Classical Quarterly 51.2 458-476 (2001) Printed in Great Britain 458

PLATO’S LAST WORDS ON PLEASURE

In the opinion of George Grote, writing in 1875, Plato’s Athenian in the Laws
‘recedes from the lofty pretensions of Socrates in the Republic and the Gorgias’. He
does this, says Grote, in proclaiming as the fundamental characteristics of human
nature:

that no man will willingly do anything from which he does not anticipate more pleasure than
pain: that every man desires the maximum of pleasure and the minimum of pain, and desires
nothing else: that there neither is nor can be any Good apart from Pleasure or superior to
Pleasure: that to insist upon a man being just, if you believe that he will obtain more pleasure or
less pain from an unjust mode of life, is absurd and inconsistent: that the doctrine which
declares the life of pleasure and the life of justice to lead in two distinct paths, is a heresy
deserving not only censure but punishment.!

The Athenian also recedes from the ‘lofty pretensions’ of the Republic and Gorgias
in another point, says Grote. Socrates teaches in those dialogues that justice apart from
its natural consequences will suffice per se to make the just man happy: ‘per se, that is,
even though . . . society misconceive his character and render no justice to him, but
heap upon him nothing except obloquy and persecution’.? The Athenian recedes from
this teaching altogether, continues Grote, and asserts instead the Epicurean doctrine
that the just man ‘is one who obtains from others that just dealing and that esteem
which is his due: and when so conceived, his existence is one of pleasure and hap-
piness’;® this, he adds, is the doctrine that Glaucon and Adeimantus in the Republic
‘deprecate as unworthy disparagement of justice’. In addition, though incidentally,
Grote comments that the doctrine of the Laws ‘about pleasure and good approximates
more nearly to the Protagoras than to the Gorgias and Philebus’, and this comment
reinforces and adds interest to his other remarks, because he takes the hedonism of the
Protagoras to be intended seriously, and he himself, a member of the circle of Bentham
and James Mill, subscribes to its principal tenets.’

By contrast, in the opinion of Wilamowitz, writing in 1917, Plato has nothing of
philosophical interest to say in the Laws, even Aristotle merely thumbing through it as
undeserving of closer scrutiny.®

References (numbered in square brackets) are listed at the end of this paper.

! Grote [12], vol. 4, 301-2.

% Grote [12], vol. 4, 302.

3 In a footnote on 303, Grote [12] bases this claim on Laws 663a, a passage that will be
discussed in Section IV below. Grote thoroughly approves of Plato’s supposed recantation in the
Laws, thinking the doctrine on the sufficiency of justice per se for happiness to be false, perverse,
and contrary to every man’s internal sentiment. And, to call Socrates happy, he declares, ‘would
be a misapplication of the term, which no one would agree with Plato in making—Ileast of all the
friends of Socrates in the last months of his life’ (Grote [12], vol. 4, 127). Grote is fiercely critical
of the Republic’s argument, but I think that Plato presents a better case for the worthwhileness of
justice than Grote does. Grote’s case, based on the ‘principle of reciprocity’ seems open to all
of Adeimantus’ objections in Republic 2. See Grote [12], vol. 4, esp. 99-132, and for a defence of
Plato, White [30] passim.

4 Grote [12], vol. 4, 303

* Grote [12], vol. 2, 314-16.

¢ Wilamowitz [27], 518: ‘Es lohnte sich ihm nicht, mehr Aufmerksamkeit daran zu wenden,
und in der Tat, wer Platons Philosophie als Philosoph sucht, kann sich die Miihe sparen, die



PLATO’S LAST WORDS ON PLEASURE 459

The majority of subsequent commentators have tended to side with Wilamowitz on
this,” and it must be conceded that Grote’s arguments are not always convincing and
his assertions not always without bias. Nonetheless, I think that Grote is more right
than Wilamowitz, because the Athenian in the Laws proposes a doctrine of hedonism
that is not only of philosophical interest in its own right, but is of peculiar interest in
coming after the Gorgias, Republic, and Philebus. On the other hand, I think Grote
wrong in suggesting that Plato wishes to replace the doctrine that justice is good in
itself and sufficient per se to make the just man happy.

In this paper I analyse the doctrines concerning pleasure and the good that are to be
found in the Gorgias, Republic, and Philebus, focusing on a development in the views
of these dialogues that will help make sense of the Laws. I then go on to analyse the
hedonistic passages of the Laws itself, arguing that there are no persuasive grounds for
believing Plato to be anything but serious about these, but none either for believing
that he wishes to recede from the ‘lofty pretensions’ of the Republic and the Gorgias. I
end by arguing that, pace most commentators, the two positions are not incompatible.

I

What the Gorgias says about goodness, pleasure, justice, and happiness is so basic to
the rest of this paper that it warrants detailed scrutiny.?

Socrates engages in a discussion with Polus (461b-481b) that he describes as an
enquiry into what kind of person is happy and what kind is not (doris e eVdaipwy
éorl kal domis wi, 472¢). In substance Socrates’ argument in the course of this
discussion is that what constitutes happiness is goodness, the good man or woman
being the one who is happy (470e);’ or, to put the point differently, the happiest man
or woman is the one who is free from wickedness (478¢). Further, the goodness
constituting happiness is justice, so that a man is happy if and only if he is just
(470d—e),'0 while the evil constituting misery is injustice, licentiousness, and the rest of
wickedness, the greatest of all evils (477c—d). In brief, justice or virtue is the greatest
good and constitutive of happiness;'! injustice or vice the greatest evil and constitutive
of misery.

When Socrates argues that justice is good and constitutive of happiness, he is
thinking of justice as an ultimate or intrinsic good (470e8-9), just as when he argues

dieses schwere Werk dem Leser bereitet.” Wilamowitz makes no mention of Grote, nor does he
discuss the issue of hedonism in his chapter on the Laws (ch. 20, ‘Resignation’).

7 Gosling and Taylor [11] are the most striking in this respect. They have a chapter on the Laws
but, although their book is on the Greeks on pleasure, they have nothing to say about the Laws’
hedonistic assertions. The attitude of other scholars will be discussed later on, in Section VI.

8 For greater detail supporting the analyses presented in this section, see White [31], passim.

® Compare Symposium 205a: ktijcet . . . dyaBdv oi ebdaipoves eddaipoves.

' Throughout the dialogues Plato uses the masculine form and sometimes even the word dvip
(see e.g. Laws 660e, 661b). It would be misleading and unduly contrived to alter this when
recording what Plato says, and for the sake of uniformity I follow his usage throughout this paper.

"' The Greek words Sikatoatwn, 76 8ikaiov, and others from the same root, like the English
word ‘justice’, are sometimes used in a fairly general sense to denote all-round rightness or
goodness, as at Phaedo 118a and Letter 7, 324e. The main reason for this is doubtless that justice
in the narrow sense of the word is the principal part of virtue, being concerned with dealings with
other people (mpds €repov), and it therefore presupposes the other parts, as does justice as a state
of soul in the Republic. Cf. Nicomachean Ethics 1129b25-1130a13 where Aristotle (4] quotes the
proverb: év 8¢ Sukatoolvy ovAA)BOyY wdo’ dpery) éw.
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that physical health, or not being ill, is good and constitutive of the ‘happiness’ of the
body (478c),!? he is thinking of health as an intrinsic good. (In fact he considers justice
to be a form of health, the health of the soul [480c]). This is clear from the fact that his
talk of justice as the greatest good occurs in a context where he distinguishes between
intrinsic goods and instrumental goods, albeit not in those terms. He argues that when
we perform an action it is not the action itself that we wish to secure, but its object, and
that we wish to secure only what is good, never what is neutral or bad; moreover,
everything done, he says, is to be done (7paxtéov) for the sake of what is good, the
good (7o dyafdv) being the proper end (ré)os) of all our actions (467c-468b; cf.
499¢-500a). To illustrate his point, he says that we do not take medicine for its own
sake, but for the sake of health (478b-c), and that even good pleasures are to be sought
only because they produce some good beyond them. It follows that he is distinguishing
between what we term instrumental goods and intrinsic goods: medical treatment is
instrumentally good, he thinks, by virtue of the intrinsic goodness of the health that it
brings, and good bodily pleasures are instrumentally good by virtue of the intrinsic
goodness of the health, strength, and other forms of bodily excellence that they bring
(cf. 499d). Given, then, that justice is the essential and in extreme circumstances the
sole constituent of happiness, and is therefore the greatest or ‘sovereign’ good,'* it is an
intrinsic good, and a good to which most of our actions as instrumental goods should
be directed.

