLATD'S PHILEBUS

A lecturs given by
Jacob Klein
at S5t. John's Collegs
May 20, 1971

To speak about a Platonic dialogue, about a Platonic dialogus,

means to do violence to it., A sense of puilt will, therefors,. be

a continuous source of pain within me while I am speaking., But I
cannot resist the temptation to shed some light, some moenlight,

as it were, on the Philebus., I hope you will forgive me-=I cannot--
for sounding extremely pedantic, for speaking much longer than I

should, and for making it sometimes very difficult for you to follow,

Let me state five basic points on which my talking about the Philebus
will rest.

First: a Platonic dialogue is not a treatise or the text of a
lecture; it is not comparable in this respect to a work of Aristotle
or, for that matter, to any of Plotinus' Enneads as edited by Por-
phyry. A Platonic dialogue is usually a drama, a mime, in which what
happens cannot be separated from what is said and argued about,

Secondly: however seriocus the purpose and the content of a
Platonic dialogue, its seriousness is permeated by playfulness; in-
deed, as we can read in the sixth letter attributed toc Plato, serious-
ness and play are sisters. The comical aspect of a Platonic dialogus
can never be completely disregarded.

Thirdly: no Platonic dialogue can be said to repressent that might
be called and has been called the "Platonic doctrine.” The dialcoue
may well hint, though never "with perfect clarity,” at genuine and
ultimate thoughts of Plato, the thinker. The Sophist, for example,
does that most certainly. But an unimpeachable source provides us
with more direct information about Plato's thinking that he himself
ever put down in writing. This source is Aristotle, who spent twenty
years at that place of leisure, the Academy, and heard what Plato
himself said. I assume that we have to pay attention to Aristotle's

reports, never forgetting that Aristotle has his own way of des-

cribing other peoples® thoughts, a peculiar terminology rooted in his
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own thinking and not in the thinking of those other people about whom
hé reports,

Fourthiy: in the last two centuries scholars, not sll, but most
of them, have tried to understand the Platonic dialogues as belonging
to different stages of a "development" in Plato's own thinking. Now,
it is of course possible that Plato, in his long life, changed his
visws on many and perhaps even on most important points. But to
follow a Platonic dialogue means to take it as it is, as ons whole,
in which the interlocutors play a definite and unique role and in
which what is said and what is happening doses not depend on anything
that is said and is happening in any other dialogue, Before we could
understand any "devslopment"” in Plato's thinking, it is incumbent on
us to understand each dialogue in its gwn terms. This understanding
is not helped by assiogning & dialogue to a certain period in Plato's
1ife. VYety, in the case of ths Philebus, it will not be unimportant
to take notice of the time this dialogus was written--not in ovder to
track some "developmental" deviation in Plato's thinking, but merely
to establish whether certain statements in the dialogue may refer to
somebody s conspicuous behavior within the Academy in Plato's later
days. And, happily enough, there is gensral agreement that the Philebus
is a late dialogue, although some of the reasons for this dating might
be gquestionable.

Fifthly: every word in a Platonic dialogue counte, and for some-
body in the dialogue to remain silent may count even more. That's why

talking about a dialogue must necessarily remain insufficient,

And now let us approach the Philebus. The conversation takes place
in Athensy we do not learn exactly where; it may be at a gymnastic

school or at a wrestling school, What we read is a part of a vaery

long conversaticn which begins some time in the afternoon. There are
three interlocutorsi Soccrates, Protarchus, Philebus; many young men,
half a dozen or a dozen perhaps, are listening. Socrates is, well,

Socrates~-a man devoted to inquiries and discussions and a friend
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and lover of youth, Protarchus is the son of a well known Athenian,
Callias. Philshus is not known at all, He is one of the few person~
ages in the Platonic dialogues, like Callicles, Dictima, Timaeus, in-
vented by RPlato; if they do not vamain nameless, like the Stranger from
Elea and the Stranger from Athens, their names are appropriately coined.
The name of Philebus indicates that hs is a "lover of youth"--as Socrates
is, Philebus sesms to be young, but slightly older than Protarchus and

all the listening young men around them.

The title of the dialogue as it has been handed down to us is Philsbus,
This title is never mentioned in the writings of Plato's contemporar-
ies, Aristotle refers to what is gaid in the dialogue at least eight
times, mentioning Plato onca. There seems to bs no reason, however,

to doubt that the title "Philebus"™ is genuine. Moreover, there is

one good reason which speaks forcefully Tor its authenticity. The
dialogue contains 2,369 lines (I did not count them, but somebody

did)}. OFf these 2,369 lines only 23 are spoken by Philebus (those I
counted). He raises his voice altogether only 14 times. Under these
circumstances, who else but Plato could have chosen the name of Philebus
for the title of the dialogua? There will be more to say about this

matter later on,

The main question raised in the dialogue is: What is the best human

1ife? And this question has to cope primarily with the all-pervasive
feeling of pleasure, common to all living beings=-haunting, filling,
mocking us. All of us--without exception--want to bse pleased in
thousands and thousands different ways: we zeek to lie down or to sit
comfortablys we like hearing things that flatter usy we enjoy oood
company, witiy words,; good drink and food; we delight in traveling,
in geoing to the theater or to the movies, in loocking at beautiful
things; we love carssses, precious gifts, wild emotions; we loose
ourselves with rapture in exerting power, in sexual satisfaction, in
ecstasies, and so on, and so on., A list of pleasures like the one I
have just given is not to he found in the dialogue, but an infinite

number of possible pleasures is implied in the arguments we are facing.
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It is Philesbus who looks at Pleasure as the highest good, who sees
in Pleasurs not only the best of human possessions, but the goal after
which all living beings strive, Pleasure (é§§¥4) is the goddess he

worships. And quite a few of us, I think, follow him.

Socrates doss not. He contends that there is something better and

more desirable than pleasure, to wit, thoughtfulness in déciding how

to act (té ¢80Vé?V), the apprehending of what is intelligible only

(£6 voelv ), the power of memory (t® memvicfde) and that which is akin

to these, right opinion (§o%« 30641 ) and true calculations (4Aq@els

Acyu&;&vé}; but Socrates carefully adds that these powsrs are better
and more desirable than pleasure for those beings who are able to
share in these powersi only to beings who have this ability will these

powers be profitable, now and in the future.

This juxtapositien of both contentions, of that of Philebus and of

that of Socrates, is made by Socrates very shortly after we begin
reading. It is introduced by Socrates with the following words:

"See, then, Protarchus, what the assertion is which you are pow to
accept from Fhilebus, and what our assertion is, against which you

are to argue; if you do not agree with it. Shall we give a summary

of each of them?" These words are the very first words of the dia-
logue. But what strikes us immediately is that they cannot be under=-
stood as indicating the beginning of a conversation: they just continus
what was ssid beforey iT they were the beginning of a conversation, the
vocative ﬁ;g?béw{)ﬁ& would be preceded by PR (’23 /3”29455&@/6, and not simply |
Hpuwrsgke)s and the words "then" (4% ) and "now" (vovi) would not be
used, Listen again: "See, then, Protarchus, what the assertion is
which you ars now to accept from Philebus..." The dialogue has no
true beginning., Nor does it have a true ending. This is the last
sentence we read spoken by Protarchus: "There is still a little left,
Socratesy you will certainly not givs up before we do, and I shall re-
mind you of what remains." UWe do not yet understand why the dialogue

has no heginning and no ending. But we see (and this is important),
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when ws bagin reading, thet Protarchus hes to take ouver the theais
upheld by Philsebus. lore about that later.

Enjoyment and thoughtfulhess are the two banners that Protarchus and
Socrates are respectively waving. The life of pleasure and the life
of thoughtfulness face each other., But it becomes clear immediately

(11 D) that Socrates is considering some other life supsrior to both of them.
He will keep reverting to this third life. It will fipally be described
in the last pages of the dislogus.

