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PLEASURE AND TRUTH IN REPUBLIC 9

[. INTRODUCTION

At Republic 9, 583b1-587a2, Socrates argues that the pleasure of the philosophical life
is the truest pleasure. [ will call this the ‘true pleasure argument’. The true pleasure argu-
ment is divisible into two parts: 583b1--585a7 and 585a8-587a2. Each part contains a
sub-argument, which 1 will call ‘the misperception argument” and ‘the true filling argu-
ment’ respectively. In the misperception argument Socrates argues that it is character-
istic of irrational men to misperceive as pleasant what in fact is a condition of neither
having pleasure nor being pained. In the true filling argument Socrates argues that
in so far as pleasure entails somatic or psychic filling and there are more and less
true fillings, there are more and less true pleasures. Philosophical filling is the truest
filling and thus the truest pleasure. The misperception argument critically contributes
to the true pleasure argument by clacitying what pleasure is not: merely an appearance
(pouvopevov) or merely the absence of pain. The misperception argument thereby clears
the ground for the constructive contribution of the true filling argument.

This paper endeavours to clarify the true pleasure argument. Central to achieving this
objective is clarifying Socrates’ conceptions of pleasure and of truth. The ensuing dis-
cussion is organized as follows:

IL. Introduction to the misperception argument
HI.  The irrational man’s misperception of calm as pleasant
IV.  Socrates’ explanation of the irrational man’s misperception

V. The true filling argument

VI Semantic remarks on dMBewx and its cognates

VII.  Conditions of true pleasure

VIII.  The representational untruth of the irrational man’s quasi-pleasure
IX.  Conclusion

The conclusion summarizes the central results of the discussion and situates them in
relation to prior contributions.!
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J. Butler, ‘On whether pleasurc’s esse is percipi: rethinking Republic 583b--585a°, Ancient
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II. INTRODUCTION TO THE MISPERCEPTION ARGUMENT

The misperception argument begins with Socrates’ claim that ‘in contrast to the pleasure
of the rational man, the pleasure of others is neither true at all nor pure, but in a way
shadow-painted’ (583b3-5). Socrates does not here identify these others more specifi-
cally than by contrasting them with the rational man. In the true filling argument, how-
ever, he refers to them as ‘irrational men’ (586¢3). Accordingly, 1 will refer to them
either as ‘irrational men’ or in the generic singular as ‘the irrational man’.

In the true filling argument Socrates contrasts philosophers with men whose appeti-
tive and spirited souls govern their lives. Thus, it is natural to assume that the philoso-
phers of the true filling argument are identical to the rational man of the misperception
argument and that the appetitive and spirited men of the true filling argument are iden-
tical to the irrational men of the misperception argument. Strictly speaking, this must be
true. However, when Socrates speaks of the irrational man in the misperception argu-
ment, he principally has somatic pleasure-seckers in mind, that is, men whose appetites
govern their lives.

Observe that Socrates speaks of irrational men’s pleasure as not at all true, impure
and in a way shadow-painted: ‘the pleasure of others is ... not at all true’. Contrast
this with Socrates’ claim, later in the argument, that irrational men do not have healthy
opinions about pleasure: ‘Should you wonder, then, if those inexperienced in truth do
not have healthy opinions regarding many other things as well” (584¢7--8). The belief
of the irrational man may be representationally and specifically semantically false -
so we would characterize it — but it is questionable whether the untruth of the irrational
man’s pleasure itself is to be explained in this way. Relevant to this question is the ques-
tion of how being impure, untrue® and in a way shadow-painted relate to one another.
We will answer these questions in the following sections.

HI. THE IRRATIONAL MAN’S MISPERCEPTION OF CALM AS PLEASANT

At 583¢3-6 Socrates introduces a distinction between pain, pleasure and a condition of
neither having pleasure nor being pained:

(1) Pain is the opposite of pleasure (583c3—4).
(2) There is a condition of neither having pleasure nor being pained (583¢5-6).

Socrates then clarifies the nature of the condition of neither having pleasure nor being
pained and its relation to pleasure and pain:

VII* Congres de la Federation Internationale des Associations d Etudes Classiques (Budapest, 1984),
345-56; 1. Moss, ‘Pleasurc and illusion in Plato’, Philosophy and Phenomenological Research 72
(2006), 503-35, csp. at 516-24. (The present paper was submitted to Classical Quarterly in
January 2011 and accepted for publication in August 2011. Since then, two relevant noteworthy
papers have been published, whose contents I have not been able to incorporate: J. Warren,
‘Socrates and the patients: Republic X, 583¢-585a°, Phronesis 56 (2011), 113-37; M.M. Erginel,
‘Inconsistency and ambiguity in Republic [X°, CQ 61 (2011), 493~520.)

2 Y use the word ‘untrue’ rather than “false’ throughout the paper. Socrates never uses the word
yevdég in the true pleasure argument, only odx dAnBéc and the like.
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(3) <the condition of neither having pleasure nor being pained, >3 which is in the
middle between both of these, <namely, pleasure and pain,> is a certain calm of
the soul in relation to them <again, pleasure and pain> (583¢7-9).

It is unclear what Socrates means by claiming that the condition of neither having plea-
sure nor being pained is ‘in the middle between both of these’, namely, pain and plea-
sure. He might mean that during a process in which there is a transition from pain to
pleasure or vice versa, the condition of neither having pleasure nor being pained inter-
venes. Alternatively, he might mean that on some dimension, the condition of neither
having pleasure nor being pained relates to the poles of pleasure and pain as a midpoint.
In that case, we would like to know what dimension Socrates has in mind. In the
absence of further evidence, I propose temporarily to leave the meaning of this aspect
of (3) undetermined.

In (3) Socrates also refers to the condition of neither having pleasure nor being
pained as a certain fiouvyio ‘in relation to’ pain and pleasure. I take this to entail that
pleasure and pain are both conditions of absence of calm. Hereafter 1 will refer to the
condition of neither having pleasure nor being pained as ‘calm’. Precisely how we
should understand absence of calm is questionable. For example, perhaps Socrates
understands pleasure and pain to be conditions of agitation. [ return to the problem
below.