These conclusions from the discussion between Socrates and Polus are reinforced in
the discussion that ensues between Socrates and Callicles (481b ff.). Callicles asserts
that happiness and goodness consist in unrestrained pleasure: the life of pleasure, he
says, is goodness and happiness (dpetr} Te xai ebdaipovia, 492c-d, 495a); pleasure
and the good are identical (76 atvTo 70 1§80 xal dyabdv, 495a); pleasure is the good (o
dayafdv, 495b). Socrates in reply argues that pleasure is not the good; indeed some
pleasures are bad (499c), and even those that are good are only instrumentally so
(500a). Rather, it is justice, temperance, and the other parts of virtue—order and
harmony in the soul—that are good (503d-504e), and it is the man who possesses these
that is happy. What Socrates does here, then, is continue the enquiry begun with Polus
into what kind of person is happy, and he concludes by asserting that it is the good
man, the temperate, just, courageous, and pious man, who is happy (507c). Anyone
who wishes to be happy, he affirms, must practise temperance and flee from licen-
tiousness (507d), while a person who is unjust needs to be corrected if he is to be happy
(507d): it is by the possession of justice and temperance that the happy are happy, and
by the possession of vice that the miserable are miserable (508b). Grote is right, then,
in believing that according to the Gorgias justice suffices per se to make the just man
happy;'4 in fact the Gorgias considers justice to be necessary as well as sufficient for
happiness. It should be noted, however, that while it does indeed speak in this way of
justice or virtue as sufficing for happiness, the Gorgias also allows that there are other
intrinsic goods. This is clear from the great importance that Socrates attaches to health
in his discussion with Callicles, effectively treating it as a paradigm of what is

12 The use of the word ‘happiest’ in referring to the body gives some indication of what Plato
means by happiness. Happiness of the body is a good state of the body, and analogously
happiness of the soul is a good state of the soul.

13 For the notion of justice as the sovereign good, see Vlastos [25], esp. 196-201.

4 I make the assumption here that in lumping the Gorgias and Republic together Grote means
to assert that the Gorgias shares the teaching of the Republic on the sufficiency of justice per se for
happiness. It does.
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intrinsically good (499d-500a), and in his discussion with Polus he not only speaks of
health as good but even classes it with wisdom (467¢); in fact he mentions wealth too
as being good, like wisdom and health (467¢). (Cf. Lysis 218e; Euthydemus 279a-b;
Meno 78c, 87e.) What Socrates believes, then, and will make more explicit in the
Republic, is that justice suffices per se in extreme circumstances, an assertion that does
not exclude there being other intrinsic goods.

This detailed analysis serves to bring out that the teaching of the Gorgias is in every
point the opposite of what Grote claims to find in the Laws. For, in addition to
teaching that justice will suffice per se for happiness, the Gorgias affirms in substance
that no one will willingly do anything from which he does not anticipate more intrinsic
good than harm; that every man desires what is intrinsically good and desires nothing
else; that pleasure is not an intrinsic good, and that accordingly every good is superior
to pleasure; that to insist upon a man being just, if you believe that he will obtain more
pleasure or less pain from an unjust mode of life, is what in all circumstances you
should do, and it is consistent with the nature of what is good; that the doctrine which
declares the life of pleasure and the life of justice to lead in two distinct paths is both
true and deserving of the highest praise.

From the Gorgias onwards Plato is to make some surprising changes to these
affirmations.

II

In the second book of the Republic, at 357b—d, Glaucon classifies good things into
three kinds, the first being the kind ‘that we would choose to possess, not from desire
for its effects (o0 T@v amoPawdvrwy épiéuevor), but welcoming it for its own sake
(8AX’ adTo adTod évexa domalduevor)’. Glaucon gives as examples of this kind: ‘joy
(16 xaipew)’ and those pleasures that are harmless and from which nothing results
later on other than possession of enjoyment (yaipew éxovra).!* The insertion of the
phrase ‘later on (els Tov émeira xpdvov)’ is important because it makes plain that
Glaucon is talking about consequences that are not internal to the good in question.
The second kind is the kind that ‘we love both for its own sake (avTod ydpw) and
for its consequences’, paradigm instances being knowledge or understanding (7o
¢poveiv), sight, and health. Health is cited as an example of this kind because
Socrates’ principal demonstration of the goodness of justice is going to be thatitis a
form of health, as was already said in the Gorgias, a state of the soul in which reason
(6 MoyioTkdv)'® is in command. Good things of the third kind are those that we
would not accept for their own sake but only for the sake of the rewards (utofav re
xdpw) and other things that result from them; for example, taking painful exercise or
undergoing painful medical treatment (larpedeofla; cf. Gorgias 478b7-8). The
usefulness of introducing this third kind, of things that are painful (éni{mova) but
beneficial in respect of their consequences, is that it serves to bring out yet further

15 The point about nothing else resulting later on applies to all goods of the first kind, not just
to harmless pleasures.

16 Reason is referred to as: 76 Aoyiorikdv (e.g. 439d, 440e); 6 Aoyiauds (e.g. 440a); 5 Adyos
(440b); 70 drdopalés; and 16 dilopalés xal diAdoodov (435e, 581b; cf. 376b8). It is also
referred to as the seat of ¢pdvmais and codia (e.g. 433d, 441e, 443¢). This is important because in
Republic 9, 580c-583a, Socrates speaks as if justice and knowledge are the same thing: he argues
that the most just man is the happiest by endeavouring to show that the ¢iAdaodos, the
diropabiis, the possessor of $pdvnats, and so on, has the greatest pleasure.
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that the consequences under discussion throughout the passage from 357a to 367e are
external, not immanent.

Socrates affirms that justice belongs to the best of the three kinds: it belongs to
things of the kind that the man who ‘is to be happy (naxapiw)’'” must love for their
own sake as well as for their consequences. He holds, then, that it is the possession
of what is good, and ultimately of what is intrinsically good,'® that constitutes
happiness—the doctrine of the Gorgias. It follows from this, a point whose importance
will emerge later on, that according to Socrates the man who is the happiest is the man
who possesses the greatest intrinsic good or goods.

Glaucon and Adeimantus want Socrates to demonstrate, not that justice is desirable
for its consequences, since everyone else does that effectively enough (parents, teachers,
priests, and the like), but that it is desirable for its own sake. The majority of people (o¢
moAlol), asserts Glaucon (358a), do not believe that it is anything of the sort: what
they believe is that it belongs to the class of things that are painful (o6 émmdvov
€ldous), things to be avoided as ends in themselves and practised solely for the rewards
and reputation that they give rise to.

Glaucon and Adeimantus also want Socrates, in addition to demonstrating that
justice is good in itself and injustice bad, to spell out what each of these two is, and to
say what effect each has in and of itself on the soul that possesses it (e.g. 358b).
Socrates, then, is challenged to show that justice is superior to injustice, but also to
show what it is that justice in itself (ad77) 8.” avrjv) does to the soul by virtue of which
it is good, and what injustice in itself does to the soul by virtue of which it is bad
(367¢).

The importance of the request for an account of what justice and injustice are, and
by virtue of which the one is good and the other bad, can hardly be overemphasized,
since it explains why so much of the Republic (Books 2-4)! is devoted to articulating
what justice is, and so much of it to articulating what injustice is (Books 8 and 9).

