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Who were oi Svoyepeig in Plato, Philebus 44 a ff. ?
By Malcolm Schofield, Oxford
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Plato, Phileb. 44 a-e

The Context

At Philebus 44 b 6ff., Socrates explains to Protarchus that there are certain
philosophers who hold or imply that it is a mistake to distinguish three conditions,
pleasure, pain, and a condition in which one feels neither of these. These ‘enemies
of Philebus’ maintain that pleasures do not exist at all, and that what hedonists
like Philebus call pleasures are escapings from pain. Socrates gives some indication
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of the grounds they offered for these claims, when he says! that people who main-
tain the existence of two conditions only hold that pain is a bad thing for men and
release from pain a good — which is accordingly called pleasurable. ‘It is this which
is a good thing’, they say of release from pain; evidently implying that the things
the hedonist would call good and class as pleasures are not really good (and so not
really pleasures). One could put their chief polemical point by saying that, in
their eyes, the state of having been released from pain?is the only condition aptly
called pleasurable, but hedonists have mistakenly believed the process of escaping
pain® pre-eminently pleasurable, and consequently have invented the fiction of
a class of experiences distinct from release from pain, which they name ‘pleasures’
- such as rubbing an itch.

When Protarchus asks Socrates who these persons are, he replies: xai udia dewvods
Aeyouévovs ta mepl pbow, ol 1o mapdray 1dovas o¥ gacw elvar (44 b 9-10), which
18 perhaps best translated by Diés®: «Des gens réputés pour trés habiles dans la
connaissance de la nature, et qui nient absolument 1’existence des plaisirs.» This
1s not a very specific identification, at any rate for the modern reader. But Socrates
gives us some help — or what looks as though it is meant to be help — when he
suggests that we should make use of these philosophers as if they were seers: seers
who divine not by €y, but by means of a certain dvoyépeta belonging to a not
ignoble nature (44 ¢ 5—d 1). For it seems that this dvoyépeia is a clue to the identity
of the ‘enemies of Philebus’. Not only is it a further piece of information about
them, but in the space of a very few sentences Socrates refers to it again more or
less directly three times: he says that he and Protarchus must follow in the tracks
of this dvoydpeia (44 d 7-8), that they must provide an answer to these dvoyeoeis
(44 e 3-4), and most significant of all from our present point of view, that they
must consider as well ta dAda adr@dy dvoyepdouara (44 d 1-2). The reason why
this reference to their other dvoyeodopara is so important is that Socrates never
tells us what they are, although he presumably does have something quite definite
in mind. It seems likely that he is alluding to a whole battery of opinions or argu-
ments whose character and authorship he expects us to have identified by his
brief indications.

The meaning of dvoyépera

What is this dvoyépeia, and what are these other dvoyepdouara? Hackforth®
translates dvoyépeia as ‘dourness’, and va dAda adrdv dvoyepdouara as ‘their other

144 b 1-3 (I follow Burnet’s numbering).

Ty drallayip vév Avndv (44 b 2); at 51 a 3 a synonymous expression is used: Avrdy ...
mavday. Cf. Rep. 584 a—c.

8 f'f.wtd'w -« Gnoguyds (44 c 1); the synonymous expression at 51 a 8 — clearly different in mean-
ing from Avadv navday — is dvanadoeow ovvdv.

* Such ‘pleasures’ as this were especially disliked by oi dvayspeis, according to Socrates: 46 a 29.

% A. Diés, Platon: Philébe (Paris 1941) 56.

¢ R. Hackforth, Plato’s Examination of Pleasure (Cambridge 1945) 88. Cf. LSJ, who render
this example as ‘harshness’.
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dour characteristics’. Jowett? has ‘repugnance’ for the first use of dvoyéoeia
(44 ¢ 6) and ‘dislike’ for the second (44 d 8); the longer expression he reads as
meaning ‘the various grounds of their dislike’. Taylor® translates in much the same
vein: he has ‘fastidiousness’ and ‘dissatisfaction’ for dvoyépeia, and his translation
of Ta dAla adtdv dvoyepdoparalooks like a deliberate attempt to improve upon
Jowett: ‘their further grounds for dissatisfaction’®.

One way of trying to adjudicate in this disagreement between Hackforth on
the one side and Jowett and Taylor on the other would be to inspect the context
in which the words dvoyépeia and dvoyepdouara appear more closely. Such a
method has its merits. Hackforth’s interpretation cannot survive its scrutiny.
For how could consideration of the ‘other dour characteristics’ of the philosophers
with whom Socrates is concerned be of value in an enquiry into the philosophical
merits of hedonism ? But while inspection of the context can lead us to exclude
one alternative, it cannot bring us to an endorsement of the other. For that we
need not only assurance that it is compatible with the context but also evidence
that it accords with the common usage of dvoyépeia and ground for thinking that
it suits the context better than any other alternative. We must therefore turn to
lexicography.

The adjective dvoyeprjc was formerly believed to derive from the noun yeip:
so LSJ, for example®; and one still comes across this view, as in Barrett’s'® note
on Eur. Hipp. 484. But this derivation seems improbable. It is worth noticing
that (as Manu Leumann has pointed out!) those words derived from this noun
which contain the form -yep- generally have a consonant immediately after the
root: yéoviy, yeovijric; when a vowel succeeds the root, it usually takes the form
-xELO-: ExaToyyELpos, yewls, Syyepllw, éxeyepia, vmoyeipog, yewpdw. More im-
portantly, if this etymology were correct, then (as Leumann has again pointed out?)
it would be well-nigh impossible to understand the fact that edyegrc does not
mean ‘easy to handle’ or ‘easy to deal with’, nor yet (a possibility Leumann rightly
does not trouble to mention) ‘good at handling’: a fact easily verified by looking
at the examples cited by LSJ s.v. I and II. And the earliest surviving examples
of dvoyeprs do not square very well with the traditional derivation. In Aeschylus,

7 B. Jowett, The Dialogues of Plato® (Oxford 1892) Vol. IV, p. 617.

8 A. E. Taylor, Plato: Philebus and Epinomis (London 1956) 160-161.

8a The confusion concerning the correct translation of dvoyfoeia can also be studied in Diés’
edition. In his running translation he offers for its two occurrences: ‘répugnance’ and
‘morose argumentation’ (p. 56). But in his introduction he translates thus: ‘morose humeur’
and ‘moroses pressentiments’ (p. LX).

* Some other adherents to this belief are listed by M. Leumann in ‘edyeptjc und dvoyepris’,
on pp. 207-208 of his Kleine Schriften (Zirich 1959). This article originally appeared in
Philologus 96 (1944) 161-169.

10 W, S. Barrett, Euripides: Hippolytus (Oxford 1964) 248,

11 Op. cit. 208. Leumann gives special attention to the likely objection that at any rate in the
inflexion of yefp itself we find forms such as yegds, yepi, yéoes. He explains these as artificial
poetic forms. He does not discuss such a late compound as yegdnAnxros (Soph. 4;. 632).

12 Thid. 209.




Who were oi dvoyegeic in Plato, Philebus 44 a ff.? 5

for example, Prometheus says: dAdngy &’ dxovaov dvoyeps] Oswpiav (Prom. 802)
in introducing his account of the griffins and the one-eyed Aramaspi. And at
Suppl. 568 the Chorus describe Io as fozov ... dvoyepés pet&dufooror. It seems
unlikely that it is the intractability of these monsters that the poet has in mind.