Socrates also indicates that calm is psychic: it is a condition ‘of the soul’. This is-
significant for interpreting Socrates’ conception of pain and pleasure. It would be odd
for Socrates to conceive of calm as psychic, but not to conceive of pain and pleasure
as involving the soul. Accordingly, we should assume that Socrates conceives of all
three conditions as involving the soul. This in turns raises the question of how we should
understand the condition of calm as involving the soul. Is Socrates referring to what the
experience of calm is like? Or is Socrates referring to an objective condition of the psy-
che: the psyche’s being at rest? At this point in the argument no evidence indicates
which interpretation to prefer or whether Socrates would distinguish between the two.
[ will return to this question below.

The first step of the misperception argument thus begins with these basic distinctions
between pain, pleasure and calm. At once, however, Socrates draws attention to events
that appear to undermine these distinctions:

(4) Sick men say that being healthy is most pleasant (583c10-d1).
(5) In general, men who are in the grip of great pain say that nothing is more pleasant
than the cessation of being in pain (583d3-5).

In both (4) and (5), men who are in pain claim that the states of health and cessation of
pain are pleasant. It is clear from the ensuing argument that Socrates himself views the
states of health and cessation of pain as states of calm rather than pleasure. Thus,
Socrates understands pained men as claiming that calm is most pleasant. He continues:

(6) And in many other circumstances, men who are in pain praise not being in pain
and the calm following pain as most pleasant, rather than <praising> having plea-
sure <as most pleasant> (583d6-9).

The claim of pained men that cessation of pain is even more pleasant than having plea-
sure is ostensibly self-contradictory. But I take their claim to mean that cessation of pain

3 Here and throughout T add text in angle brackets to enhance intelligibility.
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is more pleasant than familiar sorts of pleasure, for example, pleasures associated with
eating, drinking and sex. Pained men’s praise of cessation of pain challenges Socrates’
basic distinctions, and the ostensible conflict between these positions invites resolution.
Glaucon offers the following:

(7) Perhaps on this occasion, <namely, when calm follows pain,> calm becomes plea-
sant and beloved (583d10-11).

Glaucon’s response assumes that the claims of pained men are true, that is, that calm
following pain is indeed pleasant. This implies that Socrates’ basic distinctions are false.

At 583e1-8, Socrates responds with an argument whose purpose is to show that
Glaucon’s explanation in (7) is untenable. I will refer to Socrates’ argument as ‘the puz-
zling argument’. The puzzling argument is a reductio. It begins by assuming the follow-
ing premise drawn from the content of the preceding premise-set:

(8) Whenever a man ceases being pained, the calm following the pain will be pleasant.

Given this, by parity of reasoning Socrates suggests that:

(9) Whenever a man ceases having pleasure, the calm following the pleasure will be
paintul (583el--3).

From (8) and (9), Socrates infers:

(10) That which is between both pleasure and pain will at some point be both pleasure
and pain (583e4-6).

Yet he insists:

(11) It is impossible for that which is neither <pleasure nor pain> to become both
<pleasure and pain> (583e4--8).

Thus, Glaucon’s explanation at (7) is untenable. More precisely, Socrates maintains that
(8) and (9) are false.

Socrates’ puzzling argument is puzzling in at least two respects.* First, it is puzzling
how Socrates can derive {(10) from the conjunction of (8) and (9).* (8) and (9) claim
that under certain conditions calm is ‘pleasant” or ‘painful’, but in (10) Socrates
infers that under certain conditions calm is ‘pleasure’ or ‘pain’. Thus, Socrates appears
to conflate predication and identity.*” Second, it is puzzling what justifies Socrates’
assertion of (11), namely, that it is impossible for what is neither pleasure nor pain to
become both pleasure and pain. Is Socrates committed to either one of the following
principles?

(P1) 1t is impossible for not-F to become F.

41 know of only two scholars who have acknowledged problems with the puzzling argument:
Adam (n. 1), 350 and Butler (. 1), 291-3.

5 Butler (n. 1), 291 appears to be concerned with this problem: ‘Socrates” derivation of <(10)> trom
<(R) and (9)> is rather obscure.” But in fact he is concerned with a differcnt problem. He continues
(ibid.): ‘How arc wc to understand that, according to the views under consideration, the <calm>
will be sometimes both pleasure and pain?” But Butler’s treatment of this problem is actually more
closely related to my second problem.

¢ It would be strange for Socrates to make such a mistake. Cf. Grg. 448¢6-7.

7 No scholar has noted this problem. However, Gosling and Taylor (n. 1), 113 arc poised to recog-
nize it: ‘At first (583c—c) we are introduced to people in a depleted state, looking forward to what is in
fact a state of quicscence only, and not a pleasure, as pleasant.”
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(P2) Itisimpossible for what is neither F nor the opposite of £ to become both F and
the opposite of F. :

Let’s consider (P1) and (P2) in turn. (P1) is reasonable in so far as *F” is taken to refer to
a universal or type, conceived realistically: universals or types so conceived do not
change. Thus, (11) does follow from (P1). However, it then becomes difficult to see
what function (9) and (10) serve in the argument. Given (P1), (8) suffices to undermine
Glaucon’s explanation. In other words, Socrates could merely argue that it is impossible
for what is not pleasure, namely calm, to become pleasure. Consequently, it seems that if
Socrates’ assertion of (11) depends upon either (P1) or (P2), it depends upon (P2). On
the other hand, it is hard to see what substantive work (P2) does beyond (P1). (P1) is all
that is needed for (11). This is simply because (P2) is a conjunction of two interpret-
ations of (P1), one on which ‘F” stands for one of a pair of opposites (for example, plea-
sure) and the other on which ‘F” stands for the other member of the pair (for example,
pain).

Given this, our second puzzle turns out to consist of two puzzles that are closely
related. One is what justifies Socrates’ assertion of (11). The other is why Socrates
argues against Glaucon’s explanation in (7) using the conjunction of (8) and (9), as
opposed to using merely (8).