What follows the juxtaposition of the two views, that of Philebus and
Protarchus on the one hand and that of Socrates on the other, is
Socrates' insistence that pleasure has many different aspects: "For,
(12C)  when you just simply hear her named, she is one thing, but surely she
takes on all sorts of shapes which are, in & way, unlike sach other."
Socrates gives two simple, though sionificant, examples: the pleasures
of a licentious man are very differant from those of a self-restrained
man, who enjoys his very self-restraint; the pleasures of a fool are
very different from those of a thoughtful man, who enjoys his very
thoughtfulness. WNo, says Protarchus, the sources of pleasure may be
different, may have an opposite character, but "how can pleasure help
(12D/E) being of all things most like plsasure, that is, like itself." VYes,
says Socrates, color and figure are what they are, but colors and
figures can be very, very different and sven, in the case of colors,
most opposed to each other, like black and white. Protarchus does not
see how this could make him change his mind. Socrates tries for the
third time, this time incisively, anticipating what will be said later
in the dialogpue. No argument, he says, disputes that pleasant things
are pleasant. But Protarchus' contention, which upholds Philebus'
conviction, implies that all pleasant things are good. That's what
is wrong. Pleasant things are for the most part bad and only some
are good. But you, Protarchus, says Socrates, call all of them
aood, although you might be foreed by the argument to agree that they
are otherwise different. Protarchus tacitly admits that pleasures
may be very different from each other, and even ppposed to each other,
but
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sticks to his main point that pleasures, inasmuch as they ave

pleasurss, are always good.

At this point Socrates goes back to his own contention, namely that

thoughtfulness (¢edvnees) and the apprehension of the intelligible

(vois ) are good. He adds to these-=for the first time--knowledge
(éﬁcftﬁpq) and predicts that many kinds of knowledge will come to
the fore, some among them unlike each other. Should it turn out that
some are even opposed to each other, could he, Socrates, then cling
to the point that all knowledge is alike and=-not unlike Protarchus—-

"save himself" in an absurdity?

Protarchus is pleased that both, his assertion and that of Socrates,
recelve the same treatment and is now willing to grant that there are
many different pleasures just as there are many different knowledges
(wve have to note that he doss not mention opposite pleasures and know-

ledges).

Socrates is satisfied with Protarchus' concession about the manyness
within knowledge and within pleasure and speaks as follows: YWith

no concealment, then, Protarchus, of the differentiation within my

good and within yours, but facing it squarely, let us be bold and

see if perchance, on examination, it will tell us whether we should

say that the good is pleasurs or thoughtfulness or some other third
thing.," It is the second time that Socrates reverts to the possibility
that something third may be the best of human possessions. He pro-
ceeds by strengthening this statsment by an assertion which has a

wide, wide range.

This is one-of the transitions in which the dialogue abounds (Paren-
thetical remark: in the 2nd century A.D. Galen wrote a treatise en=
titled "On the transitions in the Philsbus," which is unfortunately
not extant). Let me say a few words about the transition we are now

facing.
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Up to this point the talk was about things maosht familiar to all of us,
about pleasurs and about thoughtfulness snd about knowledge, this last
word taken in its colloquial and vague sense. The talk was concerned

about our lives in this our world. UWhat Socrates is undertaking now

‘is to lift the conversation to a level of all-embracing universality,

disregarding pleasure and knowledge altogether., He will come back to
them after a short while and then launch out to an even higher level.

Why doss he do that? The answsr is: to find the ultimate sources of

what is so close to us and usually unguestioned by us. The dialogus
seeks to 1link the most common to the most uncommon and fundamental,

To find the link will require a great deal of vigor on Socrates' part.

The manyness within pleasure and within knowledge leads Socrates to re=

mind Protarchus of the "astounding" assertions that "many are one" and

that "one is many." Thers is nothing particularly surprising and diffi-
cult about these asssrtions if they refer to visible and tangible thinos,
which come into being and perish. A man, for example, is one, but he is
also many, because he has many members and parts. But when we consider
intelligibles9 the eZQ{q of things, the "invisible looks," which can

be encountered only in speech (év A‘éx'%:), and each one of which is one
and unique; the "one. and many" problem bscomes extremely perplexing
(Socrates mentions four of the intelligibles: the One Man, the One Ox,
the One Bsauty, the Dne Good). That's where the trouble sets in. Any
ydung man; says Socrates, challenging those present; any young man, once
he has tasted the flavor of that perplaxity and thinks he has found a
treasure of wisdom, does not spare anyone, neither himself, nor his par-
ents, nor any human being, who can hear him, and joyfully sets every
possible argument in motion, confounding everybedy. Protarchus feels hit.
"Do you not see, Socrates," he says, "how many we are and that we are all
young men? Ave you not afraid that we shall join with Philsbus and at=-
tack you, if you revile us?" But Socrates?! challenge works. Protarchus
wants Socrates to find a better road tham was used up teo now and to lead

them on.

Socrates retorts that there is a better road, which he always loved,
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which is sasy to point out, but very difficult to follow. UWhatsver
fwman art has discovered had been brought tc light through it.
Socrates' description of this better road marks a new transition

in the dialogue..

Socrates calls this rgad a "gift of gods to men," which we owe to
some Prometheus together with some gleaming fire (let me remind you:
Prometheus stole the fire he gave to men)., The ancients, who were
bettsr than we and lived nearer the qods, says Socrates with dsadpan
seriousness, have handsd down to us ths tradition that all the things

which are ever said to exist are sprung from One and Many and hava,

inherent in their nature, Limit (ﬁépa; } and Infinitude (&?Te&eﬁﬁ-).

We shall come back to this point in a little while., What Socrates

emphasizes now is that we must, in every case, look for gne 6?505

(he uses the word idéx here) and next for two, if there be two, and

if not, for three or some other number; and we must treat sach of

these e¥dy in the same way, that is, subdivide each of them, "until

we can see that the original one is not just one and many and infinite,
(16D) butralso how many it is." Then we may bid farewell to infinity, bid

farewell to the 1dée of infinity.

Protarchus wants Socrates to eolarify what he has said. No wonder!
Socrates provides this clarification by pointing to the lestters of

the alphabet. The sound which we emit through our mouth can be called
one, yet it is infinite in diversity. A god or a godliks man, as an
Egyptian story tells, observed, however, that there are distinct

vowel sounds, semi-vowel sounds and consonants--in Greek 7 vowels,

3 semi—vgbéigifg,e,?), and 14 consonants, more exactly 10, if we include
the rough breathing sound h and exclude the § double consonants. This
means that betwsen the oneness and the infinitude of sound there are

definite numbers of sounds. One has to know all of thein to possess

the art of reading and writing. Socrates emphasizes the numbers of

sounds and letters. But this example of the alphabet and the example

of the numbers of musical intervals, which Socrates alsoc gives, are
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meant to let Protarchus and Philsbus and us understand that there are

numbers in the realm of the effﬁ . Later in the dialegue Socrates

will clearly distinguish betwsen numbers of unegual units, that is,
numbers of sensible things, and pure mathsmatical numbers of units,
that is, of units which do not differ at all from sach other. But

we learn from Aristotle that Plato also spoke of egidetic numbers, of

numbers of units which are themsslves nothing but ézgq o« To try to
find them means to embark upon that bettsr, but difficult road.

Protarchus and Philebus do not understand what is going on. Philebus
especially does not see what the theme of numbers, which Socrates has
injected into the discussion, has to do with the alternative of plea=
sure and thoughtfulness, which was in question. Socrates reminds him
that they were wondering how sach of them, pleasure as well as thought=
fulness, was one andvmany, and whether “each of them possessed a number
beforse becoming infinite," that is to say, whether there were GTJﬁ of
pleasurs as well as of thoughtfulness, which then are dispersed among
beings that continually come into being and perish and that live their

lives in pleasure and thought.

Protarchus 1s perturbed. He understands what Scerates is after. He
cannot find an answer to the guestion. He wants Philebus to answer it.
And he formulates the question as follows: "I think Socrates is asking
us whether thers are or are not eYJq of pleasure, how many there are
and of what sort they are, and the same of thoughtfulness." Philebus
does not utter a word., But Socrates remarks: "What you say is most
true, son of Callias." He underscores the importance of this fact by

addressing Protarchus ceremonially as son of Callias.