Leumann’s own suggestion is that dvoyepric and edyeprjc derive from yaipew.
After a survey of the early usage of the words®® he concludes!: «So ist dvoyeprs
meiner Meinung nach gleichsam *dvoyagrc, subjektiv ‘sich schwer an etwas
freuend’, also, ‘unzufrieden, widerwillig’, oder objektiv ‘woran schlimmes Sich-
freuen ist’, d. h. ‘unerfreulich, widerwirtig’; edycor¢ bildete sich aus als Gegen-
stiick zu dvoyeprjc, daher subjektiv ‘sich leicht mit etwas abfindend, zufrieden’
oder objektiv ‘leicht ertraglich’.»

This proposal has the merit of offering a plausible account of the relation between
the most frequent use of edycp7jc and that of dvoyeprjc. If one treats these adjec-
tives as derived from a verbal root and as theoretically capable of active or passive
force, one can say that edyeprs is typically used in an active or subjective sense,
dvayepns in a passive or objective sense. But there are difficulties, too, in Leu-
mann’s view. In the first place, if he were right we should expect the ending
-xagns, not -yeongs, as he himself points out. He compares the vowel gradation in
dueopés, dtpexrjc and rmueptrjg, and suggests a similar gradation here®, This
might carry conviction (although it has convinced neither Frisk'®nor Chantraine'?),
were it not that a second objection can be made. For while Leumann’s proposal
seems to account satisfactorily for the usage of dvoyeprs, it does not appear to
capture the meaning of edyepr¢ very accurately. On the one hand, the objective
sense Leumann proposes, ‘leicht ertraglich’, although it seems to give the correct
meaning for the two early examples which demand a passive interpretation (Soph.
Phil. 875-876, Hp. Prorrh. 1, 119)%,is hardly what one would expect if yalow
were the root: ‘delightful’, rather than ‘easy to bear’, would be the meaning. And
on the other hand, ‘zufrieden’, while the appropriate active sense for an adjective
derived from yafpw, does not do justice to the examples of edyepric which demand
an active interpretation. Plato and Aristotle employ edyeorc and edyeode in
speaking of the appetite for his food displayed by the pig and the cannibal, and
of the way Socrates drank down the hemlock (P1. Phd. 117 ¢, Rep. 535 e, PIt.

13 Ibid. 210-213. 14 Thid. 213. 15 Tbid. 213-214.

'® H. Frisk, Griechisches Etymologisches Worterbuch 1 (Heidelberg 1960) s.v. dvayegts.

1? P. Chantraine, Dictionnaire étymologique de la langue grecque I (Paris 1968) s.v. dvoyepif.

18 Soph. Phil. 875-876 ndvra tatr’ év edyepei/E00v: ‘you treated all this as easy to bear’ (for
the construction, compare that with év eduagei: Eur. 1.4. 969, Hel. 1227, Fr. 382, 10);
Hp. Prorrh. 1, 119 (5, 550 L.) oi &v doreginaiow dadpws onaocuol edyegées, olov xal Aogxdde:
‘In hysterical women, convulsions not accompanied by fever are easily borne, as in the case
of Dorcas’ (Galen ad loc. was inclined to think edyepéec meant ‘not dangerous’ — so LSJ -
but this interpretation is difficult to fit with the known usage of the word. I would compare
Ar. Hist. an. 587 a 11: mepi vdc dvovoxlac t@v yovaux@y tfj edxeoelg ... Pondeiv, where
evyépeta is probably ‘ability to endure the discomfort’). W. H. S. Jones tentatively dates
Prorrhetic I to c. 440 B.c. (in Vol. II of the Loeb Hippocrates, pp. xx—xxix).
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266 c; Ar. Hist. an. 595 a 18, Pol. 1338 b 21). Sophocles has Neoptolemus doubt
whether the Chorus, now sympathetic to Philoctetes’ requests, will be so edyeprs
... 6ty ... wlnabijc Tijc véoov Evvovaig (Phil. 519-521). This suggests that ‘con-
tented’ is far too colourless an epithet to convey the force of evyeprs.

If we inspect the earliest occurrences of edyeprjs and dvoyegrc, it becomes clear
that these adjectives are typically used in contexts of emotional shock and of
physical distress or revulsion. In the two Aeschylean passages cited above (Prom.
802, Suppl. 568), dvoyeps is applied to the sight of monsters, and a similar con-
text of shock is presupposed in two of the three Sophoclean examples of the word :
the discovery of the dust-covered body of Polyneices, which throws the guards
into a panic, is called a Badua dvoyepés (Ant. 254), while Electra tells Chrysothemis
that the herald of Orestes’ death is

70vg 0008 untel dvoyeens (El. 929)
(here Electra’s point is to expose her mother’s unnatural absence of shock). And
when Teucer forbids Odysseus to touch the body of Ajax

un) T Oavdvre Totro dvoyepés moud (Ai. 1395),
his argument gains in force if he is taken to imply that Odysseus’ touch would be
almost physically repulsive to the dead hero. We may note, too, that the earliest
examples of edyepric (Soph. Phil. 519. 875; Hp. Prorrh. 1, 119), as well as those
in Plato and Aristotle cited above, and of dvoyépsta (Soph. Phil. 473. 900) are
introduced with reference to physical convulsions (so Hippocrates) and to a
notoriously repulsive sore (note the concentration of these words in the Phi-
loctetes).

I propose to interpret edyeorc and dvoyegic in such a way as to capture the
strong emotional character of the attitudes involved such as this consideration
of the contexts in which they are typically used suggests that they possess. I think
the active sense of edyepnc must be interpreted as something like ‘with a strong
stomach (for)’, and the passive correspondingly as ‘easy to stomach’. The basic
sense of dvoyegprc will accordingly be ‘hard to stomach’ — an improvement, I think,
upon Leumann’s ‘unerfreulich, widerwirtig’, although clearly ‘disgusting’ and
‘unpleasant’ will sometimes be appropriately used as synonyms of ‘hard to stom-
ach’, The case for seeing the notion of stomaching as crucial rests, of course, on the
large number of examples we have considered in which these words and their
cognates are introduced in contexts of food and sickness — and more could be
adduced®®®, I should guess that the adjective derive from a lost noun meaning
‘stomach’ or some organ of the stomach or digestive system, just as edzodoc and
doxoloc derive from the rare word xdiov'®.

18a This specific context is particularly prominent in the early use of evyeprjc: see LSJ s.v., L.
The connexion of these words with food is made the basis of an extended metaphor by
Plato Rep. 475 b—c (cf. the similes at Rep. 535 e and Ar. EE 1221 b 2-3).