Let us retumn to the problem of the conflation of predication and identity. What if we
introduce indefinite articles into (10), thus rendering (10) as:

(10r) That which is between both pleasure and pain will at some point be both a plea-
sure and a pain.

The inference of (10r) from (8) and (9) is now more reasonable: in certain contexts a
given condition instantiates pleasure and thus is pleasant; in certain other contexts
that condition instantiates pain and thus is painful. Given this, we should also emend
(11) by adding indefinite articles:

(I1r) Ttis impossible for that which is neither pleasure nor pain to become both a plea-
sure and a pain.

This solves the first puzzle.®

Let us tumn to the second and third puzzles. I grant that (11r) may depend upon some
more general principle, but before attempting to determine what that principle is, let us
attend to the subject of (10r). Socrates describes the subject precisely as follows: “What
we just now said was between both <pleasure and pain>, calm’ (583e4-5). That is,
Socrates uses the word ‘calm’, but he also reminds Glaucon that calm is between plea-
sure and pain. Recall Socrates’ emphatic statement of this in (3): ‘<the condition of
neither having pleasure nor being pained,> which is in the middle between both of
these, <again, pleasure and pain>". I suggest that Socrates’ reminder of this point in
(10r) is important. Clearly, there are marly things that are neither F nor the opposite
of F that can instantiate F and the opposite of F in different circumstances. For example,
the act-type of giving a person money, which is not justice or injustice, can be just in
cerfain circumstances and unjust in other circumstances. However, giving a person
money is not — I presume — ‘in the middle between’ justice and injustice in the sense

8 I emphasize that this charitable interpretation, which is consistent with the Greek, is most likely
not an accurate interpretation of the argument. [ think that Socrates employs (10) and (11) in the argu-
ment, not {10r) and (11r). Thus, Socrates’ argument is problematic in this respect.
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in which Socrates intends this phrase here.? Yet in (3) Socrates emphatically states that
calm is in the middle between pleasure and pain.

As we noted above, it is unclear precisely what Socrates means when he says that
calm is in the middle between pleasure and pain. Assume, following the second of
the two possible interpretations suggested above, that calm is in the middle between
pleasure and pain in the sense that all three essentially stand in certain relations in a
single dimension, and specifically that calm is situated between the poles of pleasure
and pain in this dimension. In that case, what is in the middle cannot be at either
pole because the relations in which the entities stand in this dimension are fixed. In
other words, calm is necessarily between pleasure and pain in this dimension.!?

My talk of pleasure, pain and calm situated and essentially related in a dimension is
informed by Socrates’ own talk in the ensuing broader misperception argument. At
584d1-585a7 Socrates uses the analogy of spatial positions to characterize the distinc-
tion and relations among pleasure, pain and calm. On a vertical line segment, the top
point is analogous to pleasure, the midpoint is analogous to calm and the bottom
point is analogous to pain. Socrates does not clarify the nature of the dimension in
which pleasure, pain and calim are situated. For convenience, we may offer Socrates
the following description: pleasure, pain and calm are situated in the dimension of
affectivity.

Granting this, let us return to the suggestion that the puzzling argument has no logi-
cal need for (9) and (10) or (10r). On that view, the puzzling argument needs only the
following weaker version of (11r):

(11w) It is impossible for what is not pleasure to become a pleasure.

However, this is not entirely true. Just as it is possible for the act-type of giving a person
money to instantiate justice or injustice, it is possible for some entity £ that is not plea-
sure to become a pleasure, so long as £ is not essentially situated within the dimension
of affectivity. Given this, Socrates could indeed dispense with (9) and (10) or (10r), but
only so long as he emended (11) or (11r) to something stronger than (11w) such as:

(11s) It is impossible for what is not pleasure, but is essentially situated at a fixed
point in the dimension of affectivity, to become pleasure.

But given this, it should now be easier to appreciate why Socrates does in fact construct
the puzzling argument using‘(‘)) and (10) or (10r) as well as (11) or (11r): the clause ‘but
is essentially situated at a fixed point in the dimension of affectivity’ is doing a lot of
work. My suggestion is that (9)—~(11) or (9)~(11r) are doing similar, if less explicitly
sophisticated, work. Precisely, the use of (9)~(11) or (9)—(11r) serves to emphasize
Socrates’ point that calm is essentially situated in the same dimension as pain and plea-
sure and that the relations between these entities within this dimension are fixed.
This, then, resolves the closely interrelated second and third puzzles of the puzzling
argument. Given this, let us note the following consequence of the preceding resolution.

® Cf. Butler (n. 1), 291: “There is nothing absurd about something which is neither X nor Y, some-
times being X and at other times being Y. For example, a man of average height is neither tall nor
short. Yet, compared to a child the man is tall; compared to a professional basketball player, he is
short’.

19 Among commentators, Stokes (n. 1), 33-4 comes closest to recognizing this feature of Socrates’
argument. [n contrast, Butler’s (n. 1) failure to recognize this feature of the argument (at 291--2) mis-
leads him to suggest that the impossibility expressed in (11) results from the fact that onc can make
contrary and thus unrealizable predictions.
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Two paths are potentially available to advance the inquiry. One path, open to Glaucon,
would be to defend the pained man by contesting Socrates’ basic distinctions. In particu-
lar, Glaucon could demand justification of Socrates’ initial assertions that pleasure, pain
and calm are essentially situated in a set of fixed relations in a single dimension. The
other path, which Socrates has some obligation to pursue, is to explain why pained
men tend to make the false claims they do. As the broader argument in fact ensues,
Glaucon concedes the conclusion of the puzzling argument and thus the soundness of
Socrates’ basic distinctions, and Socrates proceeds to explain the confusion of the
pained, irrational man.

IV. SOCRATES’ EXPLANATION OF THE IRRATIONAL MAN’S
MISPERCEPTION

Socrates’ explanation of the mispetception of the irrational man begins with the follow-
ing three claims:

(12)  That which becomes pleasant in the soul and that which becomes painful <in the
soul> are both a sort of motion (583e9-11).