Protarchus is intent on bringing the discussion about pleasure and
thoughtfulness to a satisfactory end. UWe learn from what he says that
Socrates promised that he would stay on and not go home before this end
was reached. This promiss must have been given, we have to assume,
during the discussion which preceded what we read in the dialogue, and
uwe should not forget that. Protarchus demands that Socrates stop per-

plexing him and the other young men and decide either to divide him-
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galf pleasure and knowledge into their GYJ& or to let that go, if
thers be some other way to solve the matters at issue among them.
Socrates is willing to do the labter, and this marks a new transition
in the dialogue.

Socrates claims playfully that some god has just reminded him of some
talk about pleasure and thoughtfulness, which he heard when he was
dreaming or perhaps when he was awake. What hes heard saying was that
neither pleasure nor thoughtfulness was the good, but some third thing,
different from boeth and better than both. We remember, of courss,

that Socrates himself had intimated this twice, He does it now for
the third time. 1If this could be clearly shown now, says Socrates,
pleasure would not be the victor and it would no longer be necessary

to divide pleasure into its e?ﬁq « And Socrates adds that, while the

discussion proceeds,; this will become still clearer.

What follows leads to three imsights: 1) it is the lot of the Good and
only of the Goed to be self-sufficient; 2) if we take the life of plea-
sure and the thoughtful life separately, soc that the life of pleasure
is totally divested of any thought, any knowledge, any opinion, any
memory, and the thoughtful life, on the other hand, totally untouched
by any pleasure; both lives=-=in this bare form==-gcannot be conceived as
self-sufficient, as desirable and as goody 3) only a life made up of
a mixture of pleasurs and thoughtfulness and sharing in both will be
the kind of life everybody would choose.= Let me remark that Socrates
and also Protarchus list undsr the powers associated with thoughtful=-
ness the powsr of apprehending the intalligibles,VoGS, which in common
parlance may simply mean good sense. This term will now play a central
role for quite a while. Soecrates concludes: it has bsen sufficiently
shown that Philebus' goddess, Pleasure, cannot be considered identical
(22c) with the good. Thereupon Philebus raises his voice: "nor is your voos§
the goody Socratess it will be open to the same objections." Let us

(22C-D)  hear Socrates' reactions "My veuUs perhaps, Philebus; but not so the
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true vaai_, which is also divine; that one, I guess, is differsnt. I
do not as yet claim for the vous the prize of victory over the combined

life, but we must look and ses what is to be dons about the second prize."

Socratas goes on,; still speaking to Philebus: "Each of uws might perhaps
(22D) put forward a claim, one that YoUs is responsible for this cambined
life, is its cause, the other that pleasure is: and thus neither of
these two would be the good, but one or the other of them might be re-
garded as the cause /Of the combined 1lifg/." Then, turning to Protar=
chus, Socrates claims hs might keep up his fight against Philebus in
an esven stronger way and might contend "that in this mixed life it is
vous that is more akin and more similar than pleasure to that, what-
ever it may be, which makes that 1ife hoth desirable and good." As te
pleasure, he adds, "it is farther behind than the third place, if my

(22 E) ~
voug iz at all to be trusted at pressent.”

The emphasis in this passage is clearly on the terms veUs and "cause"
(“tfbov). ldhat remains unclear is the sense in which the term “cause”
is to be teken and the rank to be attributed ultimately to the vouos ,

And let us not for a moment forget Socrates' own veos.

Socrates sugoests that it might be better to lsave pleasurs and not to
pain her by testing her in the most precise way and thus proving her in
the wrong. Protavchus disagrees. Sccrates aske whather Prntarchus‘
disagrees because he, Socrates, spoke of paining pleasure. It is the
sacond time that pain is mentioned in the dialogue. It is done jokingly.,
Pain was mentioned for the iiggg time wheﬁ Socrates dealt with the
thoughtful 1ife,; totally untouched by pleasure. The way hs put it then
was this: "would anyone be willing to live possessing thoughtfulness
(29D/E)  and veos and knouwledge and perfect memory of all things, but having
no share, great or small, in pleasure, or in pain, for that mettef; but
being utterly unaffected by everything of that sort?® Tﬁe guestion,
which is supposed to be negated, when put in this formy actually in-
volves a difficulty: one would perhaps be willing to accept a thought-
ful pleasureless life, which does not inveolve us in any pain. The
third time pain will be mentioned is going to show pain as a close com=

panion of pleasure and as a real evil. Protarchus says he is not
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shocked by Socrates' phrase "paining pleasure,"™ but rather by Socrates!
apparent attempt to stop talking about pleasure altogethesr and because
(23B) Spcrates does not seem to undsrstand "that not one of us will let you
go yet until you have brought the argument about these matters to an
end." This is the second time Socrates is warned sbout leaving too

sarly.

whew, Socrates exclaims, and predicts that a long and difficult dis=
cussion lies ahsad of them. To fight the battls of the yous for the
sscond prize requires new weapons in addition to those already used.

A new beginning has to be made, and this will mean a new transition in

the dialogus.

tet us be on our guard in making this beginning, says Socratss, and wa
should indeed pay attention to thesse words. Socrates suggests that
everything that now sxists in the world be distributed in a twofold, or
rather in a threefold way. The results of this distribution are very
different from esach other. They are called by Socrates, indiscriminately
and unpéecisely;&?éq or yévq, which I shall translate by the word
"tribes,” The first two have basn mentioned before as a kind of Pro-
methean gift: the "limitless" (re éfﬁc-cpov) and the "limit" (e FG’(’G‘S Yo
The third is the mixture of these two into one. This is not to be taken
literally, as we shall see in a moment: let us be on our guard. And

now Socrates adds: "But I cut a considerably ridiculous figure, I

(23D) think, when I attempt a separation into tribes and an enumeration."

(23D) Protarchus wonders why. Socratss: VIt seems to me, a fourth tribe is
needed besides." It turns out that Socrates means the cause of ths
commixture of those first two. And Protarchus, who is esager to supply
even a Fifth; namely the power of separation, 1s told in affable words
that this fifth is not needed now, but that if it be needed later, he
should excuse Socrates for going after it. The mentipning of Protarchus'

proposal and the way of handling it cast a doubt on the necessity of ths
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fourth tribe, the gause. There might be something strange and even

ridiculous indesed about that. us should be on our guard.

Let us consider one of the first two tribes, namely To éﬁfegcva

The following English translations are all adequate: the limitless,

the endless, the boundless, the unlimited, the infinite, the innumerable,

the indefinite, the indeterminats. And we must not forget the homonym
(17£) gﬂgifas s meaning the inexperisnced one, upon which word Plato does not

fail to pun.

As to the secend tribe, ro 7égws , the "limit," it bscomes almost im-
mediately apparent that, although Socrates keeps using this term, he
also substitutes for it the phrase "that which has limit," To iféij
2}0»’, that ies to say, the "limited."™ Protarchus and the other young
men as well as we are somewhat confused. Socrates-proposes to investi=
gate how each of them, the "limitless" and the "limited," ars both "one
and many": for he contends that each one of them is split up and scat-
(244) tered into many. He starts with the "limitless," warning Protarchus

again: "What I ask you to consider ls difficult and debatabls.”

Here are special cases of this tribe, parts of its manyness: "hotter

and colder,"™ "quicker and slower," “greater and sméller," "exceedingly
and slightly," "excessive and lackiné?" In each of them there is "the
more as well as the less" (TS wRINGY TG Ktk ;ffev). Each of them is

constantly advancing and never stationary--in sharp contrast to what

o

is determined by a fixed number, by just "“that much": if such a
number advances, it ceaseé to exist. What captures our attention is
the expression télﬁd%ﬁkéQ TE xue $c=cn'. Thie expression is maant
to gather together the tribe of the "lIimitless" and to put upon it the
(258) seal of a sinols nature. It is used six times in the passage we are
now considering and once more much later on. 0Once the particle TEé
ie omitted. This omission focusses our attention on the use of this
particle in all the other cases. The verbs related to this expression

are all in the dual. And Socrates summarizes pointedly: "by this
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argument the hotter and its opposite bscome together limitless.”

The expression Ythe meore as well as the
lessy" a3 the seal of a single nature, seale a duality. And this

The "limitless" is an

Tha "limitlesd' iz a pairn.

duality remains completely indsterminate.

indeterminate pair.