Socrates’ account of justice is that it is a form of harmony in the soul resulting
principally from reason’s being in command (444d), and that, being harmony, it is
analogous to health in the body; by contrast, injustice is a form of disharmony in the
soul, indeed a form of civil war there (erdow Twd), and therefore analogous to disease
(444b—c); more generally, the whole of virtue, not only justice, is a form of health in the
soul (444d-e). When we recall that Glaucon cited health as a typical intrinsic good
(with good consequences), we should not be surprised at what he exclaims when
Socrates, having completed his account of justice, goes on to say that it remains to
enquire whether it is profitable (Avaire)ei)®® or not. Glaucon exclaims that, given the
nature of justice and injustice as now articulated—justice being a state of health in the
soul in which reason is in command—it would be absurd (yeAoiov) to ask if, while life
is not worth living after the destruction of the body’s constitution, it is nonetheless
worth living after the destruction of the soul’s constitution (445a-b), the implication
being that justice has been shown like health to be intrinsically good, and intrinsically

1" The word pakdptos is used in this context and elsewhere in the Republic as interchangeable
with ed8aiuwy: see e.g. 361d 3, 365d1-2.

18 This for the obvious reason that instrumental goods are sought in the end for the sake of
intrinsic goods. An infinite regress or progress of instrumental goods makes little if any sense.

19 Books 5-7 would be included but for the fact that Socrates refers to them as a digression
from the main task of showing that justice is intrinsically good and injustice correspondingly bad
(543¢).

» Given the context, this means, not whether it is profitable in its consequences, but whether it
is profitable in itself (cf. adm) 8" avrijv at 367¢).
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good to such a degree that life without it is worthless. Socrates agrees that it would be
absurd, but asserts that they should continue to strive after making the truth of their
conclusions as evident as possible.

This striving after making the truth of their conclusions as evident as possible is
interrupted at the end of the fourth book of the Republic (445b—), and resumed only
in the eighth and ninth books (see 543c—d). In these, after Socrates has described the
various manifestations of injustice, ending up with that extreme manifestation
characterizable as tyranny in the soul, he recurs to the issue of the worthwhileness of
justice, presenting three arguments for saying that the most just person is the happiest
(ed8aruovéararov).?! The first argument is that the just man is in proper control of
himself—he is king over himself (BaciAevovra airod, 580c)—while the most unjust
man is in a state of inner slavery, ‘teeming with terrors and full of convulsions and
pains’?? (579). The second argument is that the life of justice is more pleasurable than
other lives (580c—583b),2* and the third is that the pleasure of justice is more real than
other pleasures (583b-588b).2*

It should be clear from what has already been said that all three of these ‘proofs’
are designed to show that justice is worth while in itself.>* For they constitute a
continuation of the argument of Books 24, forming part of the striving after making
as evident as possible the conclusion that was reached in those books, namely that
justice is good or profitable in itself, injustice bad and unprofitable. More generally, the
proofs are designed to show what Socrates was asked to show: Adeimantus explicitly
requested him not to talk about the rewards and good reputation consequent upon
justice, and declared that he would not tolerate hearing talk about these from Socrates
unless he were positively ordered to do so (367d—e). In fact Socrates does talk, and
indeed at some length, about those rewards, but only towards the end of the dialogue
(612b fT); what is more, he asserts there explicitly that everything said previously had
been concerned with justice taken by itself (612a8-bS). It follows that the pleasur-
ability of justice (r9v 7#8oviy amo Tob pavbdvew, dmd Tob elSévar, 582b)%* is not
intended to be thought of as extrinsic to justice, as something resulting from it ‘later
on’, but as arising from it immediately. Nor indeed could it plausibly be thought of as
an extrinsic consequence, since the taking of pleasure in being just, in being rational,

2 To renew a point made earlier, to argue that the most just man is the happiest is eo ipso to
argue that he is in possession of the greatest intrinsic good or goods. Strictly speaking, the task of
Books 24 is to argue that justice is good in itself, while the task of Books 8 and 9 is to argue that
the just man is the happiest; but, for the reason just given, the tasks amount to the same.

2 This is an extension or reformulation of the argument of Republic 4.

B That this is the intention of the argument is clear from what is said at 580b8—d1. The
argument is rather indirect, but nonetheless ends up with the assertion that the life of that man is
the happiest in whom the knowing part of the soul dominates (583a), which life, of course, is the
life of the just man.

% Again much of the argument is indirect, but its intention is to proclaim the victory of justice
over injustice in respect of pleasure and happiness (see 588a-b).

% On the aim of Books 8 and 9 I disagree with Annas [1], 294ff. Annas believes that their aim
is to show that justice has good consequences, while the aim of Book 4 is to show that justice is
worth having for itself. The reasons for my disagreement will become clearer later in this section.
I also disagree, for different reasons, with Waterfield [28], 298, who asserts that ‘ Republic 583D fT.
stands on its own as a hedonistic justification of the philosopher’s life: it is as if even while
repudiating hedonism, Plato felt compelled to include such an argument.’ By the end of this
paper it will be clear how deeply I disagree with these scholars.

% To repeat a point made in a different form earlier, Plato considers 76 pavfdvew or 76
el8éva to be the essence of justice.
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and so on is not an experience separate or separable from those states: it is part and
parcel of them.

It has now emerged that, while the Republic continues with and reinforces the
doctrine that justice will suffice per se to make the just man happy, it makes two
changes to the teaching of the Gorgias: it considers some pleasures to be intrinsically
good, and it attempts to account for the intrinsic goodness of justice by appealing to
its pleasurability. At first blush, this second change is puzzling.

111

Like the Gorgias and the Republic, though more directly and more single-mindedly,
the Philebus sets out to answer the question ‘What things are good?’, and its answer
has surprising economy: there is knowledge of various kinds and there is pleasure of
various kinds.?” The dialogue makes tacit use of the distinction between intrinsic and
instrumental goods,?® and like the Gorgias and Republic concludes that there is more
than one intrinsic good. However, it also contains important developments of points
made in the two earlier dialogues.?” It not only acknowledges but brings to the fore
the importance of pleasure of certain kinds as an intrinsic good and component of
happiness,® even though it ranks it much lower than knowledge. Then it greatly
extends the idea, first given currency in the ninth book of the Republic, that goods
form a hierarchy.3! Thus it ranks kinds of knowledge in the following order of
descent: dialectic; philosophical mathematics; practical knowledge of the sort that is
precise in its employment of measurement, such as ship-building and house-building;
and practical knowledge of the sort that is imprecise, such as music and medicine
(55¢-59c¢). It ranks kinds of pleasure less thoroughly and less tidily,*? but at any rate
makes clear that the pure pleasure associated with beauty comes first, that the pure
pleasure associated with learning comes second, and that mixed pleasures come much
lower down (51b-52a). It is evident that, reminiscent of the ninth book of the
Republic, the value of these pleasures is held to be commensurate with the value of
their underlying goods. Finally, the Philebus considers pleasures of these kinds to be
bound to their respective goods by bonds of peculiar strength: they closely

7 For the sake of simplicity I leave out of account the properties of beauty, moderation, and
truth mentioned at 65a; these I take to be ‘meta-goods,’ not co-ordinate with knowledge and
pleasure. (For a persuasive account of these, see Waterfield [29], 32-5.) I say ‘surprising economy’
because the reader might have expected mention to be made of justice and the rest of virtue, as in
the Republic, together with mention of other intrinsic goods such as health, as in the Republic and
Gorgias. The reason for the economy is that Plato is concerned with the debate between the two
extremes of hedonism and intellectualism. More is said of virtue later on in this section.

2 Plato is fully aware of the distinction between intrinsic and instrumental goods (see
53e-54c), but he does not emphasize it because he has no interest in instrumental goods as such;
his purpose is to establish what is ultimately good (rdyaf4v; see e.g. 60a-b, 61b, 64c).

¥ 1 take the Philebus to be much later than the Gorgias and Republic. Waterfield [28] argues
that it comes immediately after the Republic, but, while my own feeling is against such a dating,
my thesis is not upset by it.

30 Some might say that Plato had already done this and more in the Protagoras, but I side with
those who hold that Plato was not putting forward his own view in articulating the doctrine of
hedonism there. See Zeyl [32], passim; and, for the opposite view, Irwin [17], ch. 4, and Gosling
and Taylor [11], chs 2 and 3.

3! See the second proof of Republic 9, 580c-583a. I think that in Plato’s view the goods can be
exhaustively graded, but he does not provide us with an exhaustive grading of pleasures.