(13)  Yet that which is neither pleasant nor painful is calm and in the middle of both of
these (584al-3).

(14)  Therefore, it is incorrect to think, <as the irrational man does,> that not being in
pain is pleasant and that not having pleasure is painful (584a4—6).

(12)~(14) have both backward- and forward-looking functions. (12}«14) look backward
to the preceding stretch of argumentation, (1)-(11), and now in conjointly intrinsic and
objective terms specify how calm differs from pleasure and pain: pleasure and pain are
kinetic conditions, whereas calm, as the name indicates, is an absence of motion.!}1?
(14) thus corroborates the conclusion of the puzzling argument that the irrational man
misperceives and that calm does not become pleasant or painful.

It remains to explain the source of the irrational man’s misperception. In contributing
to this explanation, (12)-(14) look forward. Central to Socrates” explanation is a distinc-
tion between the appearance of the affective condition, which is a subjective component,
and the objective component, which, as (12)-(13) state, is a kinetic or a-kinetic con-
dition. Socrates continues:

(15)  <It is not that calm> is <pleasant or painful >, but that calm appears ((potivevon)
pleasant beside that which is painful and that calm appears painful beside that
which is pleasant (584a7-8).

In other words, Socrates explain$ the irrational man’s misperception as based on a mis-
leading appearance. Socrates explicitly characterizes the misleading appearance as illu-
sory: ‘with respect to the truth of pleasure, there is nothing healthy in these phantasms,

! Recall our consideration above that in contrast to calm, pleasurc and pain might be conditions of
agitation. I use the word ‘intrinsic’ to differentiate the relational terms in which Socrates characterizes
calm as distinct from pain and pleasure in (3) and the way he characterizes calm as distinct from pain
and pleasure here.

12 Note that (13) confirms the inference drawn above that pleasure and pain, like calm, are psychic,
that is, conditions of the soul. But this should not be taken to preclude the possibility of pleasure, pain
and calm having somatic as well psychic components.
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but a certain magic (yoneio)’ (584a9-11). Let us say, then, that the irrational man is
subject to a hedonic illusion and thus experiences a quasi-pleasure.

In the true filling argument Socrates refers back to the irrational man’s quasi-
pleasures as ‘shadow-painted and tainted by juxtaposition’ (586b8—cl). The invention
of the technique of shadow-painting is attributed to Apollodorus of Athens in the
fifth century. Apollodorus seems to have transmitted it to Zeuxis, among other students,
who apparently composed a treatise on painting technique.!* Shadow-painting involves
the juxtaposition of darker and lighter shades on a two-dimensional surface to create the
illusion of depth.'* For example, Pliny the Elder relates the story that Zeuxis painted a
bunch of grapes so realistic a bird pecked at it (35.36). Analogously, in Republic 9
Socrates suggests that the juxtaposition of pain and absence of pain engenders a hedonic
illusion.

How should we understand the juxtaposition of pain and absence of pain that engen-
ders the hedonic illusion? When at (4)-(6) Socrates reports the views of the irrational, he
speaks of what sick people say when they are sick, of what men in the grip of great pain
say, and of the praise that men in pain heap on not being in pain. In each case, the
irrational speak while in pain. Thus, the irrational are describing as pleasant not a
state they are currently in, but a future state. Thus, the future state presently appears
to them as pleasant. So the irrational are imagining or envisioning the future state,
and this image is of something pleasant.

Contrast this with Glaucon’s explanation at (7), which assumes that calm becomes
pleasant. In this case, Glaucon speaks not in terms of someone envisioning the future,
but of what the future state will actually be like. Similatly, at (9) in the puzzling argu-
ment, Socrates says that when one who is having pleasure ceases, the calm following the
pleasure will be painful. Again, he speaks not in terms of someone envisioning the
future, but of what the future state will actually be like. Similarly in (10), Socrates
says that the calm will be both pleasant and painful. Now of course Socrates rejects
Glaucon’s explanation at (7) and thinks that (8)—(10) are false. But Socrates’ rejection
of (7)—(10), which entails rejection of the view that calm actually becomes pleasant or
painful, is compatible with the view that calm, when it occurs, appears pleasant or pain-
ful. This possibility is corroborated by Socrates” analogy between atlective conditions
and spatial positions at 584d1-585a7. Socrates says:

Do you think that someone who was brought from the bottom to the middle would have any

other belief than that he was moving upward? And if he stood in the middle and saw where

he had come from, would he believe that he was anywhere other than at the top ...?
(584d6-9)

In this case, the mover is not predicting where he will stand as he moves from the bot-
tom. Rather, he believes he is at the top when he is standing at the midpoint.
Analogously, as we have seen, Socrates claims:

(16) “Whenever <people inexperienced in pleasure> ar¢ conveyed from pain to the
middle state, they strongly believe they are in a state of filling and pleasure’
(585a2-3).

13 Qocrates refers to Zeuxis at Grg. 453c6. Cf. Prt. 318b7.
" Cf. E. Keuls, *Skiagraphia once again®, 4J4 79 (1975), 1-16. Cf. also E.G. Pemberton, ‘A notc
on skiagraphia’, AJ4 80 (1976), 82-4.
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Observe that the hedonically inexperienced are characterized here as being ‘conveyed’
to the middle state, not merely predicting what the middle state will be like.

Further consideration of Socrates’ view of how the juxtaposition of pain and absence
of pain produces a hedonic appearance can be derived from Socrates’ contrast between
pure pleasures and quasi-pleasures. At 584bl-c3 Socrates introduces what he calls
‘pure’ pleasures:

Look at ... pleasures that do not derive from pains so that you do not think that it is the nature of
pleasure to be a cessation of pain ... There are numerous examples, but the best to consider are
pleasures of smell. For these suddenly become strong without preceding pain, and when they
cease they leave behind no pain ... Do not then be persuaded that pure pleasure is the release
from pain.

(584b1-c2)

Socrates then contrasts pure pleasure with two kinds of quasi-pleasure. First, at 584¢4-7,
he says:

(17)  Yet by far the most numerous and greatest of the so-called pleasures that extend
through the body to the soul are of this kind, releases from pains.