19 Plato couples edyeodg with edxdAwc at Phd. 117 ¢, and edyépeia with edxoldia on the only
two occasions where Ast records him as using this latter noun: Alc. I 122 ¢, Laws 942 d.
In both passages (pace the translators of the second, in particular) ‘a character not at all
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In the course of time, I would suppose, the emotional content of these adjectives
and of edyépeta and dvoyépeia was sometimes diluted, and they were no longer
reserved for contexts of emotional or physical distress or revulsion. One has only
to look at the use of dvoyepnc and dvoyépeia in Aristotle to see confirmation of
this remark: he applies the words, without emotion, to problems and arguments,
meaning that there is a difficulty present. We can document the corresponding
tendency of edyeprjc and (more especially) evyépeta (see LSJ) and edyepdc (see
e.g. Pl. Theaet. 154 b, Ar. Pol. 1336 b 5-6) to become broader and shallower in
meaning by exploiting the implications of a Platonic pun. In the Politicus (266 c)
Plato speaks of yéver T tv dvrwv yevvaiordre xai dua edyepeardre. He wants
us to read this in two ways: at a first glance we are to think of a race most nobly
born and very easy-going — demigods, perhaps; then we are to realize that he is
referring to pigs — well-bred and yet without any trace of squeamishness about
what they eat?,

We are now in a position to consider the noun dvoyépeia. If my argument so far
has been broadly correct, we may expect dvoyépeia to mean either ‘offensiveness’,
‘disagreeableness’, ‘something unpalatable’®; or ‘revulsion’, ‘disgust’, ‘fastidious-
ness’; or both of these. Our expectation is confirmed. In pre-Hellenistic literature,
dvoyépeia can always be convincingly interpreted as belonging to one or other of
these families of nouns or to a close cousin of one of them. And we shall find that
disputes and uncertainties about its meaning in a particular context (of which
there are many) can invariably be explained as arising from the difficulty of
deciding between an active and a passive reading?.

The noun is first used on three occasions in the Philoctetes:

fussy or squeamish’ is the meaning — a character not softened by what in the Alcibiades
passage is called i ... dfodrnra Tow Ilegody. Aristotle uses dvoxoiia and dvoxolor in a
logical sense, as synonyms of dvoyéoeta and Svoyepés: see Bonitz, Index Aristotelicus
210 a 8-9. 13. The lost noun I conjecture would doubtless be *yéooc (so Frisk, who com-
pares the derivation of dvouerfs from uévog).

*0 It might be felt that the character of the earliest example of edyépeta militates against this
speculative history : zdvvag 76 T4 Egyov edyepel/q ovvapudoe: Boorods (Aesch. Eum. 494-5,
where the word is restored from edygcgfac M). A common rendering is ‘licentiousness’. But
the Chorus is deeply shocked at the thought of xaractgopai véwy Gsoulwy (490-491), so the
context is like that of the early uses of its cognate words. I think we do better to interpret
them as meaning ‘an attitude of stomaching anything’.

*! “Unpalatable state of affairs’ seems the right translation at [Demosthenes] 17, 7, where 77
adtijs dvoyegelas Snagyodong refers back to dc ddixruaroc Svroc Tob moliredparoc ... The
Loeb translator writes: ‘the same harsh system’.

*2 A nice problem arises at Isoc. Philipp. 29: 7y Tac uév dvoyegelag tag mepl Tods aopioTas
xal _toz)g avaytyvwoxopévovs T@v Adywv dpéins. Does Isocrates advise the king to set aside
prejudices or difficulties? Elsewhere in his writings the word always means ‘difficulty’:
Panath. 117, Ep. 1, 3; 4, 8. And he has just enumerated a long list of deficiencies possessed
by written speeches (25-27). So it would seem most likely that it is to these he now alludes,
rather than to the revulsion which such deficiencies doubtless produce. Again, why the
Plural, if an active sense is to be found here? I know no other example of such a plural.
I advocate ‘difficulties’, pace Laistner and the Loeb.
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dvoydocia uév,
#otda, moAAr) ToDde Tob poprjuaros. (473-T4)

— 0% &) oe dvoyépeta Tob voorjuatog
Enewoey dote pj W ayew vavtyy Eve;
— dnavra dvoyépeia, Ty avtol giow
Srav Aumdw tic 0p@ Ta 1) mpooexdra.  (900-903)

When we try to decide the meaning of dvoyépeia in these contexts, we find our-
selves confronted with just that decision between an active and a passive reading
which I have mentioned. Jebb opts for the passive: ‘great is the discomfort of
such a freight’, ‘the offence of my disease’, but LSJ and the Budé for the active
(and Leumann hesitantly takes the same course): ‘annoyance, disgust’, ‘répu-
gnance’. It is difficult to be at all confident which is right. It seems probable that
the same reading should be adopted in each passage, but either a passive or an
active reading would fit both. I incline to the active, ‘revulsion’, for two reasons.
First, the phrases dvoyépeia 100 poprjuaros and dvoydpeia Tob voorjuatos range
themselves in my mind with two phrases which occur in the immediate context
of the second passage: 7000¢ T0¥ xaxo? doxet [ Mj0n Tig elvar xdvdmavda &7 (877-18);
10D dvov yag odx Exvoc (887). I think that in each case we have a noun which is
the name of a psychological state, without article, governing a noun with article
which names the object of the emotion or condition in question. Contrast two
cases where vdoov[voonjuarog is a subjective genitive governed by a noun of roughly
the same semantic type as dvoyépeia when given passive force (as vod pogrjuarog
and 7o? voorjuarog would be governed on Jebb’s reading) : rodnlcayua tod vooryjua-
706 (755); 70 mijua Todro Tijg véoov (765)%. Second, Neoptolemus’ first words after
the speech of Philoctetes in which the first use of dvoyépeia occurs are these (he
addresses the chorus): doa oV un vov uév Tic edyepns magijc (519).

It is not unlikely that Neoptolemus’ edyegij¢ (active in force) is a conscious echo
of Philoctetes’ dvoyéoeia. This would count slightly in favour of reading dvoydpsia
as active in force, too. It might be felt to count in Jebb’s favour that dvoyeprc
is normally passive in force: surely the noun derived from it will follow suit. This
argument founders, I think, on the fact that the adverb dvoyespd¢ — also derived
from dvoyeprjc — is invariably used in an active sense, to mean something like
‘with reluctance’, ‘discontentedly’ (see LSJ s.v.). Nor must the active force of
edyépeta — attested earlier than dvoyfpsia (Aesch. Eum. 494) — be discounted as
a possible influence on the range of meaning dvoyéoeta can have.

Plato is the next author to use the word. It occurs in a number of passages out-
side the Philebus. In most of these there is no general agreement on its meaning.

I begin with an example from the doubtfully Platonic Epinomis (975 b): roiro
yag avto, 1) Tic moujoews nixAnoig, T@v Tolovudvwy abTdy dvoydpetay dmepyd-
Cour” @v. Here Taylor translates: ‘Why, the very word produce might tend to create

28 At 755 I follow Jebb, LSJ, etc. in reading rodnicayua, rather than rodneloayua LA.
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a certain repugnance to the product’; but the Loeb has: ‘For this very name of
making must produce an irksomeness in the actual things that are made’. This
case is very like the two in the Philoctetes which we have just considered. As there
I incline to the construction of dvoyépeta as active (although Taylor’s ‘a certain’
is gratuitous), but this time more confidently. For surely dvoyéoetdy Tiva would
be needed if the correct translation were ‘an irksomeness’;and to read dvoyépeia
thus is to wish on the author a very quaint way of saying that the name moinots
would make people feel revulsion — which 1s all that he means.

I next consider two examples where I am pretty sure that dvoyépeta is to be
construed as passive in force. The first is unproblematical: tijy e TV yvvaixdr
Tij¢ xtjocwg dvoyboeiay év T mpdoley magalimsvre (Rep. 502 d). Here, as LSJ say,
the meaning is ‘difficulty’, ‘troublesome question’, a close relative of the meaning
‘something unpalatable’ which I proposed above. It is paralleled by Plato’s use
of the adjective dvoyegnc to mean ‘awkward’ with reference to arguments at
Hipp. Min. 369 b.