32 Partly because there are different schemes of classification suggested, following distinctions
between physical and mental pleasures, mixed and pure pleasures, true and false pleasures.
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accompany or follow them (ouvaxodovfoiiot, 63e; émouévas, 63e, 66¢); they belong to
them of their very nature (évudrous 1j8ovas émouévas, 51d), and they are proper in
kind to their goods (olxelas, 52d).33 Further, making special mention of the pleasures
attendant upon virtue, the Philebus says of these that they follow in the train of virtue
as handmaids in the presence of their god (kafdmep Oeoi dmadol, 63¢).

This emphasis put by Plato on the relation between certain pleasures and their
respective goods is taken up and extended by Aristotle in the tenth book of the
Nicomachean Ethics, and what he says may be taken to shed light on Plato’s own
thought. For it is with the Philebus in mind** that Aristotle declares the activities
constituting happiness to be those that are chosen for themselves (xaf’ avras
alperv, 1176b3), activities such as sight, memory, knowledge, and the virtues
(1174a),* and that each has its proper pleasure, meaning that its pleasure attaches to it
by virtue of what the activity is of itself (olxeiar 8’ eloiv al émi 77} évepyeila xab’
adT)y ywduevar, 1175b21-2): the pleasure completes the activity as a sort of
supervening perfection (ws émywduevdv v 7éMos),’ like the bloom perfecting the
flower of youth (olov Tois dxpaliots 7 wpa, 1174b33). In fact, says Aristotle, pleasures
are so closely connected with their respective activities, and so little distinguishable
from them, that they appear to some to be identical with them (1175b35). Finally,

whether we choose life on account of pleasure or pleasure on account of life is a question that
may be dismissed at the moment; for it appears that they are closely connected and do not admit
of separation (ywptouov ot 8éyesbai): as pleasure does not occur without activity, so every
activity is perfected by its pleasure. (1175al11-14)

This idea that pleasure does not admit of separation from its relevant activity echoes
Plato’s view in the Laws, shortly to be looked at, that pleasure does not admit of
separation from the life of justice (663a-b).

The Philebus, unlike the Gorgias and Republic, does not place any great emphasis on
the separate virtues: it does not, for example, mention justice, courage, and temperance
in its list of things that are good. On the other hand, it has no need to, since the
principal intrinsic good that it names is wisdom (¢pdrnais), or wisdom and mind
(voiis),”” and for Plato wisdom is inseparable from virtue as a whole, the man of
wisdom being the truly good man.3® It follows, according to the Philebus, that virtue
with all its parts is an intrinsic good, something to be welcomed for its own sake.

3 It might be said that as early as in the Protagoras Socrates points to a necessary tie between
pleasure and goodness, when he argues as follows. Going to war is a noble thing and therefore a
good thing, and, if a noble and good thing, then a pleasing thing (eimep xadov xal dyaldv, xal
180, 359e-360a). This implies that goodness and pleasingness are inseparable: courage in going to
war is a pleasing good.

# Seee.g. 1172b28 fT, 1173al5 T, 1173b7 ff.

35 The similarity between this list and the usual examples of intrinsic goods given by Plato is
striking.

3 The supervening perfection is something fully real. According to some recent philosophers,
a supervenient property has no reality of its own, but this is not Aristotle’s view and it is not my
view. Consequently when supervenience is referred to in this paper it is to be taken as an
ontological addition. For the non-realist view, see e.g. Armstrong [2], 56, 100.

3T See at 63c: mdAw Tolvuv petd TobTo TRV Ppdvnaty kal Tov volv dvepwryTéov. Further, in
the final classification, at 66e and again at 67a, it is voUs that is placed above pleasure and said to
be ten thousand times better than pleasure. Plato as usual does not keep to a fixed set of terms,
and, as well as speaking of wisdom and mind, he speaks of knowledge and reasoning.

3% The argument of Books 2—4 of the Republic is largely designed to establish the supremacy of
wisdom, and of reason more generally. In the just man, reason rules the spirited part, and these
together rule the appetites (441c). Again, the philosopher as possessor of knowledge (see
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To sum up so far. In the Gorgias we are told that justice is intrinsically good because
itis a form of order in the soul, analogous to health in the body (504d), while pleasures
are at best instrumentally good. In the Republic we are again told that justice is
intrinsically good and analogous to health (443c-d), but we are told too that some
pleasures are intrinsically good; later on we are even told that justice is intrinsically
good because of its peculiar degree of pleasure. Now in the Philebus we are told that
pleasures make up one half of what is intrinsically good, the other half being kinds of
knowledge, and that a specific kind of pleasure accompanies and derives a commen-
surate value from each specific kind of knowledge. This last claim may be generalized
as a doctrine of ‘commensurate supervenience’, stating that pleasures supervene upon
underlying goods and derive a value from them commensurate with the value of the
respective goods themselves.

Plato’s thought has travelled far since he wrote the Gorgias, and it is to travel as far
again in the Laws.

1

At Laws 660d, the Athenian asks Cleinias the Cretan and Megillus the Spartan, in a
form of question expecting and encouraging the answer ‘yes’, if Crete and Sparta
compel their educators to teach that a good man, being temperate and just, is happy
(eddaipwv) and fortunate (pnaxdpios), whatever his size, strength, or wealth, whereas
if he is unjust he is wretched (d6A.os) and leads a miserable life (dviapds (7). Before
Cleinias or Megillus can reply, the Athenian turns to speaking, ironically, of the poet
Tyrtaeus. Tyrtaeus, he says, declares that he thinks little of a man who possesses the
things that are usually said to be good, even fighting stoutly in battle, if that man is
unjust.’ Commenting on this, the Athenian affirms that the things usually said to be
good are not so, unless their possessor is just and holy: to a man who is unjust, every
such good, including sight, hearing, feeling, even life itself, is evil.

When Cleinias says that he disagrees with part of this, the Athenian puts a number
of questions to him framed in such a way that he is able to express the following views
of his own: a man who is unjust and intemperate (adixiav 8¢ xai OBpiv éxovra) is not
happy (eddaiuova) but miserable (d6Acov), even if he possesses the things usually said
to be good—health, wealth, power, courage, and so on—and is free from the things
usually said to be bad (rdv Aeyouévwv kaxdw); in addition, such a man lives in a

476d-480a) is eo ipso temperate, courageous, and just (485b-486b). As far as the Gorgias goes,
there is a good case for saying that the leading virtue of temperance is held to be identical with
wisdom (see White [31], 125, n. 11).

% Plato says: ob7’ dv pvnoaluny, ¢gnotv Suiv 6 momTis, eimep Spfds Aéyer, . . . Tyrtaeus [6]
does not say what Plato attributes to him, or anything like it: he is not interested in the just man,
but solely in the man who is good in war (dyafds év moAéuw). The Athenian’s companions in the
dialogue know this, and Plato’s contemporary readers would know it too. Consequently, the
phrase must be a piece of not too subtle irony, but it is impossible to translate it a way that brings
this out. Bury [3] gives ‘if he speaks the truth’, and des Places [5] gives ‘s’il s’exprime correcte-
ment’, but both of these phrases totally submerge the irony. Taylor [23] gives ‘and true words they
are’, Saunders [21] ‘and how right he is’, and Jowett [18] ‘as the poet sings, and truly . . .’. These
translations might be thought to preserve the irony but do not reveal it. Edmonds [6] in his ‘Life
of Tyrtaeus’, 50-9, quotes three other passages from the Laws (629a, 667a, 858d), but ignores the
present passage. Des Places [5], in a footnote, ad loc., mildly asserts that Plato ‘détourne au profit
de la justice les hyperboles (adynata) que Tyrtée mettait au service du courage’. No doubt he does,
but there is more to it than that.
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manner that is base (aloxpds), bad (kaxds),? unpleasant (dndds), and unprofitable
to himself (u7) fvudepdvrws avr@). Cleinias in answering the Athenian’s questions
declares himself to be in disagreement with almost all of this, denying that the unjust
man in possession of health, wealth, courage, and the rest is unhappy, denying that he
lives badly, and especially denying that he lives unpleasantly. In denying these things he
may also be taken to deny that justice suffices per se for happiness.*!