The phrase Sux 100 oduotog énl v yuyny indicates that Socrates is here referring to
quasi-pleasures that are bodily. Pure olfactory pleasures are bodily. So Socrates first
contrasts pure bodily pleasures with bodily quasi-pleasures. Socrates’ use of ‘greatest’
in (17) suggests a quality of hedonic experience. Compare Socrates’ use of péyefog
at 584b7: Socrates explains that olfactory pleasures, which are not preceded by pain,
‘suddenly become especially great’. In (17) the quality of the hedonic experience
appears to be coterminous with the release from pain, not a prediction or envisioning
of how the release will be.
Socrates then compares bodily with psychic quasi-pleasures:

(18) Anticipatory pleasures and pains that arise in expectation of and prior to those
<states> to come are also the same <as the quasi-pleasures of (17)> (584¢9-11).

How are anticipatory pleasures or rather anticipatory quasi-pleasures the same as bodily
quasi-pleasures? 1 suggest that Socrates conceives of these quasi-pleasures as arising
from an occurrent state of pain. One imagines or envisions a future state in which
there is a cessation of the pain; the future state appears pleasant; and one takes pleasure
in this image or vision.'$

In sum, Socrates variously conceives of the juxtaposition of pain and absence of pain
as productive of a hedonic appearance. [n (4)-(6) those in pain envision the cessation of
pain as pleasant. In (18) the envisioned cessation of pain as pleasant is enjoyed in antici-
pation. In (8)~(10), (16) and (17) calm preceded by pain produces a hedonic appearance.
Thus, when in (15) Socrates claims that ‘calm appears pleasant beside that which is

'3 Butler (n. 1), 288 n. 10 suggests that Socrates’ nponcBioelg and mpoivmnoeis are in fact not
anticipatory pleasures and pains. He offers two reasons. First, ‘it is possible that in <the true pleasure>
argument Plato was unaware of (or perhaps ignored) representative pleasure and concentrated on non-
representative pleasure ... mponeBnoels ... often translated as “anticipatory pleasure”, are represen-
tational’. Second, ‘pre-enjoyings’ arc ‘said to be the same (todtdr) as other releases from pain ...
But anticipatory pleasure is not a release from pain at all; if anything an anticipatory pleasure for
drink intensifies my thirst’. Later in the paper [ argue that in the misperception ‘argument one way
in which pleasure is untrue is that it is representationally untrue. Thus, [ find Butler’s first reason unac-
ceptable. Regarding Butler’s second point, as 1 have just suggested, Socrates is not claiming that
pre-enjoyings are releases from pain. Rather, they are pleasures taken in anticipated releases of pain.
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painful’, he can be charitably interpreted to mean both that calm actually following pain
appears pleasant and that cessation of pain envisioned as following pain when one is in
pain appears pleasant. The former exemplifies an experiential illusion; the latter exem-
plifies a misleading vision or, so-to speak, mis-imagination.

There is more to be said about Socrates’ explanation of the misperception of the
irrational man, in particular, about Socrates’ conception of the hedonic appearance.
But before we discuss this, let us tumn to the contents of the true filling argument.

V. THE TRUE FILLING ARGUMENT

In the misperception argument Socrates hints at his view that pleasure requires
nanpwote. Specifically in (16), in the analogy of spatial positions, he says that the inex-
perienced strongly believe they are in a state of “filling and pleasure’. In the true filling
argument, Socrates makes this point more explicitly. More precisely, he suggests that
pleasure requires a filling with what is ‘naturally appropriate’.!s Moreover, Socrates
maintains that there are three species of naturally appropriate filling related to the appe-
titive, spirited and rational parts of the soul respectively. Socrates argues that the fillings
related to the appetitive and spirited parts of the soul are less true than rational filling.
Since a truer filling is constitutive of a truer pleasure, Socrates concludes that rational
pleasure, which is equivalent to philosophical pleasure, is the truest pleasure.

Socrates begins the true filling argument by clarifying two species of inanition and
correlative filling:

(19) Hunger, thirst and the like are inanitions of the body’s state (585a8—b2).

(20) Ignorance and lack of intelligence are inanitions of the state of the soul
(585b3-5).

(21) He who partakes of nourishment, such as food, drink and relish, is filled
(585b6--8, with 585b13).

(22) He who possesses true judgement, knowledge and understanding is filled
(585b6-8, with 585b14-cl).

Socrates ultimately — premise (30) below — clarifies that being filled with what is natu-
rally appropriate is pleasant. Accordingly, in view of (19) and (21), we will assume that
nourishment is the naturally appropriate content for the body. Regarding the naturally
appropriate content of the soul, although Socrates initially speaks of true belief, knowl-
edge and understanding (585b14-c1), he otherwise focusses on knowledge. So, for the
sake of simplicity, I will assume that knowledge is the naturally appropriate content of
the soul.
Socrates now suggests that some fillings are truer than others:

(23) Truer filling fills with “‘what is more’ (585b9-11).

The concept of what is more in (23) is clarified by the contents of subsequent premises,
in particular (24). Socrates suggests that what is more is more immutable. Thus, (23)
suggests that a true filling is a filling whose contents are relatively immutable. In
fact, Socrates subsequently claims, in premise (29) below, that truth of filling is a

16 10 mAnpotcbon 1@V (piceL TpoonKdvIoy 10 €01t (385d11). Note that this is a crucial assump-
tion of the true filling argument; Socrates does not argue for this claim.
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function of containers as well as contents. In that case, we may take (23) as an abbre-
viated and preliminary formulation. (23), like (29), is a crucial and faulty premise of the
true filling argument. It requires further discussion, which [ offer below.

Socrates now claims:

(24) That which is connected to that which is always the same and immortal and to
truth and is itself of such a kind and comes to be in such a kind has more
being than that which is connected to that which is never the same and mortal
and is itself of such a kind and comes to be in such a kind (585¢1-6).