In the Laws there is a use of dvoyépeta in the plural (967 ¢): tadr’ v Ta tdre
ékegyaoducva moldag afedtnras xai dvoyepelas T@v torodtawv dnreofar. ‘Such
studies gave rise to much atheism and perplexity’, said Jowett; but he was rebuked
by England, and later scholars have translated like Bury: ‘These were the views
which, at that time, caused these thinkers to incur many charges of atheism and
much odium’. Jowett’s translation can certainly be faulted both for its omission
of a rendering of 7@y Totovrwy dnrecfar and for its interpretation of dvoycpeiag.
But no other examples are known of the senses Bury proposes for afedrzns and
dvoyéoeta (although ‘odium’ could perhaps be taken as a cousin of ‘revulsion’ or
‘disgust’). The defence for the popular interpretation which he adopts is presumably
that only so can we make sense of 7d 1dve éspyacducva... Gnrecbos: ‘the things
which at that time caused ... to attack’. But it is a weak one, for Plato goes on
immediately to say: xai d7) xai Aodogrioeis ye énijAfov moTais ..., meaning not
that the poets incurred abuse, but that abuse attacked them like a disease, so
that they were stampeded into abusing others — the philosophers. By analogy,
it would seem that in the previous clause Plato is saying that many sorts of
godlessness and (not odium but) unpalatable teaching ‘got & grip on’, ‘took
hold of’ materialist philosophers: so LSJ correctly take the verb.

There remain three examples of dvoyépetain Plato outside the Philebus. The
first occurs when Protagoras tells us that doctors recommend the use of olive ol
to those in a weak condition doov udvor Ty dvoyéoeiay xaracPéoar Ty éni Tais
aioOrjoeot Taic dua sy yeyvouévmy év toic outiows te xal dyoig (Prot. 334 c).
Translators are divided. LSJ render dvoyépeia as ‘loathing, nausea’, and ‘nausea’
seems to be Adam’s choice, too. But Croiset in the Budé appears to give it passive
force: ‘pour corriger I’acreté de certaines sensations produites dans ’odorat par
tel ou tel plat dont ils se nourrissent’. Jowett (followed in substance by Guthrie)
writes: ’just enough to extinguish the disagreeable sensation of smell’. It is easier
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to decide this case if one translates as literally as possible: ‘just enough to extin-
guish the revulsion/offensiveness which comes upon the sensings that take place
through the nostrils among foods and seasonings’. I think it is obvious that the
rendering ‘the offensiveness which comes ... among (or perhaps, in the case of)
foods and seasonings’ is extremely odd: one would expect ‘the offensiveness of
foods and seasonings’. It is equally clear that ‘the revulsion which comes (on) ...
among foods and seasonings’ is a smooth rendering. If one considers the point
Protagoras is making, the same conclusion suggests itself. Doctors are concerned
to extinguish a revulsion the patient feels, in the first instance. So I take it that
the translation of Jowett is essentially correct. It is perhaps worth adding that
if I am right, Plato uses dvoyépeta in just that sense which Sophocles used in the
Philoctetes (as I read him).

The other two examples of the word occur in the Politicus. In one case the trans-
lators are unanimous (310 ¢): medrrovor uéy &1 09’ 8§ évog dplot Adyov, Tiw év
T maAPAYOT A SLdXOVTES PROTAVNY %Al T TOVS uév mpooouoiovs adrois dondleola,
T00¢ & dvouolovs ur) otépyety, mAsiorov T dvoyeoeiq uéoos dmovéuovres. Jowett
has ‘feelings of dislike’, Taylor ‘repugnance’, Skemp ‘likes and dislikes(!)’. But
one can supply an appropriate passive sense without difficulty: ‘assigning the
most importance to offensiveness’. Why do the translators take the option that
they do? In the first place, the Eleatic Stranger’s point in this sentence is the con-
trast between acting &£ dpfo? Adyov and acting upon one’s feelings and emotions.
It suits this theme better if the last clause of the sentence introduces the principal
feeling, revulsion, which motivates people, after the milder ‘being fond of and
‘not loving’, rather than the principal object of their dislike. Second, on such a
reading, dvoyépeia is doing duty for the verb dvoyegaivery — one can easily imagine
a reformulation of the last clause which introduced the verb. Now it so happens
that Aristotle in the Ethics uses orépyey and dvoyepaivery as contraries?*: dsi 1)
70 7j0o¢ mpovindpyew mwg oixeiov Tijc GeeTijc, oTépyov 1O xalov xal Svoycpaivoy
70 aioyedy (EN 1179 b 29-31). This shows that the progression w7 otégyew ... Tij
dvoyepeig (read as active in force) would be felt to be a natural one.

On the other Politicus example the translators disagree (286 b): tadryy 7¢ ody
fniota adrijc vexa Tijc dvoyepetag Ty mepl Try pargoloylay T megl Try Spavrixiy
anedetaueba dvoyepds ... Here Diés gives dvoyépeia active force: I’ennui’, as do
LSJ; but Taylor offers a passive sense: ‘repulsiveness’, and Jowett does likewise:
‘impression of tediousness’. Is the Eleatic Stranger saying: ‘Because of that very
boredom (or disgust) which we accepted discontentedly’? Or is he saying: ‘Because
of that repulsiveness (or unpalatable feature) which we accepted discontentedly’ ?
I think the right answer becomes clear when we try to translate the phrase megi
Ty poxporoylay Tiy mepl Ty dpavrixny. ‘That repulsiveness which with respect
to the prolixity ..." is pleonastic: the prolixity of the discussion of weaving s just

24 This example I owe to Leumann, op. cit. 210, who cites it for a rather different purpose.
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what was offensive about it. It is to remove the boredom aroused by that prolixity
that the Eleatic Stranger has inserted his discussion of measuring. Of course, to
suppose an active rather than a passive sense also tallies with the general pattern
of the usage of the word in Plato and Sophocles. For on my view of the matter,
an active sense — ‘revulsion’ or some cognate — is to be given to all but two of
the examples of dvoyépsta which we have studied. And both of these possess
features not shared by the present example. The use of the word at Rep. 502 d,
where Socrates speaks of the troublesome question of the possession of women, is
closely related to the common use in Isocrates and Aristotle to mean ‘theoretical
difficulty’. That at Laws 967 ¢ cannot so easily be linked with a common use of
the word, but its coupling with Gfsdrns supplies the reader with the context he
needs for comprehension.

The dvoyéoeta of Speusippus

If we now return to the Philebus, it is with the expectation that ‘revulsion’ or
a cognate will prove to be the right equivalence for dvoyéocia as Jowett and Taylor
thought. And such a rendering certainly seems appropriate in the context. Socrates
will be saying that he and Protarchus will be well advised to follow in the tracks
of a revulsion which belongs to a not ignoble nature: doubtless because this revul-
sion against hedonism was accompanied by argument. Indeed, Socrates implements
this advice by recounting to us a philosophical question which he says is raised
by the ‘enemies of Philebus’?. But two problems remain. What account are we
to give of ra dAla adrdv dvoyepdouara? And why does Socrates call these philo-
sophers dvoyepeic?

If dvoyépera is ‘revulsion’, va dAda adr@v dvoyepdouara are presumably — as
the presumed derivation from dvoyepaivw would suggest?6—‘expressions of disgust’.
But while talk of ‘revulsion’ may be appropriate — logical dissatisfaction with
hedonism may naturally be accompanied by moral revulsion — why should Socrates
speak of a whole battery of arguments in this way (for Taylor and Jowett must be
right in seeing a reference to grounds or arguments here, as I pointed out at the
beginning of this paper)? It seems too jocular not to require further explanation,
especially since dvoyépaoua is probably a word coined for this occasion by Plato.