But what about the "limit," on the one hand, and the "limited," that
"which has limit," on the other? Lst us take thes "limited" first. It
is, as Socrates quite clearly states, contrary to "the more as well as

the less™; it is the equal, and eguality, the double, and any number in

firm relation to ancther number or a measure in firm relation to ano=-
ther measure, that is, everything which "puts an end to the variability
between the opposites and makes them proporticnable and harmonious by

the introduction of number."

We understand that what Socrates means by this tribe of the "limited"
is what we read in the 5% Book of Euclid's Elements. This beok is in
all probability either a perhaps somewhat condensed copy of an coriginal

work of Eudoxus or imitates this work. Who is Eudoxus? He was born

in Cnidus,; on the shores of Asia Minor, came to Athens and stayed at
Plato's Academy for a while. He was an astronomer,; a mathematician,

and a geographer: he firmly established the doctrine of ratios and
proportions, including those of numerically incommensurable magnitudess
he tried to "mix" ths Eggfﬂ s as understood by Plato, with all the sens-
ible things, and--what is most important to us--he declared pleasura to
be the supreme cood.
Philebus.

tional temperancs, and hence he was thought to uphold this viesw not be-

But pleasure was not his goddess, as she is for

Eudoxus, as Aristotle reports, "seemed to be a man of excep-

causs he was a lover of pleasure, but because it seemed to him that it
was so in truth." Socrates; as we see in the dialogue, disagress.

The tribe of thes "limited™ then consists of ratios. The tribe of the



(258) -

(26D)

b
987.'26~-

28

203a15

(cf. 37C
and)

=15= About Plato's Philehus

scatteved "limitless,” of thezﬁTec@DV s in its infinits manyness

found its unity in the esal of "the more and its opposite," that is,

in "the more as well as the less.” The tribe of the "limited,”™ the
manyness of determinate ratics, has not vet found its unity. This unity
was only postulated, was only, as Socrates says, "referred to." There
was indeed a direct "refersnce" to the "limit" iteelf (€is ©@ zn?eotf).
And Socrates concludes: "The limit did not contain a multituds nor did

we feel a difficulty that it might not be one by nature.”

It is at this point that we might turn to Aristotla's reports about
Plato's unwritten words to confirm what we found in the dialogue and

to win greater clarity.

In the 6" chapter of the 1st book of the Metaphysics Aristotle says of
Plato: "it is peculiar to him /T.e. Platg/ to posit a duality instead
of the single Limitless, and to make the Limitless consist of 'the Great
and the Small.'" 1In the 3rd book of the Physics, where Aristotle dis-
cusses the §ﬁ@¢@ov at great length, we read in the 4th chapter again:
"For Plato there are two Infinites, '‘the Great and the Small.'" UWe see
thus confirmed what we read in the Philebus, except that Aristotle, in
his own way, uses the words "great" and "small" without their comparative
forms. He keeps using these words, in speaking about Plato, at many

other places. But, what is more important, in Books XIII and XIV of

_the Metaphyeics Aristotle mentions ssveral times two "elements," as

he puts it, out of which, sccording to Plato, "numbers" ars derived.

Wle have to understand that Aristotle has in mind "eidetic numbers,"
assemblages of é?éﬁ . Thess two sources are the “indeterminate dyad"
(% éé@LGE@i Juﬁii) and the "eone" (£& E%f}‘ We recognize the indeter-
minate pair of the Philebus in the "indeterminats dyad," the duality

of the Limitless, "tha more as well as the lagée“ But we see now that
what was named the "Limit" in the Philébus can also be named "ths One."

What Aristotle calls the "slements" can he called the ultimete sources
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of everything, that which has the first rank both as beginnings and

as ruling powsrs. That is what is meant hy aexui, in common parlance
as well as in most thoughtful speech. We should not assums, I think,
that Plato had a definitely fixsd name for each of these &@Xﬁtz. The
te:ma the Good, the One, the Precise itself, the Same, the Limit, and
perhaps the Whole are all suited to one of the ;Q?Xx[, depending on

the context in which they are used. As to the names of ths second éhfk*{,
the "indeterminate Dyad," "ths more as well as the less," and the Other
(which also impliss a duality) seem all of them no less suitable. In

the Philebus Soccrates, in putting a seal on the tribe of the %ﬁec(ov ’
makes its intrinsic character perfectly clear, But the character of

the ﬂébxs, the "1imit," remains obscured.

Now let us take up the third tribe, the "mixture" of the "Limitless"

and of the "Limit." What does "mixing" here mean? It msans that the
two &gkxé, the "Limitless," the "indeterminate dyad," and the "Limit;"
the "One," exert their power on sach other. UWwhat happens then may be
described as follows., The "indeterminate dyad" duplicates the "Dne,"
that is to say, produces two entities, two €¢dy , duplicates each of
thess eYJh -=we may also say "divides" sach of these 6743 ~=and keeps

on duplicating--we have to assume, up to a certain point. In Aristotle's
reports the "indeterminate dyad" is explicitly characterized as a doub-
ling power" (dﬁJo?TO(ég)g It is the ultimate source of definite manyness,
of "numbers," in the realm of the e?@§7 as well as in our world. In

the earlier passage, when Socrates first introduced the Promethean gift
of "infinitude" and of "limit" and urged that in every case a definite
numbsr of e?dﬁ had to be found(®@the alphabet helping him to clarify

this point), there was hardly a discernible hint that the "Limitless"
with its doubling power is responsible for the multiplicity of the

gﬁ{ﬂ_. You will remember that in this context the "limitless," the

infinite, was ultimately dismissed. Not so in the world in which we

live., UWhat happens here is this: the "Limit," thes "One," transforms

the "indeterminate dyad" into a detsrminate one, that is to say,
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transforms the tws constantly and indeterminately changing terms of the
dyad into two stationary and determinate ones and keepa doing this,

of ratics. That's why
Sccrates can call the manyness of ratios "the offspring of the limit."

produces, in other words, a multitude LGl

We understand now what confused Protarchus and us when Socrates sub-
stituted "that which has limit," the "limited," for the "1limit" itself.
The "limited," the assemblage of ratios, is already a part of the mix-
ture, of the third tribs. But it represents a mixturs or rather mix-
tures of a special kind; mathematical partnerships that can give to parts
of the world we live in a certain rightness, remove the excess and in=-
definiteness, and produce balance and right measure. Such mathematical
partnerships engender, for exampls, health, establish the entire genuine

art of music, bring about the temperate seasons and all the bounties of

our world, beauty and strength of the body and all the beauties of the
soul, And Socrates; addressing Philebus directly and speaking about
that proper partnership (3{9% ;zcgvéavéi) of mathematical ratios, has
this to sayt: "For this goddess, my bsautiful Philebus, bsholding the
wanton violence and universal wickedness which prevailed, since there
was no limit of pleasures or of excess in them, sstablished law and
order (vdscos At té §i5) in which there is limit. VYou say she exhausted
uss I say, on the contrary, she kept us safe." Socrates addresses
Philebus, but we cannot help thinking of Eudoxus. Philebus remains
completely silent. Socrates turns to Protarchus: '"How does this appear
to you Protarchus?" And Protarchus answers: "It is very much how I

feel, Socrates."

Let us concluda: the common powsr of the two &g/dé determines the

mixture. Somatimes the community of this power is lacking.

Sccrates turns now to the fourth tribs, the causs. You will remember
that Socrates seemed somewhat reluctant to add this fourth to the first

three., And indesd, is there any nsed for it? The commen power of tho



(278/C)

(278)

-18= About Plato's Philsbus

"Limitless" and the "Limit" appearsd as the cause of the mixture and

of what it engendsred in this mixture. Listen now to Socrates' words:
"Should I sound a false note if I called the fourth the cause of the
mixture and generation?" And listen to what Socrates one moment earlier
says with regard to all the first three tribes: "That which fabricates
all thsse, the cause, we call the fourth, as it has been auf?iciantly
shown to be distinct from the others." That has not been shown at all!
How can ultimate sources,ég}(ecz , be caused by somsthing else? IFf
that were so, the first two tribes, the "Limitless" and thes "Limit,"

would not be what they are.