(24) is obviously complex. One fundamental question for the interpretation of (24) is
whether reference is being made to four or rather six entities. Consider the following
two interpretations, in which I have added symbols to clarify the various referents:

(244) That (x/) which is connected to that (x2) which is always the same and immortal
and to truth and is itself (x/) of such a kind and comes to be in such a kind (x2)
has more being than that (y/) which is connected to that (¥2) which is never the
same and mortal and is itself (y/) of such a kind and comes to be in such a kind
(¥2).

(24¢) That (x/) which is connected to that (x2) which is always the same and immortal
and to truth and is itself (x/) of such a kind and comes to be in such a kind (x3)
has more being than that (y/) which is connected to that (y2) which is never the
same and mortal and is itself (y7) of such a kind and comes to be in such a kind
(»3).

[ suggest that (24) refers to six entities; thus, (24¢) is the comrect interpretation. One
reason for preferring (244) to (244) is that the distinct phrases ‘being connected to’
and ‘becoming in’ suggest that what x/ or y/ is connected to and becomes in are two
different things. Further considerations below will confirm that (24,) is the correct
interpretation.

Assuming that (24¢) is the correct interpretation of (24), the core claim that (24)
makes is:

(24a) xI has more being than y/.
But (24) also makes the following claims:

(24b) x! is connected to x2.

(24c)  x2 is always the same and immortal, and is truth.
(24d) xI is always the same and immortal, and is truth.
(24e) x3 is always the same and immortal and truth,!”
(24f)  xI comes to be in x3.

And similarly:

(24g) yl is connected to y2.
(24h) y2 is never the same and is mortal.
(24i) yl is never the same and is mortal,
(24)) 3 is never the same and is mortal.
(24k) yI comes to be in y3.

17 (24¢), unlike (24d), scems falsc since, for cxample, the acquisition of knowledge constitutes an
alteration of the soul.
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I suggest that the core claim, (24a), depends upon the following ontological principles:

(O1) That which is is true.
(02) That which is is immutable.

(O1)’s identification of truth and being is one among several conceptions of dntological
truth'that occur in the true pleasure argument. I will say more about this and the other
conceptions of ontological truth below.

Note also that (24h)}+24)) are not precisely opposites of (24¢)-(24e). Socrates does
not say that v/, y2 and y3 are untruth. Since untruth entails non-being, that would mean
that y/, y2 and y3 were non-existent. Instead, y/, y2 and y3 have an intermediate onto-
logical status.

Now, (24) itself is a general claim. In the following premises, (25)—~(28), Socrates
specifically contrasts the containers and contents involved in nutritional filling with
those involved in epistemic filling. In doing so he is in effect applying (24) to these
specific entities. To facilitate understanding of premises (25)-(28) and their function
in the argument, it may be helpful to bear in mind the following application of (24):

Knowledge, which is connected to beings, which are always the same and immortal
and are truth, and which is itself of such a kind and comes to be in the soul, which is of
this kind, has more being than nutriment, which is connected to becomings, which are
never the same and mortal, and which is itself of such a kind and comes to be in the
body, which is of this kind.

(25) The being (oVoio) of what is always the same participates in being (oUoic) as
much as the being of knowledge (585¢7-9).

Socrates does not explicitly mention Forms here, but [ assume he has these entities in
mind. Given this, Socrates’ point is the following: that which is immutable participates
in being to a given extent; knowledge is of what is immutable; therefore, knowledge
participates in being to that extent.'$

(26) The being of what is always the same participates in truth (dAnfelog) as much as
the being of knowledge (585¢10-11).

(26) follows from the ontological principle (O1). Admittedly, the fact that Socrates
claims (26) as well as (25) might be taken to suggest that he does not identify being
and truth, but rather that he takes truth to be a property of being. However, I can see
no further reason to prefer this thesis. [ will assume that the function of (26) is to clarify
that since knowledge participates in being as much as its objects do, knowledge partici-
pates in truth as much as its objects do.!®

(27)  The kinds of thing related to somatic treatment participate less in truth and being
than the kinds of thing related to psychic treatment (585d1-4).

I assume that ‘the kinds of thing related to somatic treatment’ in (27) refers to becomings
and nutriment, the correlates of being and knowledge in (25) and (26).

'8 We can reasonably assume that what is immutable participates in being to the full extent and thus
that knowledge does. But the argument doesn’t require this.
191 offer more support for my identification of being and truth below,
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(28) The body participates less in truth and being than the soul (585d5-6).

(28) thus completes the specification of the three components — x/ and v1, x2 and x2,
and y/, y2 and y3 — involved in (24) interpreted as (24).

On the basis of the application of (24) to nutritional and epistemic filling entailed by
premises (25)-(28), Socrates now expands his point regarding more and less true fillings
at (23):

(29) That which is filled with things that are more and which itself is more is more
filled than that which is filled with things that are less and which itself is less
(585d7-10).%°

Whereas in (23) Socrates correlates truth of filling with truth of contents, here in (29)
Socrates correlates truth of filling with both contents and containers. The phrase
‘that ... which itself is more’ refers to the container. From (29) it can now be inferred
that epistemic filling is truer filling than nutritional filling.

Observe that Socrates’ argument does not require (29). A premise akin to (23) would
suffice to show that epistemic filling is truer than nutritional filling, for instance:

(2923) That which is filled with things that are more is more filled than that which is
filled with things that are less.

I presume that Socrates expresses {29) simply because (29,,) does not adequately cap-
ture his view. Evidently, his view is that the truth of a filling is not solely a function of
the contents, but conjointly of the container and the contents.

Having claritied the conception of true filling, Socrates now relates pleasure to filling
by specifying that pleasure involves a filling with what is naturally appropriate:

(30) Being filled with what is naturally appropriate is pleasant (585d11).
From (30) Socrates infers:

(31) Therefore, being filled with things that really are makes one more really and truly
enjoy true pleasure (585d12-el).

From (31) it follows that rational filling is the truest pleasure. Thus, philosophical plea-
sure, which is rational pleasure, is the truest pleasure.