Taylor translates dvayepeic as “fastidious’. But although this suits the account
of dvoyégeia one is inclined to adopt, it seems a doubtful rendering in the light of
the common usage of the word. For dvoyepric means ‘hard to stomach’, and so
‘disagreeable’, ‘awkward’, ‘vexatious’: its force is passive. I can find only one
example in the pre-Hellenistic literature which really looks as though it is naturally
read as taking an active sense, but in this case the context dictates a very wary
%44 d8-e3.

* See I: Chantraine, La formation des noms en grec ancien (Paris 1933) 175-176. He renders
dvoyépacua as ‘marque d’impatience’. Cf. dvoyegaouds, Philod. Lib. p.8 Ol rendered by
LSJ Suppl. as ‘irritation, anger’.
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approach. At Rep. 475 ¢, Socrates speaks of tov mepi 7a airia dvoyeps. One might —
recalling the usual meaning of the word — render in a passive sense: ‘the man
awkward (or disagreeable) about food’. But it seems clear that Plato means to
give dvoyeprjc some such active force as dvoyegaivw and edyepdc possess. For a
comparison is made between tov mepl Ta oiria dvoyepij and Tov mepl Ta pabijuata
dvoyepaivovra, and a contrast between this latter and tov edyeodc é0édovra
mavroc uabijuarog yedeobar. Consequently, LSJ rightly render the adjective here
as ‘fastidious’. Two points must be made: first, it only gets an active sense through
the aid of the context; second, it can probably only get the active sense ‘fastidious’
because this is practically equivalent to the familiar passive sense ‘awkward, dis-
agreeable’ and because of the specification megpl va otria (which is of course a para-
digm context for the active edye07c)*". So it seems hard to understand the applica-
tion of dvoyepns to the ‘enemies of Philebus’, without qualification and without
a helpful context such as the Republic example enjoys, as meaning anything but
that they are disagreeable or offensive®. But why should Plato have Socrates
abuse them so, even jokingly ?

What Plato is doing is forcing us to puzzle over the meaning and point of
dvoyéoera and its cognates. And somehow, we must remember, as we identify the
dvoydpeta in question, the identity of of dvoyepeic is supposed to suggest itself to
us — or so I have urged. The key to these puzzles is adumbrated in an observation
of Wilamowitz on this passage. He suggested that Plato took exception to «ein
iibertriebenes dvoyepaivery, einen Mangel an facilitas ..., sei es, dass sie in zu kniff-
lichem Gmopeiv beruhte, sei es auf dem absprechenden Wesen, das wir bei einem
Moralisten zelotisch nennen»?°.

My belief is that, although none of the equivalences for dvayeprjc and its cognates
here which I have argued for is mistaken, what Plato directs our minds to is 70
amopetv; and more specifically, to that other sense of dvoydpeta, frequent in
Aristotle: ‘logical difficulty’. For scrutiny of Aristotle’s use of the word in this
sense shows it to be very likely that Plato’s successor, Speusippus, was particularly
fond of employing the word in this sense; and further, that this employment of
the word was at one time — at least within the Academy — a peculiarity of his,
although Aristotle (and doubtless others) came to adopt it himself. So Plato, I
argue, heaps up slightly mysterious and jocular references to the dvoyépzcia of the
‘enemies of Philebus’ to persuade us that in these we have a clue to their identity,
to puzzle us about the sort of dvoyépeia they exhibit, and so to put us in a position

27 At EE 1221 b 2-3 Aristotle describes the @fovegds as dvoyeprjs, contrasting him with the
man at the opposite extreme, who is edyeons Gonep oi yasroluagyor nods Tgogrjy . dvuayeoic
may perhaps mean ‘fastidious’ here, but it is safer to take it as ‘disagreeable’.

28 Tt might be argued that the proximity of dvoyépeia and dvoyégaoua, both nouns with
active force, does supply a context which leads us to read dvoyegrs, too, as active. This
thought is certainly one factor in one’s puzzlement. But the reference to of dvoyeoeic with-
out this context at 46 a 5 militates against its validity.

2 . von Wilamowitz-Moellendorf, Platon 11* (Berlin 1920) 270.
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to grasp that it is the ‘difficulty’ felt by Speusippus to which he wishes us to
attend.

Here are the passages of the Metaphysics which support my claims about what
may be gleaned from Aristotle’s use of dvoyépeia:
oi uév yap ta puabnuazixa udvov mowotvres mapa ta aloOnrd, Gpdvres Ty mepl Ta
gidn dvoydoetav xal wAdow, anéotnoay 4o Tob eidnTixod Gplbuot xal Tov ualy-
paTLxoY Emoinoar. (Metaph. 1086 a 2-5)
7 08 ToTTOY UEY TOY TEdmoY 0Vx% oloudvew dua 0 Tag évodoag dvayepeias 0paY meQl
Tag idéag dave Oud ye tabra un moielv aptbuods, mototvte ¢ dplbudy tov pabnua-
IOV . . .. (Metaph. 1090 a 7-10)
7apa uév yap T@v Oeoddywy Eowxey duoroyeiobar T@v viv tiolv, ol od paowy, ¢lia
mpoeAbodong Tijc T@Y Svrwy @pioews xal Té dyaldy xal To xaldv dupalvesbar (TodTo
0é mowoDow etdafoduevor dAnluny Svoyépeiar 7} cvufaiver Toic Aéyovow, domep
&vior, T0 &v oy ). (Metaph. 1091 a 33-b 1)
ovpuPaiver yap moddn dvoydoeia—1y Eviol pebyovres dmelgiracty, ol To &v uév duo-
Aoyotvteg doyny elvar modTyy xal avotysiov, 1o dobuod de Tot pabnuarixod.

(Metaph. 1091 b 22-25)

Although Speusippus is not named in any of these passages, there is no doubt
whatever that Aristotle refers to him in each of them3?, In the first two, he alludes
to the difficulties which Speusippus found in the theory of Ideas and which led
him to claim that ‘mathematical’ number was the only sort of number besides
groups of sensible things; and in the second two he refers to the difficulty Speu-
sippus saw in the Platonic notion that the One is not only a principle of things,
but the source of goodness in things. Now Aristotle clearly has a predilection for
using the word dvoyépeia to refer to Speusippus’ philosophical objections. But the
first passage I have quoted suggests further that it is a piece of Speusippus’ own
terminology, naturally and deliberately used in his discussion of Speusippus’ posi-
tion by Aristotle. For there he couples dvoyéoeta with wAdoug, ‘fiction’, used in
this sense on this occasion only by him, and never before used in this or any sense
in extant Greek literature. I would guess that wAdous is a Speusippan word; and
if 7Adatg, then very likely dvoyfoeia.

That is my case for believing the philosophical use of dvoyégeta to be the special
property of Speusippus. I now want to adduce some circumstantial evidence in
1ts support.