The exploration of this fourth tribe, the "causs," is left pending, and

~ Socrates makes a new transition which helps him teo turn backwards,

(27€)

(28A)

What was the purpase; he asks, of coming to the paint they have reached?
They were trying to find out whether thse second prize belonged to
pleasure or to thoughtfulness (?gé'v'f res), They had posited, Socrates |
reminds Protarchus and us, that the mixed life maé the victor. UWe can
see now, he continues, to which tribe it belongs, namely to the third
tribe, formed by the mixture of all that is "limitless"™ and all that is
“bound by the limit." And now Socrates asks Philebus to which of the

three tribes his life of ummixed pleasure belongs. The full question is

this: have pleasure and pain a limit or are they among the things which
admit "the more as well as the leas"? Philshus' snswsr is: "Yses, among
those which admit the morey for pleasure would not be all the good, if
it wers not limitless in multitude and in the ‘more.'" Socrates dpyly
repliss: "nor would pain, Philsbus, be all the svil.," This is how pain
is introduced in the discussion for the third time, and this time de-
cisively. For Socrates adds he would grant Philebus that both, pleasurs
and pain, are in the tribe of the Limitless. We note Philsbus meant

only pleasure, not pain. Socrates' addition is decisive.
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Pleasure and pain are a limitless pair. One of the consequences of this
finding is that there ars no G?J}x of pleasure, in the strict sense of
this word. We remember that Socrates had intimated that the discussien
would show in a clearer way why it would not be necessary to divide
pleasure into its 6?&4 « Soerates will use this term later on in dis-

cussing pleasure, but it will not have to be taken in its strict sense.

The next question Socrates asks Protarchus and Philebus is: to what
tribe thoughtfulness, knowledge and vaf)g shall be assigned without
(284) impiety. Socrates explains: "For I think that our risk is not a small
one in finding or not finding the right answer to what is being asked
(288) now." Philebus: "You exalt your own god, Socrates, you do." Socrates:
And you your goddess, my friend. But the question calls for an answer,
all the same."™ Protarchus intervenes and urges Philebus to ansuwer.

Wheresupon Philebus says: "Did you not, Protarchus, chooss to reply in

(28B) my place?" This is the lest time Philebus raises his veoice. Let us

look back for a meoment,

At the beginning of our reading we learn that Protarchus will defend
Philebus' thesis of pleasure, becauss Philebus himself, as Protarchus

Ef‘. of says, "has grown tired" (the Greek word is &ﬂ‘é{gq;ce s @ pun on the word
TETTov
¢ &F%tfov). A little later Philebus has an opportunity to regret that

he spoke up again and calls upon his own goddess to witness that ha
does regret. When the "one and many" question comes up, Protarchus
remarks: "It is perhaps best for the inguirer not to disturb Philebus

(15C) in his sweet repose." And now he will be silent all the time, even
/[tacit re-
ference to
tha pro= all this time? Just listsnimg?

verbs g

Kivgly Kot 5oy

é3ntéucva{7 Protarchus has some difficulty in answering Socrates' last question,

when pleasure, his goddess, is thoroughly diseussed. What is he doing

namely to what tribe knowledge and vous should be assigned, and asks
Socrates to answer this question himself. Socrates is willing. He

(28C) declares: "uwhat you enjoin me to do is not difficult," and he repeats:

"It is easy." Let us be on our guard. All wise men agree, and thereby
(28C) really exalt themselves, says Socrates, that Veds is king of heaven
and earth. Socrates adds: "Perhaps they are right."
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What follows ie indeed an easy, but not too convincing "cosmological®
account which ends with the statemsnt that voUs belongs to that of

the four tribes which was called "ths cause of all." Notice, pleese,

again, "of all," And Socrates adds: "now, you have at last our
answer." Protarchus: "Yes, and a very sufficient ones and yet you
answered without my noticing it." Socrates: "Yes, Protarchus, for
sometimes playing provides rest from gerious pursuit." UWe understand:
the "cosmological account, which makes the vels the gause of all the
other tribes, was a playful account. We are not sure whether this Yoos
is the "divine vo¢s " mentioned before. And let us not forget
that, within the confines of human life, the best veus could obtain

was the second prize,.

Socrates concludes this entire discussion of the four tribes by point-
ing to veus and to pleasure, He does not mention anything pertaining
to "limit" and to the "mixturs." Let us remember, he says, "that vous
was akin to cause and belonged roughly speaking 0?%&@3&) to this tribe
and that pieasure was itsslf limitless and belonged to the tribe which,
in and by itself, has not and nesver will have either beginning or

middle or end." We must add that this holds slso for pain. As we

have seen, the dialogue, too, has neither a beginning nor an end, and
for that matter; no middie. The graph of a Platonic dialogue usually—-
not aluways~=looks like this:

But the graph of the Philebus looks like this:
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The dialogue itself, taken as a drama, in which we, ths readers or
listeners, are involved, seems to resemble pleasure and pain. If

it does . that, it must be pleasurable and painful. We will have to
wait and s@8.... But we need not wait to register the most important
result of the preceding discussion. All thes pleasures and pains,
small or great, which pervade ocur lives, reflect in their duality an
ultimate source, ongof the &g}}o{ , namely the "indeterminate dyad."
It is thus that some of our most familiar and common experiences are

tied to one of the highest points human reflection can reach.

Socrates now abandons this high level and turns to a much lower one.
A new transition is made. Only about a third of the dialogue has
besen considered so far. I shall be able to procsed much fastsr from

now on.

The next task is to see, says Socrates, where each of them, that is,
v055 and pleasure, can be found and by means of what affection both

come into being, whenever they come into being. Note, please, that

the vees mentioned here is said to come into being and cannot,
therefore, be understood as the eternal divine vo;%. Socrates takes
pleasure first, and immediately adds that it is impossible to examine

pleasure sufficiently apart from pain.

Socrates’ contention is that pain and pleasure emerge in the combined
tribe, the one, we remember, where the "limitless" and the "limit"
join together and form a mathematical partnership conducive to balance
and right measure. When this balance is broken in us, living beings,
"a disruption of nature and a generation of pein also take plaece at
the same time."™ "If, on the other hand, balance is being restored
and is returning to its own nature, pleasure is generated." The
process of destruction is pain, and the process of restoration is
pleasure. When we are being emptied, we are becoming hungry and
pained; when we are {illing up again through sating, we are pleased.

And the same can be said of thirst. It is shown later that it is
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not the body that hungers or thirste or has any such affection, that
the body cannot, therefore, be pained or pleased. Pleasurs and pain
belong to the soul, and to the soul only. But sometimes, or rather
often enough, as in the case of hunger and thirst, the body is involved.

Whenever this is the case, we face ongkind of pleasure and pain.

Another kind of pleasure and pain does not involve the body at all,
It arises within the soul itself as the sweet and cheering hope of
pleasant things to come and as the fearful and woeful gxpectation of
painful things to come. Both, the pleasant and the painful expectations
originate within the soul in memory. Socrates proceeds to give a
circumstantial description of this origin by passing from perception
to memory, to forgetfulness, to recollection, and finally to desire.
But he ends this passage by reverting to pleasure and pain which in=-
volve the body. He points to a man who 1s empty and suffers pain,
but who, because of his memory, hopes to be filled again and enjoys
this hope., "At such a time, then, a man, or any other living being,

has both pain and joy at once." 1If, howsver, an empty man is without

‘hope of being filled, a twofold feeling of pain arises in him. The

stress is on the duality of pleasurs and pain. The possibility of a
twofold pain and==although this is not mentioned=--of a twofold plea-
sure emphasizes the duality sven more, Let us not forget its ultim=

ate sourcae,

Looked at in this passage is also a life in which there is no feeling
of pleasure or pain at all, but only thoughtfulness and vous. Such

a life had been considered much esarlisr in the dialogue and had been
rejected as totally undesirable, lacking self-sufficiency and, there-
fore, goodness. Now Socrates calls it "the most divine 1ife."™ Pro=
tarchus chimes in: "Certainly it is not likely that gods feel either
joy or its opposite."” And Soccrates agrees: "No, it is very unlikely;
for either is unseemly for them." Socrates adds that they may consider

this point later on, if it would help the argument; they might give voaj
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credit for it in contsnding for the second prize. We shall be watching.