VI. SEMANTIC REMARKS ON AAHOFEIA AND ITS COGNATES

The preceding certainly cannot stand as a satisfactory interpretation of the true
filling argument. A number of premises cry out for explication. Above all, the
central concept of truth requires elucidation. Indeed, clarification is needed here both
to understand the true filling argument and to make sense of Socrates’ conception of
pleasure.

The word &AABetr and its cognates movoAndég, ©GAnBég, dAnbeotépov,
dAnBéotatov, GAnBaS, dANOwds and dAndectépac ~ all of which I will refer to as
‘alethic terms’ — occur 23 times in the true pleasure argument, in the following order:

(a) At the beginning of the misperception argument, Socrates characterizes the pleasure
of the irrational man as ‘not at all true’ (008& movoAnBng) (583b3).

20 [ discuss this crucial and faulty premise further below.
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Socrates says that in the phantasms of the trrational men’s quasi-pleasures, there is
nothing healthy relative to ‘the truth’ (¢AnBewav) of pleasure (584a10).

In response to Socrates’ example of olfactory pleasures as pure in so far as they are
not preceded by pains, Glaucon replies that Socrates has spoken ‘most true things’
or ‘most truly’ (dAnBéotata) (584b9).

In his analogy of spatial positions, Socrates claims that one who moves from the
bottom to the midpoint believes he is at the top because he has not seen what is
‘truly top’ (dAnBdG dvew) (584d9).

In the same analogy, Socrates suggests that if the mover were brought back down to
the bottom, he would believe that he was at the bottom and would, in this case,
believe ‘true things” (GAnOR) (584e2).

In the same analogy, Socrates says that the mover has true and false beliefs because
he is inexperienced in ‘that which is truly top’ (to0 &AnBividg Gve dvtoc) (584e5).
In the same analogy, Socrates says that when irrational men experience pain,
analogously to the mover being brought to the bottom, they believe ‘true things’
(e (585al).

In the true filling argument, Socrates says that a ‘truer’ (dAnfeotépa) filling is a
filling with that which is more (585b9).

Socrates says that the kind of filling that the soul undergoes is a filling with ‘true
belief” (§6&ng dAnboig), knowledge and understanding (585b14).

Socrates claims that that which is connected to what is always the same and immor-
tal and ‘truth’ (oAnPelog) is more (585¢2).

Socrates claims that the being of that which is always the same partakes equally of
being and knowledge and ‘truth’ {¢AnBeicag) (585¢10).

Socrates claims that the therapy pertaining to the body partakes less ‘of truth’
(6AnBeiog) and being than the therapy pertaining to the soul (585d3).

Socrates claims that being more really filled makes one more really and (1) ‘truly’
(dmBeotépwe) enjoy (2) ‘true pleasure’” (Mdovi GANBeT) (585¢1).

Socrates claims that when one is less (1) ‘truly” (GAn9&c) and stably filled, one has
a share of less trustworthy and less (2) ‘true’ (dAnBodc) pleasure (585e4).

In the true filling argument, Socrates refers back to the analogy of spatial positions
and claims that those preoccupied with non-philosophical fillings, never ascend to
what is ‘truly the top’ (16 dAnBix dvw) (586a4).

Socrates claims that pleasures mixed with pains are imitations of “true pleasure’
(thg dAnBolc fdoviig) and shadow-painted (586b8).

In reference to Stesichorus’ ode, Socrates speaks of the Greeks and Trojans fighting
over the copy of Helen, through their ignorance of ‘that which is true’ or ‘truth’
(100 c&AnBoic) (586¢3).

At the end of the true filling argument, Socrates says that if they are led by reason,
the appetitive and spirited parts of the soul can grasp the (1) ‘truest’ pleasures
(dAnBeotdtag), in so far, that is, as it is possible for their pleasures to grasp (2)
“‘true’ (0AnOeic) pleasures, and that they will do so since they follow (3) ‘truth’
(&Anbeic) (586d8-¢l).

Likewise, Socrates says that if the baser parts of the soul follow the wisdom-loving
part, they will enjoy the best and ‘truest” (&AnPeotiirog) pleasures possible for
them (587al). :

Prima facie, these instances fall into two groups. The first group — (¢), (e), (g), (1) and
(q) — includes those instances in which truth is attributed to semantic entities such as
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beliefs and statements.?! The second group includes the remainder. The first group
appears to employ the cognates of dGAnbewr representationally. At least — and this is
an important qualification — this is how we who are committed to the correspondence
theory of truth understand phrases and clauses such as ‘true belief’, ‘what you claim
is true” and “you have spoken truly’. In other words, the content of the belief or utterance
represents a fact or state of affairs; and the content corresponds to the world. I will refer
to this as a ‘representational’ truth conception. The remaining cases — namely, those in
(@), (b), (@), (), (), (), k), (D), (m), (), (0), (p), (r) and (s) — I will refer to as employing
an ‘ontological’ conception of truth.

Among the cases of ontological dAfBei and its cognates, a substantive distinction
can be drawn between what I will call ‘independent’ and ‘dependent’ uses. In the inde-
pendent use ~ which occurs in (j), (k). (1).and at (+3) — the noun dAnBeia is employed,
and in its employment the noun does not complement any other noun. In (k), for
example, the being of what is always the same is said to partake of ‘truth’
(8ABe106).2* In its dependent uses, éA9@ew and more commonly its adjectival and
adverbial cognates are employed, and these terms modify or complement a nominal,
adjectival or verbal expression. In (g), for example, Socrates speaks of ‘truer filling’
(mApwcig dinBeotépa) and in (m2) of ‘true pleasure’ (Soviy GAnBel).

I will first comment on the independent uses. In (§), (k) and (1) Socrates explicitly
relates GAn0ew to what is always the same and immortal and to being.?* In my discus-
sion of the true filling argument, specifically in (O1), I suggested that Socrates identifies
truth with being (oVoio). Some support for this suggestion derives from a line in the true
filling argument. After Socrates has gained Glaucon’s assent to the claim that the being
of what is always the same and immortal partakes of truth, he implies that that which
partakes of truth partakes of being (585¢12).2 Strictly speaking, this only implies
that truth entails being. But consider the following passages from elsewhere in Republic:

When <the soul> focusses on what truth and being illuminate, it understands and knows ... but
when it focusses on what is mixed with obscurity, on what comes to be and perishes, it has
opinion ... ‘

(508d4--9)

<The guardians must be educated in the study of numbers, for this turns> the soul around, away
from becoming towards truth and being.