_ Aristotle often uses the vocabulary of a thinker whom he is discussing — indeed,
1t would be odd if he did not. Interpreters have sometimes been misled into sup-
posing that the extent of this borrowing is greater than it is in fact: one thinks
of the old view that Opotouspéc was a term actually used by Anaxagoras himself3..
But it seems that, for example, he uses words and expressions used by Eudoxus

:: See e.g. W. D. Ross, Aristotle’s M etaphysics 1 (Oxford 1924) LxXi-LXXiii.
See e.g. W. K. C. Guthrie, A History of Greek Philosophy 11 (Cambridge 1965) 325-326.
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when he presents his theory of pleasure in the Nicomachean Ethics, words and
expressions which unlike Plato’s idéa could well have been supplanted by an
Aristotelian paraphrase®. In the case of Speusippus, too, there seems to be at
least one occasion other than the first passage I quoted where Aristotle uses his
own words. Aristotle tells us that Speusippus assumed the existence — the separate
existence — of the objects of mathematics because there could be no axioms true
of sensible things, and because — obscurely — aAn07 ... Ta Aeydueva xai caiver Ty
ypoynv (Metaph. 1090 a 35—b 1). The Sophoclean® metaphor leaps out from the
dry context; one suspects that it sat more comfortably in a treatise of Speusippus,
where the point for which it was called into service was no doubt clearer than in
Aristotle’s enigmatic clause.

Both passages suggest that Speusippus had a lively taste in metaphors. And
this is confirmed by inspection of the Epistle to Philip which purports to be the
product of his hand and is very probably genuine®. Johann Sykutris pointed out
that the use of metaphor in this letter is restrained, but apt and vigorous, in the
manner of the best Attic stylists®>. The whole piece is interestingly written, as
Sykutris’ analysis bears out, and very readable. Furthermore, Iamblichus, when
he reports what seems to be Speusippus’ theory of the fundamental principles of
things®, employs two words in referring to matter which Philip Merlan plausibly
supposed to derive from Speusippus himself: eézwiadrc (LSJ record no other use
of this word) and ovuueuodvouévor (whose interpretation here is uncertain: it
should probably be written cvuueuwivouévor and so connected with the adjective
udivg, ‘soft’, a word rare in extant Greek literature, used metaphorically of a
Adyos of Isocrates in the Kpistle to Philip)*”. Both these are striking metaphors.

In these last two paragraphs I have been offering some indirect positive evidence
for supposing it not unlikely that dvoyépeta is a specifically Speusippan word. I
add now that there is evidence to suggest that it is not a particular favourite with
Aristotle. Bonitz records fifteen places in genuine works of Aristotle where the
word occurs in the sense ‘philosophical difficulty’. Nine of these instances occur
in Books M and N of the Metaphysics. And of these, four occur in accounts of
Speusippus’ views (as we have observed). The third passage I quoted (see above
p- 13) continues: &0t 8’ 7) dvoyépeta od dua 10 T7j doYF] TO €D dmodiddvau di drdgyov,
GAAd. 80 To T v doyny wai doyny ¢ otouyeiov xal Tov dolbudv éx Tob &vdg
(Metaph. 1091 b 1-3). Aristotle is saying: There 4s a dvoyégeia, Speusippus, but

82 See J. Burnet, The Ethics of Aristotle (London 1900) 442, 3 Soph. 0.C. 319-320.

8 Authenticity is argued convincingly by E. Beckermann and Joh. Sykutris, Speusipps Brief
an Kinig Philipp, Berichte iiber die Verhandlungen der Sachsischen Akademie der Wissen-
schaften zu Leipzig, Phil.-Hist. Klasse, 80 (1928).

% Op. cit. 56-57.

38 JTamb. De comm. math. sc. 15, 6 —18, 12 Festa. The Speusippan identity of the content of this
passage was demonstrated by Ph. Merlan, From Platonism to Neoplatonism® (The Hague
1960) ch. V.

8 JTamb. De comm. math. sc. 15, 13; 17, 20 F. 1 follow Merlan’s treatment, op. cit. 120-121.
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it lies in something you and the orthodox Platonists both believe, not in the
Platonist position only. Clearly this instance must be counted with the four above.
In another passage, at 1087 b 18-21, it is quite likely that the difficulties with
Platonism to which Aristotle alludes are Speusippus’ difficulties®; and in the
remaining three passages in these books where dvoyéoeta occurs, Aristotle might
very well be influenced in his selection of the word by its frequent use in Speu-
sippus, even if he is not actually citing Speusippus’ objections®. I suspect a similar
reminiscence in the two uses of the word elsewhere in the Metaphysics®. In the
four uses Bonitz records outside the Metaphysics it is idle to look for any signifi-
cant echo of Speusippus. But one may observe that at De an. 410 a 27 Aristotle
uses the word merely as a resounding synonym for his favourite term for ‘diffi-
culty’, anmogia: moddas & dmopiag xal dvoyepelas; and that at De caelo 309 a 29
he wants to say that someone is caught in a difficulty — a special motive for using
dvayépeia here. To conclude, I claim that it is a fair statement of Aristotle’s use
of dvoyépeia to say, first, that it is not a word which leaps regularly to his mind
when he wants to mention a philosophical difficulty or problem; and second, that
his partiality for it in the Metaphysics is very reasonably explained by the hypo-
thesis that Speusippus’ liking for it infected his own vocabulary in Books M and
N, not only when he was reporting Speusippus himself.

We have good grounds, then, for thinking dvoyépeta a word of which Speusippus
was especially and idiosynecratically fond. It is therefore natural to suppose that
he is the ‘enemy of Philebus’.

Some objections countered

The view that Plato refers to Speusippus when he speaks of of dvoyepeic is an
old one: Wilamowitz*? was tempted by it; A. E. Taylor*® and Robert Philippson
championed it. But their enthusiasm for this identification was founded on the
general belief that Plato in the Philebus intervenes in those same disputes in the
Academy about pleasure which Aristotle reports and alludes to in the Nicomachean

% The difficulties alluded to here seem to be concerned with Plato’s hypothesis of a single
material principle, the Large and the Small, and moreover one apparently appropriate for
the explanation only of extended entities: so the corrections to Plato’s thesis which Aristotle
condemns suggest (Metaph. 1087 b 16-18). Now Speusippus was apparently the originator
of Aristotle’s objection (M etaph. 1001 b 19-25; of. 1090 b 32-1091 a 2) that on Plato’s
theory it was impossible to see why the Large and the Small should generate now numbers,
now extended magnitudes (Iamb. ibid. 16, 18-17, 1 F.). So maybe Aristotle is thinking of
this and similar objections here.

¥ Metaph. 1083 b 19; 1085 b 17; 1086 b 12.

* Metaph. 995 a 33 ; 1005 b 22. The first of these examples occurs in Book B, a treatise devoted
to issues debated within the Academy; in the second case, Aristotle speaks of Aoyixag
&”O'Zﬁgﬂ'ag, an epithet which suggests the same Academic milieu for the difficulties in

. question as at 1087 b 20, where the same phrase is used.

The other two examples are at Spir. 474 a 24, Gen. an. 740 b 15. 4 Platon II 272-273.

ESee especially A Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus (Oxford 1928) 455-456.
Hermes 60 (1925) 470-474.
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Ethics; and on the particular circumstance that Speusippus was apparently the
leading opponent of hedonism in the Academy — at any rate, he is the only one
named by Aristotle, apart from Plato himself (at EN 1153 b 1-7). The report of
Clement, that according to Speusippus the condition which all men desire and
which oi éyafof make their aim is doyAnoia (Strom. IT 22, 133 p. 186, 19 Stéhlin =
P. Lang, De Speusippi Academici scriptis [Bonn 1911] Fr. 57), lends strong sup-
port to this case®s. Yet the dvoyépeta clue has always either been ignored or been
felt to be puzzling.