In reaction to these denials the Athenian reaffirms his own views, declaring them to
be as beyond dispute as that Crete is an island, and he now sets about defending the
last of his assertions, the one that he takes to be upsetting Cleinias the most, namely
that the unjust man, no matter what ‘goods’ he possesses, lives a life that is unpleasant
and unprofitable to himself. In defence of this he presents the following argument
(662c—663a). Let us imagine, he says, that we are questioning Zeus and Apollo.*? Either
the most just life is the most pleasant, we assert, or the two lives, the just and the
pleasant, are different (and incompatible).*> On the hypothesis that they are different,
which would you say is the happier? Were Zeus and Apollo to answer that it is the most
pleasant life that is the happier, not the just, this would be a strange statement for
them, as gods, to make,* so let us imagine that the question is put to one of the
founding-fathers of Crete or Sparta. If this founding-father answers that it is the
pleasant life that is the happier, I shall say the following to him on behalf of any one of
his children. You have always wanted me to be happy, but you have never ceased urging
me to be just. In this you are inconsistent.

Rendered more freely, the reasoning is that if the pleasant life is the happy life, and
in addition the pleasant life is incompatible with the just life, as ex hypothesi it is, then
it is impossible to have both a just and a happy life, and anyone recommending both
recommends what is impossible.

If, on the other hand, the founding-father answers that it is the just life that is the
happier, this prompts the following question. What good does the just life contain that
is superior to pleasure? That is, what good unaccompanied by pleasure (ywpt{duevov
18ovijs)® does the just man possess? Is it praise and fame from men and gods that is
unaccompanied by pleasure and therefore unpleasant?® Obviously not. Is it, then, not
injuring others and being uninjured by them that is good but unpleasant, while their
opposites are pleasant (78¢a)? Again obviously not. The conclusion therefore is that
the just life is not different from the pleasant life: the two are inseparable, and from this
it follows in turn that the unjust man lives a life that is unpleasant—the assertion that
was to be defended in the first place (662a).

% Cleinias quite fairly takes the word xaxds to mean ‘miserably’ rather than ‘wickedly’; it
would have been superfluous to assert that the unjust—that is, the wicked—man lives wickedly.

4 This is because the Athenian’s position is that justice is the foundation of happiness. He is
making more than the claim that justice is necessary for happiness, and what he argues is much
the same as Socrates argues in the Apology: through virtue everything else is made good (é¢
dpetiis xpipara kai Td dAAa dyabd, 30b4).

42 Zeus was held ultimately to have given the laws to Crete, Apollo to Sparta.

“ Strictly speaking the hypothesis is that the two lives are different, but in ordinary speech
when we say that x and y are different we do often mean, as is meant here, that they are different
and incompatible.

“ This does not tell us that the gods consider the happy life and the pleasant life to be different;
it tells us simply that, if forced to make a choice, the gods could not conceivably assert that the
just life is not happy. Notice that the argument has shifted from which life is happier to which is
happy tout court.

% The use of the present participle suggests something like ‘that we are attempting to separate
from pleasure’.

% The possibility of a middle state between pleasant and unpleasant is implicitly excluded.
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Again rendered freely, the reasoning here is that if the just life is the happier, it must
contain some good unaccompanied by pleasure, and therefore unpleasant, that makes
it the happier. So what is it? It cannot be praise and fame from gods and men, because
surely these are not unpleasant. Nor can it be freedom from injury by others in return
for behaving justly towards them, because this too is not unpleasant. In short, on the
assumption that there are no other plausible candidates,”’ nothing other than a good
that is accompanied by pleasure can account for the just life’s being happier. But since
being accompanied by pleasure is ruled out by the hypothesis that the just life is
different from and incompatible with the pleasant life, it follows that the just life is not
the happier life.

The argument in its entirety (662c5-663a8) amounts to an informal reductio ad
absurdum. The hypothesis that the pleasant life and the just life are different and
mutually exclusive is taken to entail that one and only one of the two is happy. But, it
is argued, each of the alternatives (the pleasant life is happy, the just life is happy) is
false. So the hypothesis that the pleasant life and the just life are different is false.%®

Much could be written about the correct formulation and validity of this argument,
but in the present context it is not the argument as such that is important but what is
implied in the course of it, namely that nothing other than a good that is accompanied
by pleasure could make the just life happy. What is argued is that if the just life is
different from the pleasant life, then it cannot be the happy life, because the only prima
Jacie plausible candidates for what added good makes the just life happy are themselves
so obviously pleasing. It follows that, if the just life is the happy life, as in the view of
the Athenian it clearly is (660e), then it is the presence in it of some pleasing good that
makes it happy.*’

47 Grote draws the conclusion from 663a that the Athenian replaces the doctrine that justice
will suffice per se to make the just man happy with the Epicurean doctrine that happiness follows
from the just dealings of others towards the just man and the esteem that they accord him. Such
a conclusion is unwarranted, because it ignores the force of the first part of the phrase pijre Twd
ddikeiv uijre 676 Twos ddikeiofar. What the Athenian asserts in effect is that being just and its
consequences (being treated justly by others and earning their esteem) are jointly good, noble,
and pleasing. This is not the doctrine that Glaucon and Adeimantus ‘deprecate as unworthy
disparagement of justice’. If anything, it is the very doctrine that they and Socrates subscribe to:
that justice is good in itself and for its consequences.

* Where J stands for the just life, P for the pleasant life, H for the happier life, the argument in
outline is:

1. J is different from (and incompatible with) P.
2. Therefore (J is H) or (P is H).

3. Not (P is H).

4. Not (J is H).

5. Therefore Not ([J is H] or [P is H]).

6. Therefore Not (J is different from P).

# It is worth noting that the Greek words ywpi{duevov j8ovijs considered independently of
context can mean ‘apart from pleasure’, in the sense of ‘different from pleasure’ or ‘other than
pleasure’, and if that were what they meant here, the Athenian would be asserting that nothing
other than pleasure—that is, that pleasure alone—could account for the happiness of the just life.
This, it would seem, is how Grote understands the words, since he says that according to the
Laws, ‘there neither is nor can be any good, apart from pleasure or superior to pleasure’. But,
given the context, Grote is wrong: the words mean ‘unaccompanied by pleasure’, or, more simply,
‘not pleasing’. Bury [3] translates ‘apart from pleasure’ and given that this phrase is flanked by
commas it seems that Bury understands the phrase to mean ‘different from pleasure’ or ‘other
than pleasure’. Taylor [23] more accurately translates ‘unattended by pleasure’, and Saunders [21]
in effect as ‘separable from pleasure’. Des Places [S] gives ‘Quel bien, en effet, le juste pourrait-il
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The Athenian now goes on to say that any form of teaching that refuses to separate
the pleasant life and the just life is able to persuade people to live a just and holy life,
and that consequently to deny that the two are inseparable would be considered utterly
shameful and loathsome by the lawgiver, ‘because no one would willingly let himself be
persuaded to do something unless it involves more pleasure than pain’.*® In asserting
this he is asserting a central tenet of hedonism.’!

The Athenian now concludes by saying that injustice looks pleasant to the unjust
man and justice unpleasant, while justice looks pleasant to the just man and injustice
unpleasant. But the judgement of the just man is more authoritative (kvpiwrépav)
than that of the unjust man. It follows that the unjust life is not only more disgraceful
(aloyiw) and depraved (uoxfnpdrepov) but more unpleasant (dndéarepov) than the
just and holy life.

A related passage of the Laws, 732d-734e, develops these points and brings them
into sharper focus.*? It is fundamental to human nature, the passage begins, to experi-
ence pleasures, pains and desires, and because of this we should commend (8ei . . .
émaweiv) the noblest life, not only because it is superior in being highly reputed, but
because it is superior in what we all seek, namely a lifelong predominance of pleasures
over pains.’> We all desire more pleasures than pains, taking into account their
frequency, magnitude, intensity, equality, and the opposites of these; and, whether a
life contains many intensive feelings or few that are moderate, we desire always a pre-
dominance of pleasures over pains. Indeed, if we assert that we desire anything beyond
this predominance of pleasures over pains (rapa Tadta), we speak from ignorance
and want of experience (733d).