A new transition takes place. UWhat follows can ba subdivided into
three parts, and the title that can be given to all of them is "On

false pleasures." This is what happens in part one: Protarchus is

unwilling to agree that pleasures and pains could be falssj he accepts
the possibility of false opinions, but rejscts the possibility of
false fears, false expectations, and false pleasures; a lengthy dis=
cussion follows which culminates in the assertion that a just, pious
and good man," a "friend of the gods," has "true pleasures," while

an "unjust and thoroughly bad man® can only hava "false pleasures,"
which imitate the "true pleasures" to the point of ridicules and the

same can be said of pains.

This, now, is what happens in part two: we are reminded that pleasurs
and pain are a limitless pair tied to "the more as well as the less";
any one who fesls pleasure in any way always really feels pleasurss
but these pleasures may be felt as present pleasures and alsc as
pleasures to bs felt in the future; the latter ones may be false
because they may not come into being as expescted, not as great and
intense as expected; and when, in our feslings,; we are trying to com-
pare pleasures with pleasures, or pains with pains, or pleasures with
pains, we may reach entirely false results, because of the limitless

and indeterminate character of both; pleasure and pain.

The third part of this passage does not concern false pleasures directly,
but rather pleasures falssely understood or falsely judged. The theme

of pleasure and pain is a common topic in Plata's omh time, widely
discussed by outstanding men. One of the opinions about pleasure, re-
jected by Socrates, is that freedom frem pain ie idsntified with
pleasure. For some men this opinion amounts tec the firm denial of

the existence of pleasures altogether. For them that what Philebus

and his frisnds call pleasures are merely escapes from pain. These

men are men "of harsh judgments." Socrates does not mention any

names, but it is highly probable that Antisthenes is one of these men.
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Antisthenes is reputed to have saids: "“should I sver meet Aphrodite,

I would strangle her with my own hands.®

I have condensed this passage of the dialogue to the utmost. But you
understand that it challenges the conviction of Philebus radically.
Let us look at him again. He has not said a word. 1Is he really
listening? We know, he had grown tired. Has not his sweet repose
menticned by Protarchus a long time ago transformed itself .into

sound sleep? And sleesp, sound, dreamless slesp, we should observe,
excludes any feeling of pleasure and pain, brings about, in other words,
a condition of the "most divine life," yat a condition not compétible
with Philebus' own aspirations. VYes, there he liss, the beautiful
Philebus, with closed syes and closed ears, while Socrates continuss
the inguiry, imposed upon him by Philebus, Protarchus, and the other

young men.

A subtle transition is brought to pass inasmuch as Socrates takes
those men "of harsh judgments" with whom he disagrees as alliss. He
is going to describe more accurately what pleasure msans to these men,
who oppose it or deny its existence. We have already seen that pain
and joy can be Telt at the same time. The point is now emphasized:
pain and pleasure do not only constitute an indeterminate pair, but
they also mix with sach other. This is again shown by Socrates in

a tripartite way. Some mixtures of plsasure and pain are those in
which both pleasure and pain, invclve the body; as, for example,
itching and seratching, which Protarchus tends to consider a "mixed
evil." Some mixtures are those in which the body and the soul con-
tribute the opposite elements, "each adding pain or pleasure to ths
other's pleasure and pain," as, for sxample~~we have heard that befors--
a man suffers from thirst, is pained by his bodily emptiness, but
rejoices in his hope to be filled, a hope entertained only by his soul.
The third kind of mixture is the most important; it is the one in
which the soul and only the soul is involved. Socrates gives as ex=

amples of pains belonging to this third kind: anger, fear, longing,
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mourning, love, jealousy, envyj and he asks: '"shall we not find

them full of ineffable plesasures?" He then refers--in one sentence

only--to anger and to mournings and longings in order to show the

mixture of pain arid of pleasure in them. Protarchus fully agrees.
Socrates' next question is: "And you remember, too, how people,

at tragedies, enjoy the spectacle and at the same time wesp?"

"Yes, certainly," says Protarchus. Whereupon Sccrates asks: ™“And

the condition of our souls at comedies--do you know that there, too,
there is a mixture of pain and pleasure?" Protarchus' answer is:

"I do not guite understand."” Socrates confirms that it is not easy

to understand such a condition under such circumstances, and Protarchus,
on his part, confirms that it is not easy for him. It is not easy for

us eithsr,

This is the short beginning of the discussion about the third kind of
mixture of pleasure and pain, which involves only the soul. And now,
surprisingly, Socrates launches inte a lengthy explanation of what
happens to spectators at comedies., It takes no less than four pages,
and ends with Socrates' contention that pain is mixed with pleasure=-
not only for spectators in the theater, where tragedies and comedies
are performed--but also "in all the tragedy and comedy of life."
Today, we are prone to call any horribles or simply sad event a
"tragedy" and a funny one a "comedy." But that was not done in
ancisnt times., The expression "tragedy and comedy of life" in the
dialogue is highly unusual and even paradoxical., It is almost uniqueg
a somewhat similar phrase referring to tragedy, not to comedy, can be
found only in Plato's Laws. UWhy is this expression used in the

Philebus? Let us hear what Socrates says,

He takes up envy first. Envy is a pain of the soul, but we also ses
an envious man rejoicing in the evils that befall those close to him,
Thus envy is both pain and pleasurs. Socrates then takes up the

ridiculous, The ridiculous is in the main the conssgquence of a dis-=
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position in the human soul which contradicts the famous inscription at
Delphi. A ridictlous man is a man who does not know himself. This
folly of not knowing onsself can have thrse aspects: 1) the conceit of
being richer than one isj 2) the conceit of baing more beautiful than
one iss 3) the conceit of being mors virtugus than one is, especially
wiser than one ie (dofefedix), This third kind of conceit is the
most numerous. Now, ws tend te laugh at men thus conceited. But two
cases must be distinguished here. Those who are laughed at may be
strong and able to revenge themselves, and are then powerful, terrible,
and hatefuly for folly in the powsrful is hateful and baese. Or they
are weak and unable to revenge themselves, and then they are truly
ridiculous. UWhen we laugh at the follies of such men, who may be our
friends; we feel pleasure., But to feel pleasure at the Tollies of

our friends is what envy brings about, since it is envy that makes us
rejoice in the evils that befall these our friends, and envy is pain=-
ful., Therefore, when we laugh at what is ridiculous in our friands,

we mix pleasure and pain.

It is not gquite clear how all this explains what happens at comedies,
although Protarchus appears to be satisfisd. Socrates adds that all
that was said by him so far concerned only envy, mourning, and anger

(he omits longing, which was alse mentioned by him in that one sentence
he uttered before passing on to tragedies and comedies). And now,
Socrates declares; he need not go further and Protarchus ought to accept
the assertion that there are plenty of mixtures of pain and of plsa=
sure. But now something extraordinary happens that sheds more light

on the theme of comedy.

You will remember that the young men, wheo surround Socrates, extracted
from him the promise not to go home before bringing the discussion
about pleasure and thoughtfulness to a satisfactory end. And you will

also remember that Protarchus, later on, reminded Socrates of this
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promise and assured him that not one of the young men would let him
go befors the end of the discussion wss reachsd. Listen to what

Socrates says now: "Tell me then: will you let me off, or will you let

midnight come? I think only a few words are needsd to induce you to
let me off." How strangs! UWhy on earth doss Socrates utter these
words? Is this the Socrates, who is known for his never abating eager-
nesg to discuss things? Has he grown tired like Philebus? Or is it
that gnvy has entered not only the‘légo; , but also the stage, the
"comedy of life" presented in the dialogue? Incredible as it might
seemy, Socrates appears to be envious seeing Philebus aslesp, “"divinely"
asleep, without pleasurs and pain. Does that not mean that Socrates

is pained by this envy and yet also plsased by the ridiculous aspect

of Philebus' sleep, which manifests the latter's "conceit of wisdom,"
the Jofoﬁa¢ax of friend Philebus? But what about us, who read or

hear the words of the dialegue and are the spectators of this "comedy
of 1ife"? Well, we are puzzled and pleased by realizing that Sccrates
of all peaopls is envious at this moment, and we are also pained by wit-
nessing what happens to him. We might refuse to accept that this is
what is going on at this moment, but this refusal would only mean that

we sxpect to be pained and pleassed, if we acceptsed it.