The opinion that the Philebus is a contribution to an Academic debate is pretty
well universally held. But the specific identification of o dvoyepeic as Speusippus
was called into question a generation ago, mildly and aporetically by Diés, con-
fidently by Hackforth, and so far as I am aware their arguments have not been met.

Diés correctly points out that if Plato has Speusippus in mind, it is difficult to
understand why he calls him dvoyeprs, when there is no independent evidence to
suggest that he was known for being dvoyegrc and some suggest that he was
not. Diés reminds us of a tale in Plutarch: «Dion, banni par Denys le Jeune,
devint un familier et un favori de 'Académie et s’y lia particuliérement non
seulement avec le néfaste Callippe, mais aussi avec Speusippe. Platon avait
voulu cette liaison pour rendre plus ameéne le caractére de Dion ‘au contact
d’une amitié qui avait de la grice et savait, & 'occasion, plaisanter avec élégance,
Sutiig yapw Eyodon xal mardidc Suuedods xara xawgov antouévy’. Car tel était
Speusippe, ajoute Plutarque»®.

We may add to Diés’ point that whether Speusippus was dvoyeprc or not, it
seems that Plato would be perpetrating a needless and pretty unforgiveable insult
in calling him as much, especially in such decided terms.

This objection to the identification of Speusippus as ol dvoyepeis is easily coun-
tered once we allow that Plato’s point in ascribing dvoydpeia to the ‘enemies of
Philebus’ and in making such play of their being dvoyepeis is to get us to think
of the philosophical dvoyépeta in which Speusippus often found himself. It is just
a joke on Plato’s part to pretend that Speusippus was offensive or disagreeable.

Hackforth’s objection to the identification concerns a point of philosophical
substance. He argues: «A combination of Arist. EN 1153 b 1-7 with 1173 a 5-9
shows that [Speusippus] regarded pleasure and pain as both real, and both opposed
to the neutral state, whereas the dvoyepeic admit not three states, but only twon?’.

Here is the principal Aristotelian text to which Hackforth refers: aAda uny 8z
xal 1) Abmn xaxdv, duoloyeitar, xal pevrTdv: 1) Uty 6o dnAds xaxdy, 7 6¢ Td mjj
dumodioTiny). T 08 pevrTd TO évavriov 7) pevnToY TL ®al xaxdv, ayaldv. dvdyxy

4 But only Philippson made allusion to it. Wilamowitz (loc. cit.) quoted a passage of Aulus
Gellius (IX 5, 4 Hos.) as possible support; but this seems to be dependent on EN 1153 b 1-7,
which I discuss below (both passages in Lang, Fr. 60).

4 Dig¢s, Platon: Philébe LX-LXII; Plutarch, Dion 17.

47 Plato’s Examination of Pleasure 87.
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oty iy néoviw Gyaldy T elvar. g yap Znedowrmoc Evev, ob ovuPaive 1) Aboig,
domep 10 ueilov 1@ Adrrovt xal 1d iow évavriov. od yap v pain Smep xaxdv T
glvaw T 1dovrpy (EN 11563 b 1-7). The safest remark to make about Speusippus’
argument here and Aristotle’s rebuttal of it is that of Wilamowitz: ‘nicht eindeu-
tig'ss, But I shall offer a tentative exegesis.

The first question I want to consider is this: Did Speusippus adduce the con-
trariety that the greater has to the equal and the less in the first instance in order
to make a point about the contrary of bad or about pain and pleasure? There can
be little doubt of the correct answer. If we turn to the related passage of Aristotle
cited by Hackforth, we find what seems to be the same argument of Speusippus
reported in these terms: 0% ydp pacw, &i 1) Admn xaxdy éote, T 1j8ovi)y dyabov elvat.
avruxetolar yap xal xaxov xaxd »xai dupw v@ undétega (EN 1173 a 6-8)%. How-
ever we take this passage, it is surely clear that Aristotle understood Speusippus
to be concerned in his argument with the contrary of bad®. This is only slightly
less clear at 1153 b 1-7. For the only principle about contrariety which Aristotle
enunciates there and which therefore seems appropriate for Speusippus to be
contradicting has to do with good and bad: 7@ 8¢ pevrrd 70 dvavriov §j pevaTor,
ayaldv.

The second point I want to make is that Speusippus did not make it clear in
his argument whether he supposed pleasure a bad thing or not. This is evident
from 1173 a 10-11: an obscure and perhaps corrupt passage, but it is at least clear
that Aristotle’s procedure implies this unclarity in Speusippus’ argument. For he
argues that whether Speusippus were to hold both pain and pleasure bad or
whether he were to hold ... (here text and sense are doubtful), he would contradict
what we all reckon to know about pleasure and pain®l.

Nonetheless, Aristotle in the earlier passage (but not the later) implies that
Speusippus is committed — although he would be loath to acknowledge it -
to the consequence that pleasure is to be located in the genus bad. Why does he
suppose this? And why was Speusippus unwilling to allow that pleasure is bad ?

% Op. cit. II 273 n. 1.

I have accepted the reading undérega (with Stewart and Burnet), on the grounds (a) that
it is more strongly supported than uzndsrépp in the MSS and is lectio difficilior, (b) that it is
«strongly supported by Plato Rep. 583 e 7] xai dvvatdy 10 undérepa dv dupdrega yiyveslar -
W(;)lids which occur in a context which, I think, Aristotle has in his mind here» (Stewart
ad loc.).

% The difficulties concern the reference of dupw and the supplement we are meant to give to
undérega. Gauthier ad loc. gives a full discussion of the solutions adopted by different
scholars. My view is that dup® means ‘both good and bad’ and that T undérega means
‘that which is neither good nor bad’: this gives the obvious complement to the first part of
the sentence.

*1The text of 1173 a 10-11 runs thus in Bywater’s edition: dugoiy ydp dvrow @ xaxdv xal
pevxra ESer dupw elvar, Tdv underdowr 88 undéregov 7 duolwe. This would mean: ‘For if
both belong to the class of bad things, then both should also be objects of aversion, or if
both belong to the class of things neither good nor bad, neither should be objects of aversion
or both equally’ (after Ross). The difficulty this raises is that Speusippus is hardly likely to
have entertained the latter option. Aristotle would therefore have offered a poor, captious
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The first problem is not a very taxing one, I think. According to Speusippus, it
was a mistake to think of the contrary of bad simply as good — the greater/equal/
less parallel is relevant. Now it seems to have been a commonplace in the Academy
(and it was certainly Aristotle’s doctrine) that good things are to be seen as
occupying a mean position between two extremes, an excess and a deficiency,
which were located in the same genus, bad52. Aristotle, I suggest, supposes that
Speusippus had this doctrine in mind in introducing the greater/equal/less parallel;
and considers that since he does not hold pleasure to be a good, he seems bound
to think it bad3s.

Why should Speusippus resist this interpretation ? Perhaps we can best approach
this problem by considering where Aristotle’s interpretation has probably gone
wrong — as it must have done. For had Speusippus really introduced the greater/
equal/less analogy with the doctrine of the mean in mind in just the way Aristotle
appears to suppose — accepting both that pain is bad and pleasure not good -,
his vulnerability to Aristotle’s objection (that he would not say that pleasure is
bad) would have been so glaringly obvious a criticism that 1t is difficult to believe
him capable of supposing he had an argument to offer against the thesis that
pleasure is good. Aristotle himself seems to have come to recognize an inadequacy
in his grasp of Speusippus’ point. For in Book X, as we have seen, he takes the
greater/equal/less analogy as designed simply to point out that there are other
types of contrariety than that instantiated by the opposition of good to bad. He
no longer interprets it as committing Speusippus to any positive claim about what
sort of contrariety is to be assigned to the relation of pleasure to pain.