When a man wishes to choose what he will find congenial (¢idov), pleasant (}89),
and noble (dptardv 7€ kal kdAAiarov),* the passage continues, what sorts of lives are
there for him to select, if he is to live as happily as is possible for a man? There are the

avoir s’il ne s’y méle du plaisir?” What makes it plain in the context that the phrase means
‘unaccompanied by pleasure’ or simply ‘not pleasing’ is that dndés is twice used as a substitute for
it (663a4, 6), and 78¢a as a contrast to it (663a7).

% o008els yop dv éxwv é0édow melfeabar mpdrTery TolTo STwW PNy 7O xalpew Tod Aumeiabar
mAéov émerau. Saunders [21] puts this assertion in brackets, thereby effectively treating it as of
little importance, and in his translation he takes no account of ydp. Note that the phrase 67w

. €merau is usually translated as something like ‘unless it involves as a consequence’, but it
will be recalled from Section III that érouévas is used in the Philebus to speak of pleasures as
following in the sense of accompanying things

5! Aristippus (see Hicks [16]), or at any rate the followers of Aristippus, held that pleasure is
agreeable and pain repellent to all creatures, and that happiness is the sum total of all particular
pleasures (p. 216). Eudoxus held that all creatures seek pleasure, and that pleasure is therefore the
supreme good (Nicomachean Ethics, 1172b9-15). It seems evident from the Philebus that Plato
was aware of these and similar doctrines, and that they worried him. But see Waterfield [28],
273-4.

32 There is another passage much earlier, at 636d-e: ‘Pleasure and pain, you see, flow like two
springs released by nature. If a man draws the right amount from the right one at the right time,
he lives a happy life (e08atpovei); but if he draws unintelligently at the wrong time, his life will be
the opposite.’

53 That the Athenian says we should commend it is an indication that a normative form of
hedonism is at issue, not one that is merely psychological. More generally, the fact that the
Athenian attempts to justify a pursuit of the virtues on the grounds that they secure a balance of
pleasure over pain shows that the hedonism of the Laws is normative.

3% 1t cannot be concluded from the fact that the pleasant is cited as additional to what is best
and most noble that what is now to be discussed is the life that is most pleasant as well as
intrinsically good. The reason for this is that ‘the best and most noble’ can mean what resultsin a
good reputation and other worthwhile things, as at 663a and 732e.
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lives of temperance, wisdom, courage, and health, and their opposites, folly, cowardice,
licentiousness, and disease. In the temperate life, pleasure outweighs pain, while in the
licentious life, pain outweighs pleasure, and from this it is obvious that the temperate
life is to be chosen: indeed, if a man is licentious, it is without his intending to be so.
Similarly, the pleasure of the healthy life outweighs its pain, and the same holds of the
life of wisdom and the life of courage. In brief, the life of virtue in body or soul is
pleasanter than that of depravity, and is superior in other ways too, in nobility
(xdMXev), rectitude (3pfémnyre), virtue (dpers), and good reputation (ed8oé{a),’> which
ensures that it is the happier life.

To sum up the teaching of the Laws so far. We all seek a lifelong predominance of
pleasure over pain, and anyone asserting that we desire something beyond this speaks
from ignorance; the life of justice is inseparable from the life of pleasure, and the
pursuit of the other virtues is justified on the grounds that they are able to secure a
balance of pleasure over pain; no one willingly does, or should do, a thing unless it
involves more pleasure than pain; it is the possession of good accompanied by pleasure
that accounts for happiness.

All of this amounts to a form of hedonism that at first glance reflects Grote’s
summary given at the beginning of this paper,’ and from now on it will be referred to
as the hedonism of the Laws.

A

Is there any reason to believe that this hedonism of the Laws is not to be taken
seriously? I believe there is none.

To begin with, when the Athenian asserts that no one willingly lets himself be
persuaded to do something unless it involves more pleasure than pain, there is no hint
that this assertion is false or that it is limited to ‘the many’. It may be true that in the
Protagoras ‘Plato is only teasing us, and Socrates teasing Protagoras’,’’ but nothing of
the sort is true of the Laws. There is no Socrates in the dialogue, and no sophists to be
teased and refuted. Further, as was brought out earlier on, from the time of the Gorgias
onwards the claims of pleasure are treated with increasing seriousness, the Laws itself
stressing its influence without seeking to depreciate it (e.g. 636d—e, 644c, 653a—c).
There are no good reasons, then, for thinking Grote wrong in his view that the
hedonistic assertions of the Laws are meant seriously. On the other hand, there are
good reasons for thinking him wrong in believing that the Laws departs from the
doctrine that virtue is good in itself and sufficient for happiness. However, these
reasons need to be set out in full, partly because they are largely indirect in nature,

% Saunders [21] translates the first part of this as ‘beauty, an upright posture’, plausibly
interpreting Plato to be referring to characteristics that accompany bodily health. (The word
dpBrns does sometimes refer to uprightness in bodily posture.) But this brings out the difficulty
of understanding what Plato means to assert here, and it cannot be concluded simply from his
saying that the life of bodily and mental virtue (rov dpervjs éxduevov) is pleasanter and superior
kdAdet, 6pfdTnTe, dperi), ebbofiq, that the life of bodily and mental virtue is intrinsically good as
well as pleasant.

%6 The principal difference, and of course it is enormous, lies in Grote’s claim that pleasure is
the only good, which is often held to be the one claim necessary to hedonism. (See e.g. Frankena
[10], ch.5.)

T As Rowe [20], 94 neatly puts it.
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partly because the hedonism of the Laws on first encounter appears so much to favour
Grote.

At 726-732d, the Athenian describes the manner in which we should behave and the
kind of individuals that we should be. To cite a few examples: we should value virtue
above physical beauty and riches; we should honour our parents and relatives; we
should respect foreigners; we should seek the truth; we should neither commit nor
allow others to commit crime; we should practise virtue and get others to do the same.
When the Athenian has made these and other recommendations, he says: ‘what is
divine (feia) has now been pretty completely dealt with but not what is human
(év8pcymwa), and this must now be done, since we are talking to men, not to gods’,%
and he goes on to discuss the part that pleasure, pain, and desire play in men’s lives.
E. B. England, the principal commentator in English on the Laws, analyses what the
Athenian says here as the assertion that ‘such conduct as has been recommended is not
only right in itself, and so pleasing to heaven,; it is best and pleasantest for man’.

As an analysis of the text this will not do,%’ because nowhere is it said there that the
conduct recommended is right or good in itself,®! still less that such conduct is pleasing
to heaven because it is right in itself. Nor is anything of the kind explicitly said
elsewhere in the dialogue. Nowhere, that is, is it said of virtue, or of anything else, as is
said of justice in the Republic, that we love it for its own sake (avTod xdpev). What is
more, in the very passage where, if anywhere, we might expect such an assertion, none
is made. This is at 730c, where we are told that ‘of all things good, for gods and men
alike, truth comes first; for him who is to become blessed and happy my prayer is that
he be endowed with it from the first, so that he may live all the longer a true man’. But
what is said immediately after this is disappointing to the reader who favours the views
of the Republic, for it is said, not that one who is to be blessed and happy (cf. Republic
358a) should be endowed with truth because truth is something to be loved for its own
sake, but because it makes men worthy of trust,®> and men who are not worthy of trust
are without friends and lonely in old age. In short, only consequences are mentioned,
and the sort of argument is advanced that Adeimantus considered to be both
inadequate and, if taken by itself, an encouragement to wrongdoing (365a fT.).

Nonetheless, if the Laws does not say that truth, justice, temperance, and the rest of
virtue is good in itself, even in contexts where readers of the Gorgias and Republic
might feel that it ought to, much that it does say implies it. As in the Gorgias and
Republic, virtue is held there to matter more than anything else on earth or in heaven;*
the sole proper aim of legislation and education is said to be the furthering of virtue;*
injustice or vice is said to be a disease, an object of disgust, often contrary to nature

58 It is not clear what is meant by ‘divine’ here and different translators interpret it differently.
Saunders [21] has ‘from the point of view of religion’; Bury [3] has ‘of divine sanction’; Taylor
[23] has ‘what divinity has to say’; des Places [5] has ‘nous avons exposé a peu prés ce qui reléve
des dieux.’