Yes, the dialogue is pleasurable and painful dsed (3pyey), in addi=
tion to dealing with plsasure and pain in speech (Aéyﬁﬂ. And is
there any need to mention the pain and the pleasure one feels in read=-
ing, or listening to,; the dialogue in all its deliberately complex
and inordinats convelution? We understand nowy, I think, why the title

of the dialogus is Philebus.

Socrates proceeds, of course. He takes up now=-and this is a nsw
transition--the pure pleasures=--that is, pleasures unmixed with pain.
Socrates lists five kinds of such pleasurses, four of them conveyed

to us by our ssnsee, one involving that which cannot he sensed. The
firet four kinds of pure pleasure have their source in beautiful
figures, in besautiful colors, in clear sounds and in many odors. The

beautiful figures are not beautiful living beings or paintings, but--
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"says the argument"--a straight line drawn with the help of a ruler, a
circular line drawn with the help of a compass, plana figures drawn
with the help of these same tools, and solid figures constructed with
the help of suitable instruments. The bsautiful colors are pure
colors, in which there is no trace of any other color. Clear gounds
are those that send forth a single pure tone. The pleasures which
these figures, colors, and sounds generate are pure pleasures, un=-
mixed with pain. As to the pleasures of smell, theay are, as Socrates
playfully says, "lessdivine." The last kind of pure pleasurg=-

and this is deeply serious==is that which has its source in the known
or the knowable, accessible to human beings without hunger for learn=-
ing end without pangs of such hunger. What Socrates means is gon-
templation (QEApru), which is not preceded by ébcqs s the desire

to know, as we feel it in the pursuit of knowledge. This pleasure of

contemplation is felt by exceedingly few.

The transition now mads leads to a passage that again has three

parts, of which again the third is the most important. The first part
gxtends in some way the realm of pure pleasures by the statemsnt that
what characterizes such pleasurses is due measure. The second part
makes us understand that the pure plsasures are, because of their
purity, also trus pleasures. In the third--the longest--part Socrates
refutes "certain ingsnious people" while sccepting one of their pre=-
mises. These "ingenious people" are reduced a little later to gne
man, and there is hardly any doubt that this man is Aristippus. His
premise, which Socrates accepts, is that pleasure consists in a pro-

cess of generation and has no_stable being. What is rejected by

Socrates is that such a process in itself is a good. To refute this
assertion Socrates proposes to consider the rslation that the process
of coming into being (;2vecq) has to Qgggg,(OGE?a). The question

is: which one of the two is for the sake of the other? Protarchus

re-phrases the gquestion as follows: do ships exist for the saks of
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shipbuilding or is shipbullding for the sake of ships? Protarchus

knows the answer to this gquestion, of coursse, but Socrates gives the

answer in an all-comprising form: "every instance of generation is
(54C)  for the sake of some being or other, and all generation is always

for the sake of being." Now, the being for the sake of which the

process of generation takes place is "of the order of the good,"

while the process of generation itself is not of that order. Therefors,

says Socrates,; we must be grateful to him who pointed out that there

is only a generation, but no being of pleasure. He makes a laughingQ

stock of all those who find their highest end in plesasure and know

that pleassure is nothing but a process of gemeration. For their

highest end iz not of the order of the good. Protarchus concludes:
(554) "It is a great absurdity, as it appears, Socrates, to tell us that

pleasurs is a good.®

There is a new transition, in which courage, self-restraint and vouvs
are mentioned and which begins to move the dialogue upwards. The task

is now to consider Yous and knowledge carefully and to find out what

is by nature purest in them. We expect that their truest parts will
be joined with the truest parts of pleasure in the desired mixed life,

Two kinds of knowledge are distinguished. One is necessary to produce

things, the other serves education and nurture. The productive knowledge,

the "know how" of the producing arts dis taken up first, and here again
a division is to be made. Some of these arts are acquirsd by practice
and toil, aided by guessing, and lack precision. They do not use
sufficiently the arts of counting, measuring, and weighing. This
holds; Socrates says, for music, as it is commenly practiced, for
medicine, agriculturs, piloting, and generalship. But in the arts of
building, shipbuilding, and housebuilding, for example, there is much
more precision, because measuring and the use of ingenious instruments
play a much greater role in them. It is at this peint that Socrateas
divides the arts of counting and of measuring (not, howsver,; that of
weighing) into two kinds. Some counting refers to visible and tangible

unite, whigh are all unequalj but there is also counting of units
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that do not differ at all from each other. This kind of counting is
the basis of the true art of numbering, of true “arithmetiec." The

art of measuring may also pafer either to visibls and tangible things
or to entities that cannot be sensed. To measure, and to deal with,
the latter entities means to be engaged in "geometry," not for the
purpose of production and trade, but for the purposs of knowing. And
this holds also for the careful study of ratios and proportiecns.

These trus arts of numbering and measuring serve sducation and nur-
ture. We see that there is a kind of knowledge purer than another,

as one pleasure is purer than another. This purity of knowledge brings

about much greater clarity and precision and much mors truth.

But there is, beyond that purs mathematical knowledge; the power of
dialectic. It deals with Being, True being, with that which aluways
immutably is. Protarchus remembers at this peint the claim of Gorgias
that thse art of persuasion, the rhetorical art, surpasses all other
arts, Socrates replies that he was not thinking of the art that sur-
passes all othsers by beino the "greatest," the "best," and the "most
useful" to meni he was thinking of the art or the knowledge which is

most concerned about clesrness, precision, and the most true, houwsver

little and of littls use it might be. Socrates asks Protarchus to
lock neither at the usefulness nor at the reputation of the various
sciences, but to consider whethser there is a power in our souls which

is in love with Truth and doss everything for the sake of Truth.

Would this power possess thoughtfulness @?eévqcﬁr) and vevs in the

greatest purity? Protarchus concedes that this must be so.

To be in love with Truth does not mean to possess it or to contemplate
it. It means to pursus it, to try to find it, indefatigably,; unre=-
mittinglys to pursue it means to submit to the power of discourse, a
power that is able to discover in the spoken or silent words that which
make speaking and thinking ultimately possibls, namely the unchange-

able and, thereby, true beings. But, as Socrates points out, the many
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existing arts end the men sengaged in them do not submit %o the power

of diecourse, but are satisfisd with their opiniona. If a man sees

fit to investigate nature, he spends his life in studying this world

of ours=~that is to say, tries to find out how it came into being, how
it is acted upon and how it acte itself. By doing that, that man toils
to discover transient productions of the present, the future and the
past, not what unchangsably always is., And Sccrates asks: "How can

we gain anything stable about things which have no stability what-

(598) sosver?" The argument compels us thus to see that the stable, pure,

and trus, can only bs found in what is sternally the same without
(59c) change or mixture or, Socrates surprisingly adds, "in what is most

akin to it." He may mean the moving, but never changing celestial
podies.

This passage which deals with the purest knowledge ends with the re-
peated reference to veos andc$f$Vq515, which have to be honored
most., This refersnce is the last transition in the dialogue to the

last passage of ths dialogue.

This last passage is about the most desirable life, in which thought-

fulness and pleasure are mixed. Socrates undertakss now to make this
mixture with the help of Protarchus. We expected and still expect
that the pure pleasures and the purest knouwledge will be joined in

this mixture.

Before the mixing begins, Socrates reminds Protarchus and us of what
had been said before. Philebus had claimed that pleasure was the true
goal of every living being and that these two words, "good" and
pleasant,”" mean the same thing. Socratses, on the other hand,

calimed that "good™ and "plessant" mean different things and that the
share of thoughtfulness in the good is greater than pleasure's. They

had agresd, Socrates continues, that any living being, in whom the
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good is present always, altogether, and in all ways, has no further
need of anything, but is perfectly self=-sufficient; but that neither
a life of pleasure unmixed with thoughtfulnsss nor a thoughtful life

unmixed with pleasure was a desirable life.