But it seems unlikely that this revised interpretation is correct®. The analogy
which Speusippus invokes is surely too specific for it to be conveying the general
suggestion that all the varieties of contrariety must be considered before any in-
ferences are drawn about the goodness or badness of pleasure from its opposition
to pain. Aristotle’s first understanding of his argument seems better supported -
at least inasmuch as Speusippus’ analogy is naturally related to the doctrine of
the mean. I believe that with the help of the Philebus we can offer a plausible
account of Speusippus’ meaning which relates his argument to the doctrine of the
mean and yet does not commit him to asserting that pleasure is bad.

Speusippus’ point, I think must have been that pain is contrary not just to
‘pleasure’ — a notion too little explored by hedonists, he might have added — but
more exactly to two conditions, the one release from pain, the other escapings

bit of argument here. Gauthier et al. prefer to emend and read vé undéregov: ‘that which
is neither good nor bad should be an object neither of choice nor of aversion, or of both
these equally’. I incline to this view.

52 T'op. 123 b 27-30 seems to indicate that the doctrine was current in the Academy: see
1. Diiring, in Aristotle on Dialectic: the Topics, ed. G. E. L. Owen (Oxford 1968) 206-207.
For Aristotle’s own elaboration of the doctrine, see e.g. £N II 6-9, especially 1108 b 11-19.

88 This is the traditional reading of this passage: see Gauthier ad loc.

5 But it is accepted by Gauthier ad 1153 b 4-7.
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from pain. The former of these is good, and so properly designated ‘pleasurable’;
the latter are what hedonists especially, but quite erroneously, have in mind when
they talk of pleasures, for they are in themselves bad. Now this position derives
most of its details from the Philebus. It seems to me to combine without strain
and certainly without contradiction of the evidence what Plato tells us about
oi dvoyepeic and what Aristotle reports concerning Speusippus at 1153 b 1-7.
But Hackforth would claim that it cannot be compatible with Plato’s report that
oi dvoyepeic held that there is only one condition to be contrasted with pain, not
two. To this it may be rejoined that we must not abstract this report from its
context. What the thinkers Plato has in mind assert thereby is tantamount to the
denial that pleasure (in the true sense) and release from pain are distinct. And this
denial is not compromised by the position I elaborated at the beginning of this
paragraph.

It might be objected against this reconstruction of Speusippus’ position that it
18 unlikely that one who held the commonly accepted pleasures to be mere escapings
from pain would naturally construe them as opposed to pains as an excess is
related to a deficiency. Surely, it might be said, escaping from pain would occupy
an intermediate position of excellence between pain and release from pain. But
the impression the Philebus conveys is that of dvoyepeic saw the commonly
accepted pleasures — particularly the pleasures of rubbing itches and the like — as
desperate remedies for related ills: an intense passion (i.e. suffering) provokes an
intense activity which is in itself no less disgraceful and bad, but which promotes
relief as its end®. The construction of the passion as a deficiency and the activity
as an excess is not unintelligible in this light.

What Aristotle appears to have missed, then, upon my view of Speusippus’
position, is a distinction between what Eudoxus and other hedonists treat as
pleasures and pleasure in the true sense. That is, he seems to have misconstrued
the character of Speusippus’ opposition to hedonism, taking it as a denial of the
thesis that pleasure is good rather than as an acceptance of this thesis, but in a
different sense from that given to it by hedonists. For Speusippus argued (Phil.
44 b 1-3): Pain is bad; release from pain is good; whatever is the opposite of pain
and is good is pleasurable; so release from pain is pleasurable. And when he said
that there were no pleasures (44 b 9-10), he seems to have meant that there was
nothing pleasurable over and above release from pain, contrary to public opinion
(44 ¢ 1-2). So he appears to have accepted not only the efficacy of an argument
from contrariety, but an analytic connexion between ‘good’ and ‘pleasurable’. His
disagreement with Eudoxus could be expressed by saying that, if Speusippus’
reasoning as reported by Plato is accepted, Eudoxus must be convicted of not
examining the notion of pleasure carefully enough — of not considering just what
it is that is both the opposite of pain and good. Had he done this, he would have

55 Here, of course, I am glossing the doctrine of the mixture of pleasures and pains which is
developed at Phil. 44 d ff.
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seen that the only thing which satisfies these conditions is release from pain, and
that it is only insofar as what people call pleasures consist in it that they are
pleasurable. Speusippus expresses his disagreement in a different but closely con-
nected way in the argument Aristotle reports. He claims that, if pleasure (sc. the
sort of pleasure which Eudoxus has in mind, conceived of as quite independent of
release from pain) is the opposite of pain, it is not necessarily opposed to the evil
of pain as a good in virtue of that opposition. He could have added that Eudoxus
would have to demonstrate its goodness independently of its being an opposite.

Eudoxus would doubtless have replied, as did Aristotle at 1173 a 11-12, that
its goodness is established by the fact that it is an object of choice — indeed, in
his argument as it is reported by Aristotle (1172 b 18-23), he makes much of the
claim that it is an object of choice (and for itself, not as the means to an end).
Speusippus seems to have ignored this claim. If his doing so was not just an
incompetent blunder, he must have thought it in some way irrelevant to the thesis
that pleasure is good (in the sense that hedonists give to this claim). One can
perhaps only guess at his reason. But just before he discusses Speusippus’ attack
on the argument from contraries in Book X (1173 a 5ff.), Aristotle reports and
dismisses the objection to Eudoxus that what all things aim at is not necessarily
good (1172 b 351f.). This is the sort of move Speusippus could appropriately have
used to counter Eudoxus’ connexion of ‘good’ with ‘object of choice’. And in fact
he may have been its author. I quote Gauthier ad loc.: «Aristote ne nomme pasles
adversaires d’Eudoxe auxquels il s’en prend ici. Mais au livre VII, 14,1153 b 5, il
a expressément attribué & Speusippe la réfutation de 'argument du contraire
qu’il va rejeter 1173 a 6-13; comme les adversaires d’Eudoxe visés depuis 1172
b 26 jusqu’a 1173 b 20 sont manifestement les mémes, c’est donc dans toute
cette section de Speusippe qu’il s’agit.» This is too confident, and appears to be
contradicted by Gauthier himself, when he plausibly refers the arguments at
1173 a 15-28, for example, to the Philebus. But his claim about the authorship
of the argument that what all things aim at is not necessarily good may well be
correct, since the discussion of the argument from contraries is joined to the dis-
cussion of this argument by a sentence which looks as though it introduces a
thesis of the same philosopher as he has just been controverting: odx Zoixe 62 096
mepl 100 dvavtiov xalds Aéyecbar (1173 a 5-6).

A last objection to the identification of oi dvoyspsic as Speusippus may be
raised: «If he is the ‘enemy of Philebus’, then Philebus must be Eudoxus. But
this latter identification is incredible®®.» We need not take such an argument very
seriously. We know that Speusippus opposed Aristippus as well as Eudoxus on
these questions, and we know that he wrote more than one work in which hedonism
must have been discussed®.

56 Tts incredibility is widely accepted, and is convincingly argued by Hackforth, Plato’s Exami-
nation of Pleasure 5-7.
87 Dialogues entitled *Apletinmos and ITegl 7jdovijc are ascribed to him by Diog. Laert. IV 4.
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