%® England [7], vol. 1, 22.

® Specifically, as an analysis of 732d8-733e6.

¢ [ take England to mean ‘right in itself” in the wider sense of ‘good in itself”.

€ Some translators obscure what is being said by not translating the word ydp in line 730c4.
Bury [3] translates: ‘He is a trusty man.” Des Places translates: ‘Cet homme-la est sir.’

¢ For example 707d, 727a, 728a-b, 731c, 770c—, 870b; cf. Letter 7, 328d-e, 332c—d, 335¢—d,
345b. The importance of Letter 7 is that it shows what Plato’s personal views were concerning,
inter alia, the importance of virtue. Whether or not Plato himself wrote the letters is not
important in this context: there is at the very least no reason to doubt that they express the views
that he held in the last years of his life. (For succinct comments on this, see Raven [19], 20-6.)

% See Gorgias 521d—-e, 515¢, 517b—c; Republic 590e-591a; Laws 630b—, 643e, 652e-653c, 963a.
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and hateful to the gods; death is said to be preferable to injustice;* the gods, who are
supremely good, are said uniformly to favour, foster, and delight in virtue, while at the
same time they are said to detest vice and never turn a blind eye to it;%” and the gods are
said handsomely to reward the good and punish the wicked.®® Again, it is stressed in
the Laws, as in the Gorgias, that our desires and pleasures need to be restrained: our
excessive, irrational pleasures need to be conquered in favour of what is really good,
victory over self and pleasure being as glorious as victory in wrestling or some other
physical contest, and failure spelling disaster.®® It is lack of control over pleasure, it is
lust, envy, and the like, we are told, that give rise to iniquity of every sort, and the three
instincts for food, drink, and sexual gratification, when these reach the stage of being
diseased, must be channelled away from the so-called most pleasant to what is the
greatest good.”

This litany of assertions provides more than adequate grounds for concluding that
the Athenian holds virtue to be intrinsically good and sufficient for happiness. For only
a man who believed this would go out of his way to emphasize that virtue is more
important than anything else on earth or in heaven, that the proper end of all
legislation and education is the fostering of virtue, that vice is the foulest of diseases,
abhorred by men and gods alike, and that even death is preferable to injustice. The
Athenian plainly expresses the attitude to virtue characteristic of the dramatic
Socrates, and probably of the historical Socrates, as early as the Apology and Crito:
what is to be valued above all else is a just life, even death being unimportant compared
with it (4pology 28b-d, Crito 48b-d). The Athenian even repeats Socrates’ argument
presented in the Apology (30a-b) that virtue is the source of all else that is good
(660e-661d).™"

VI

Contrary to what might now be expected, the steady opinion of scholars has been
that the Laws does not propound the doctrine termed in this paper the hedonism of
the Laws and the doctrine that virtue is sufficient for happiness. That was Grote’s
opinion, and in more recent years it has been the opinion, stated or implied, of
scholars like England, des Places, Findlay, Grube, Guthrie, and Taylor.”

Since of these it is Taylor and Guthrie who focus most sharply on the hedonism of
the Laws, it will be convenient to attend principally to their comments. To begin with,
Taylor asserts:

% See Gorgias 505a-b, 524d-e; Republic 445a-b; Laws 853d, 862c, 656b, 836¢, 838b-c, 841d.

% See Gorgias 512a-b; Laws 854c; cf. Letter 7, 331c.

€7 See Laws 887b, 901e, 904b, 931e, 879¢, 901a, 885d, 907a~b.

% See Gorgias 523a fT.; Republic 614b fI.; Laws 905a-b, 959b; cf. Letter 7, 335a.

% See Gorgias 491d—e, 493a—d, 500-501, 507e; Laws 840b-c, 714a; cf. Letter 7, 326¢—d.

" See Laws 783a, 831d—e, 869¢, 908c; cf. Letter 7, 335b.

™ See Vlastos [25], 192fT.

2 England [7] shows no awareness of the importance of the tenets of hedonism in the Laws. In
his comments on 636d4—e3 he ignores the suggestion made there that it is pleasure and pain that
determine the degree of a person’s happiness, and he passes no comment at all on the crucial
passages 663a2-7, 663b4—6 and 733c1-d6. In general, he holds that the Laws contrasts what is
right in itself with what is pleasant for men (vol. 1, 22), and he seems to regard pleasure and pain
as of little importance in themselves: they are mere agencies (vol. 1, 3) and raw material (vol. 1,
231) that the educator and lawgiver can make use of in getting people to like what is right. For the
views of the others, see Grube [13], 85-6; Findlay [8], 333-5; des Places [5], xlii—xliii; and for
Taylor (22, 23, 24] and Guthrie [14], see the rest of this section.
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Plato, unlike hedonists of the type of Mill, rests the case for the superiority of virtue to vice on
grounds entirely independent of ‘hedonic consequences’. But he is fully ready to add that virtue
is not only more appropriate to ‘the dignity of human nature’ than vice; it is also, in point of
fact, attended by a ‘surplus of ‘pleasures over pains’, if once the rules for calculatin% the
respective ‘lots’ of pleasures and pains are correctly formulated and the sum worked right.”

Elsewhere Taylor says that in the Laws Plato contends that ‘even by the rules of the
hedonic calculus, if you only state the rules correctly and work the sum right, the
morally best life will be found to be also the pleasantest’. But, he adds, in the Laws
the moral superiority of the better life ‘is not identified with nor inferred from its
greater pleasantness but is taken to have been already established independently’.’ It
follows from these comments, which contrast the morally best life with the pleasantest
life, that according to Plato in the Laws virtue is the superior good, pleasure following
from it merely as a matter of fact and as a consequence of it. In Taylor’s opinion, then,
it is the doctrine of the Laws that while the hedonist looks to the consequences of
virtue, the truly moral person looks to the goodness of virtue itself. Elsewhere he
asserts that a man of judgement would pronounce that ‘even in respect of hedonic
consequences virtue has the advantage over vice’, and this expression, ‘even in respect
of’, plainly implies that the hedonist’s pursuit of virtue for its hedonic consequences
is according to the Laws decidedly inferior to the pursuit of virtue for its own sake.”
A final comment is that in the Laws Plato:

regards the moral goodness of the life he recommends and its pleasantness as two distinct
things, and only allows himself to mention the second, as he says, because we have to consider
the human weakness of the person whom we want to exhort to virtue and dehort from vice.”®

Guthrie, though more brief, is more extreme. In a footnote referring to the
Athenian’s assertion that no one would willingly let himself be persuaded to do
something unless it involves more pleasure than pain,”” Guthrie asserts that

this is one indication that most of the Laws is concerned with ‘popular virtue’, not the philo-
sophic virtue to which the calculation of pleasures and pains is irrelevant. These simply ‘nail the
soul to the body’, escape from which should be its highest endeavour (Phaedo 69a-b, 83b).78

This reference to the Phaedo makes Guthrie’s view abundantly plain: he thinks that
the Laws reverts to the Phaedo’s teaching that hedonism produces ‘an illusory fagade
of virtue (oxiwaypadia 7is; cf. Republic 365c), fit for slaves and destitute of all
soundness and truth’. (Phaedo 69b.) If Guthrie is right, there is the widest possible
gulf between the hedonism of the Laws and the morality of the philosopher.

To sum up. On the one hand we have Grote maintaining that in the Laws Plato
rejects the doctrines of the Gorgias and Republic in favour of hedonism; on the other
hand we have Taylor, Guthrie, and others maintaining that Plato continues to hold
those doctrines, while dismissing hedonism as a calculus of pleasures that at best
happens to lead to virtue, and at worst results in a mockery of virtue fit only for slaves.
Both parties agree in contrasting the hedonism of the Laws with the philosopher’s
morality as described in the Gorgias and Republic and implied in the Philebus.

It is possible to hold that neither party is right, and that Plato makes the Athenian

™ Taylor [23], xxxiii (my italics). ™ Taylor [22], 476-7.

™ See Taylor [23], xxxiv. ™ Taylor [24], 95.

" Guthrie in fact alters what is said to: no one would voluntarily act in a way that brings him
more pain than pleasure ([14], 326).