Directly related to the task of making the mixture is the task of
winning a clear understanding of the good in the well mixed life, or
at least an outline of it, so as to be better able to find out to

what in the well mixed life the second prize should be assigned. Ue

remember that Socrates had raised the question before. At that time
the possible recipients of the second prize were veu$§ and pleasurs.
Note that in this last passage of the dialogus voss has not been

mentioned so far.

This is now what Socrates says jovially and playfully just before he
begins to make the mixture: "Let us make the mixture, Protarchus,
with a proper prayer to the gods, Dionysus or Hephaestus, or whosver
he be who presides over the mixing." Dionysus leads on revellers
and presides over orgies; he stands here for pleasure. Hephasstus
is known for his thoughtful and sober craftsmanship. Socrates con-
tinues: "We are like wine pourers, and besids us are fountaing--
that of plsasure may be liksned to a fount of honey, and the sober,
wineless fount of thoughtfulness to one of pure, health-giving water

of which we must do our best to mix as well as possible.”

The first question is: should Socrates and Protarchus mix all plea=
sure with all thoughtfulness? Socrates observes that this would not
be safe., It would be better to mix first that pleasure which was
more truly pleasure with that knowledge which was most true and most
precise. Protarchus agreas. But Socrates is not satisfied. Let us
assume, he says; a man who is thoughtful about justice itself==that
is, about the 6?555 of justice, and is guided in his reasoning about
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everything that truiy is by his apprehenslon of the intslligible, by
his veecv . (1t La the 7irst time that velUs is mentioned in this last
passage of the dialogue). If this man is fully cognizant of the
mathematical ecircle and the all-smbracing celestial sphere, but is
ignorant of our human sphere and human circles, will this man have
sufficient knowledge? No, says Protarchus, it would be ridi@ulous
for a man to be concerned only with divine knowledge. "Do you mean,"
Socrates asks, "that the unstable and impure art of the untrue rule
(62B)  and circle is to be put with the other arts into the mixture?" VYes,
says Protarchus, that is necessary, if any man is ever to find his
way home. Socrates and Protarchus go farther. They put music, which
they said a whils ago was full of guesswork and lacked purity, and
all the deficient kinds of knowledge mingling with the pure into the

mixturs,

Then Sccrates turns to the pleasures. Here again the pure and true
pleasures are not the only ones to be put into the mixture. For the
first and only time in the dialogue Socrates mentions "necsssary plea-=
(62€) sures;" by which he mesans pleasures connected with the satisfaction of
vital neads, and adds them to the pure ones. And the further question
arises: is it not advantageous and harmless to let all pleasures be a
part of the mixturs, just as it was harmless and advantagecus to let
all the arts and all knowledge be such a part? UWhereupon Socrates
gsays: '"there is no use in asking us, Protarchusj we must ask the
(638/8) pleasures themselves and the different kinds of thoughtfulness about
one ancther." That's what Socrates does, He asks first the pleasures:
(638) "would you choose to dwell with the whole of thoughtfulness or with none
at all?" And Socrates lsts them ansuwer that for any tribe to be scli=
tary and unalloyed is neither possible nor profitable; "we think the
best to live with is the knowlsdge of all other things and, so far as
(638/C) is possible, ths perfect knowledgs of ourselves." Let us not forget,
it is Socrates whom we hear speaking. It is highly doubtful whether

the pleasures can speak-=-and can have any knowledge of themselves.
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And now Socrates turns to thoughtfulness and Voag.(It is the ssecond
time that weuUs is mentionmed in this last passage of the dialogus).
Socrates asks then whether thsy want the greatest and most intenss
plesasures to dwell with them in addition to the trus and purs pleasures.
And Socrates replies for them=-that is, for thoughtfulness and voug R
that the true and pure pleasures are almost their own, and also those

which are united to health and self-restraint and all those which are

handmaids of virtus; they should be added to the mixturej as to the
pleasures which madden the souls of men, which are the companions of
folly and of all the other vices; it would be senssless to mix them

with the veovs.

This is the third time that veos is mentioned in the passage, while
thoughtfulness (¢f5VqﬁY$), which was also addressed by Socrates, is
left out. UWhen Socrates has finished replying in the name of both
ch; and ¢eév7€¢5, he says to Prctarqhus: "Shall we not say that
this reply which the veds has now made for itself and memory and right
opinion is thoughtful and sensible?" And Protarchus says: "Very much
so." UWhich vous is this veds ? Is it the "divine veds " that Soc-
rates contrasted with his own in his reply to Philebus a long tims

ago? Noy, it is Socratss who was speaking guided by his own vous.

It is not the yods that the "easy" cosmological account found to be
"the cause of all" and that the sages, in exalting themsslves, declars
to be "king of heaven and earth." It is pot the fourth tribe of the
Promethean gift, which Socrates introduced, fearing to appear ridiculous
by doing that. Socrates' own veus is responsible for the kind of mix-
ture he makes to produce ths life which combinss thoughtfulness and
pleasure, is the cause of this life. It is neither the cause of the
commixture of the "limitless" and of the "limit," nor the causs af

these first two tribes of the Promethean gift.

What doss the original introduction of ths vpcg as the "causs of all"

and the subsequent somswhat veiled rejection of this veus mean? I
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think it means a subtle mocking of Plato's great pupil Aristotls.
Aristotle's thoughts must certainly have heen familiar to Plato in

his lats ysars., A passage in an ancisnt manuscript, that informs us
about Apistotle's life, hints at lively controversies betwsen Plato
and Aristotle. Plato appears to have nicknamed Aristotle 3 \/aﬁk 0
and to have once said, when Aristotle was not present at a meeting:
"The vous is absenty dullness reigns in the lecture room." UWe do
know that the investigation of the different meanings of cause

(etzix ) and of the divine vedss plays a decisive role in Aristotle's
works, UWhat the dialogue intimates is that vods is above all a hu-

man possession, and that Socrates is the embodiment of this voUTs .

Socrates completes the mixture by pointing to the necessity that truth
must be a part of it, and then asks what is the most precious in it and
the chief cause for this mixed 1life to be most lovable. The answer is:
due_measure and proportion which bring about beauty and excellence. No-
body is ignorant of this. We should more properly, however, consider
these three, beauty, truth, due measure, as the components of the good=-

ness of the mixturs. We ses, first: vouUs is more akin to truth than

Pleasure; secondlys nothing could be found more immoderate than plea-
surs and nothing is mors in harmony with due measure than vous and
knowledges and thirdlys vels has a greater share in beauty than

pleasura.

And now, finally, Socrates gives a list of the best human possessions
in their proper order. Eiggg something like Measure, Due Measure,
Propriety, and like everything which must be considersd of the same
order. Secondly comes what is well proporticned, béautiful, has hesn
completed and is sufficient, and all that belongs to that very family,
Socrates continues: "As to the third=-this is my prophesy--if you
insist on veus and <p(a¢;w7(;’z;, you will not wandsr far from the truth."
Is yovg relegated to the third place? No, it is slevated to the



= J6= About Plate's Philshus

proper ranlk, if you consider the role the trisd clayed in the sntire
dialogue. Fourthly come the differant kinds of knowledge, the arts,
the true oplnionsy and fifthly the painless pure pleasures of the
gsoul, some of which accompany knowledge and some of which~-as we

have seen=-accompany percagtions (observe that knowledge was not
mentioned before among the pure pleasures, presumably because the
pursuit of knowledge inveolves the desirs to know, involves éngs,

in which pain and pleasurs are mixed), There is no sixth place, says
Socrates, quoting Orpheus. He reminds us that neither vevs nor plea=
sure is the good itsself, gince both are devoid of self-sufficiency.
But within the mixed 1ife, which is the victor, vods has now been
givan the second prize, while pleasurs--as Socrates' own voUs had
predicted a long time ago--is farther bshind than the third placse.
Note that this holds even for pure pleasure and that the satisfaction
of vital needs is not menticned at all, Pleasures is fifth. We should
be aware that, according to the tradition, the pecople called "Pytha=-

goreans" associated the goddess Aphrodite with the number five.

The list given by Socrates is strangely unprecise and inordinate. It
is indesd oniy an outline of the good in the most desirable lifs. The
ﬁveL@aw s the "limitless," the "indeterminate," reigns, though not

supremsly, in the dialogue,

I shall not keep you until midnight., Good night! But there will be

a discussion...
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