 Guthrie [14], 326.
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state and endorse positions that are contradictory. Instead I shall now argue that, while
the Athenian does state and endorse the two positions that have been discussed, they
are not contradictory. At any rate, there is a way of reconciling them if Plato’s own
developing views are attended to.

VII

There are many words in English that are close in meaning to pleasure (and, mutatis
mutandis, to pleasant or pleasing), examples being enjoyment, delight, and gladness.
Correspondingly, there are many words in Greek that are close in meaning to 76ov
(and, mutatis mutandis, }8Vs), examples being edppoaitvy, Tépyus, and yapd. The
experiences denoted by these words when they are employed by Plato are experiences
of the soul or of the body,” they are enjoyed by the gods as well as by men,?® and they
are of the intellectual faculties as well as of the senses.?' Since the use of these words
and others of their kind, together with the diversity of experiences denoted by them,
is well established in the dialogues preceding the Laws,? there are no grounds for
thinking that the Laws itself is concerned solely with bodily pleasure or with pleasure
in any other narrow sense of the word. Consequently, when the Athenian says that
men seek a predominance of pleasure over pain, he is rightly taken to mean, and will
be taken in this section to mean, that they seek pleasure, enjoyment, delight, gladness
or the like, in preference to the opposites of these.

The word pleasure, like the word 78ov1), also has differences of meaning of a more
important kind, the chief of which may be illustrated by the following sentence from
the Protagoras (351d—e). ‘“Things are called pleasing ()8¢éa) that partake of pleasure
(}8ovis) or cause pleasure (1j8ov7jv).” Here the first ‘pleasure’ means ‘pleasingness’, the
second ‘pleasedness’, and the whole sentence means that things are called pleasing if
they instantiate the attribute of pleasingness, and are such that they cause pleasedness
in us.33 This distinction may further be illustrated by a sentence from the Philebus that
speaks of beautiful geometrical figures as having their own special pleasures (rwas
10ovas olkelas éyew, 51c). In this case, having their own special ‘pleasures’ means
having a special sort of pleasingness and so causing a special sort of pleasedness in
us;® and similar analyses may be given of other sentences in which there is talk of
‘pleasure’. Thus, if learning is said to have its own pleasure, this means that learning is
a specially pleasing activity and one that induces a special sort of pleasedness in us; if
contemplating beauty is said to have its own pleasure, this means that contemplating
beauty is a specially pleasing activity; if eating is said to have its own pleasure, this
means that eating is a specially pleasing activity. And so on. To generalize, talk about

™ See e.g. Phaedo 59a, 114e; Republic 485d; Philebus 52a, 66¢.

% See e.g. Phaedrus 247d, Beod Sudvota . .. dyamd . .. xal ebmafel; Laws 931d, yéynbev o
0eds. But see Philebus 33b and Epinomis 985a.

81 The distinction between soul and body is not the same as the distinction between intellectual
faculties and senses, since Plato holds, or at any rate at times holds, that all experiences take place
in the soul. (See e.g. the lengthy analysis of perception in the Theaetetus, 156ff.)

82 See e.g. Protagoras 337c, 358b (where the distinctions should be taken seriously despite
Socrates’ banter); Phaedo 114d—e; Republic 357b, 581e; Philebus 11b, 19c.

8 The word 7 in the phrase peréyovra 1) mowoivra does not indicate an alternative, since
Plato is not saying that things are pleasing because either they instantiate pleasingness or cause
pleasedness in us.

% The difficulty facing the translator is not slight. Fowler [9] gives ‘have peculiar pleasures’;
Hackforth [15] gives ‘they carry pleasures peculiar to themselves’; Waterfield [29] gives ‘have their
own special pleasantness’, which gives the principal part of the meaning I am suggesting.
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‘pleasure’ may be reduced to talk about things that are pleasing and induce pleasedness
in us, where the word ‘things’ denotes activities, states, or experiences.

With the use of these distinctions, the ninth book of the Republic may now be
interpreted as teaching that the activity of the knowing part of the soul is a specially
pleasing activity that induces a corresponding sort of pleasedness in us, and that the
same holds of the activities of the soul’s spirited and appetitive parts; similarly the
Philebus may be interpreted as teaching that different kinds of knowledge are specially
pleasing activities that induce corresponding sorts of pleasedness in us. At the same
time the Philebus, and to a lesser degree the Republic, may be interpreted as teaching a
doctrine of commensurate supervenience, stating that pleasingness and pleasedness
form a hierarchy, each member supervening upon and receiving a value commensurate
with the goodness of its underlying activity: knowledge, for example, is a greater good
than physical gratification, and its supervenient pleasingness and pleasedness are
commensurately greater. Finally, the hedonism of the Laws may be interpreted as
teaching that we all seek a lifelong predominance of what is intrinsically®® pleasing
and induces a corresponding pleasedness in us, and that no one willingly lets himself
be persuaded, or should let himself be persuaded, to do something unless in the end it
involves more of what is intrinsically pleasing and induces pleasedness in us.?

When the hedonism of the Laws is interpreted in this way, together with the
exclusion of bad pleasures®” and the application of the doctrine of commensurate
supervenience, what results is the doctrine that we should seek a predominance of
things that are intrinsically pleasing, their pleasingness and associated pleasedness
being due to the fact that these supervene upon, and are commensurate with, activities,
states, and experiences that are intrinsically good.

This doctrine has the following implications. Since it holds things to be intrinsically
pleasing by virtue of the fact that their pleasingness supervenes upon their being
intrinsically good, it is compatible with, indeed it requires, the teaching of the Gorgias,
Republic, and Philebus that some things are intrinsically good. Then, since it pre-
supposes that the domain of intrinsically pleasing things is coextensive with the
domain of intrinsically good things,® every intrinsically good thing being super-
veniently pleasing, and every intrinsically pleasing thing being subveniently good, it is
compatible with the doctrine of the Gorgias and Republic that we ought to seek only
what is intrinsically good.® Next, since it implies that before all else we ought to seek
whatever is most pleasing,” it is compatible with the teaching of the Gorgias and

# For the sake of simplicity no mention will be made here of instrumental goods, because
what we seek, when all is said and done, are intrinsic goods: if we could do without those that are
instrumental, we would. The same applies, mutatis mutandis, to things that are instrumentally
pleasing.

% [ say that the hedonism of the Laws ‘may be interpreted’ in this way, not that this is the only
way of interpreting it, still less that it is what Plato explicitly intended. In the context of this paper
all that is needed is one way of interpreting it that is in keeping with Plato’s thought and at the
same time allows for the compatibility of the hedonism of the Laws with the doctrines of the
Gorgias and Republic.

8 We have to exclude them, because it is obvious from his many condemnations of evil that the
Athenian would insist on excluding them.

8 There is, of course, no question of the properties of pleasingness and goodness being
identical. This is the point that I take Socrates to be making at Philebus 60a—b when he asserts: 76
Te dyabov kal 76 )8V Siddopov dAMjAwY piow éxew.

8 That is, as usual, we ought at bottom to seek only what is intrinsically good, instrumental
goods being of no ultimate importance.

% If we ought to seek what is pleasing, and only what is pleasing, I take it to follow straight off
that we ought to seek before all else what is most pleasing.
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Republic that we ought to seek justice before all else. For, according even to the Laws,
justice is the greatest good, and it is therefore, given the doctrine of commensurate
supervenience, the most pleasing.®! Finally, it is compatible with the teaching of the
Gorgias and Republic that justice is sufficient per se for happiness, since, again given the
doctrine of commensurate supervenience, if justice is good enough to make the just
man happy, it is commensurately pleasing enough to make him happy.

To conclude. Not only does the Athenian qua hedonist not recede from the ‘lofty
pretensions’ of the Gorgias and Republic: he has no reason to.

University of Tasmania F. C. WHITE
frank.white@utas.edu.au

' It was said in Section II of this paper that it is puzzling at first blush to find the Republic
appealing to pleasure in support of the claim that justice is intrinsically good. In retrospect it is
no longer puzzling. For if justice is the most pleasing thing there is, as Socrates claims to prove in
Republic 9, then, given the principle of commensurate supervenience, it is the greatest good.
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