(525b12--c6)

Will they deny that philosophers are lovers of being and truth?
(501d1-2)

I suggest that in these passages the conjunction te kod is epexegetical. In support of this
suggestion, consider also the discussion of artificial imitations in Book 10. In one pas-
sage these imitations are said to be at a ‘third remove’ from *being’ (599al; cf. 59942,

2 is perhaps a controversial case. I interpret Socrates to mean that the Trojans and Greeks are
ignorant of the fact that the entity they take to be Helen is actually a copy. And T take this to imply that
they Trojans have false beliefs about the entity that they take to be Helen.

22 Other independent uses in Republic occur at 475¢4, 485¢4, 10, 485d3, 486d7, 487a3, 490al, b6,
501d2, 508d5, c1, 4, 5, 509al, 7, 9, 511e3, 519b8, 5i7c4, 525b1, ¢6, 526b3, 52709, €3, 581b6,
582al0, 597al1, 602¢2, 603all.

2 (100) el ouoiov at 585¢1-2, 7; &Buvdtov at 585¢2; oloing at 585¢12.

4 The implication is actually based on a negative claim: if something partakes less of truth, then it
partakes less of being.
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602c2). In another passage, one such artefact is said to be an obscure thing in relation to
‘truth’ (&M\Bsway, 597a10-11).%°

In short, I maintain that Socrates uses dAn0e1 in the independent ontological sense
and ovoto or 1O év interchangeably. Granted this, what is the independent ontological
sense of &AR0e10? One possibility is that Socrates means ‘the totality of Forms’. That is,
he uses o\nBelo. as a mass noun, whereby each Form is a portion of dAnBew.
Alternatively, Socrates may be using dAnfewx to designate a property of Forms, pre-
cisely, that in virtue of which they are the kind of entity they are. Blake Hestir dis-
tinguishes two aspects of ontological &A0ewo that correspond to these two
independent uses of ontological &AnBec:

(1) ‘the being or substance that Plato identifies as Forms’

(2) “the ontological stability which is the precondition for the Forms being what they are
insofar as they are Forms and for each form having the particular F-property it has by virtue
of itself and which guarantees that each form will satisfy the Parmenidean requirements for
knowledge and entails that Forms possess attributes such as immutability and eternality’.26

I suggest that in (j), (k), (1) and (r3), that is, in all of its instances in the true filling argu-
ment, Socrates deploys the independent use of ontological dAfPew in accordance with
Hestir’s second aspect. That is, Socrates deploys the independent use of ontological
dandewn to designate the being in virtue of which the Forms are the kind of entity
they are. Consider (k) in particular: ‘the being of that which is always the same’ partakes
of ‘being’ and so of ‘truth’. The Forms are that which is always the same, and Socrates
specifically refers here to their ‘being’. He says that their being partakes of being and so
of truth. At least the second instance of ovoio must therefore refer to Hestir's second
aspect of ontological dAfPe10. Moreover, [ incline to agree with Hestir that stability —
both existentially (that is, etemnality) and with respect to alteration (that it, immutabil-
ity) — is the fundamental concept that informs Socrates” claim. That is, Plato here treats
ovotoe and thus ontological éAnPeio. as stability. Recall (02): that which is is
immutable.

I turn now to the dependent use of ontological ¢AfBeia and more commonly its
adjectival and adverbial cognates. In this case, the alethic term functions as a logical
attribute of some noun. So far as [ know, Gregory Vlastos was the first to discuss
this use in Plato.?” I find Vlastos’s account mistaken in crucial ways. However, because
it is a seminal contribution, I will discuss it before turning to the more recent and, I
think, more tenable position of Jan Szaif.

Vlastos never uses the phrase ‘ontological truth’; none the less, the concept pervades
his discussion. His paper begins with the claim that Greek, unlike English, can form a
noun, oVoie, and an adverb, dviwg, from the verb elvour, whereas English requires the
use of a different verbal root, ‘real’ as in ‘reality’ and ‘really” (p. 1). Vlastos asserts that
*“true” is a fairly common meaning of “real”” in English as &An0éq is in Greek; that ‘one
can speak of “a true friend”, “true gold”, “true courage”, and so forth’; and that ‘in all
cases “real” can be substituted for “true” with little change of sense’ (p. 3).

25 Socrates is here referring to the carpenter’s bed. Cf. 605a10. Other passages in the middle dia-
logues where Plato identifies 6901t and ovoio: include: Cra. 438d2-440cl, Prm. 134a3-b2.

26 See B. Hestir, “Plato and the split personality of ontological alétheia’, Apeivon 37 (2004), 109—
50, at 120.

27 . Vlastos, ‘Degrees of reality in Plato’, § 1. First published in R. Bambrough (ed.), New Essays
on Plato and Aristotle (New York, 1969), 1-19; reprinted in Platonic Studies (Princeton, 19812), 58—
75.
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Vlastos claims that when we speak of a ‘true friend’, we mean that the person so
described has ‘those very properties in virtue of which they can be truly so described:
e.g. of Jones as sympathetic, responsive, considerate, loyal, and whatever else we expect
of a man whom we would call “a friend” ..." (ibid.).?® Observe that Vlastos's formu-
lation explains the sense of ‘true’ as ‘real’ using the concept of a true sentence or
description. Again, Vlastos writes: ‘Jones is a “real” friend because ... he has those attri-
butes in virtue of which sentences applying these predicates to him are true ...” (ibid.).
One wonders whether the ontological sense of ‘true’ as ‘real’ must be formulated using
the representational sense of ‘true’. Instead, why not claim that a true friend is some-
thing that has all the properties of a friend? It may be objected that ‘true friend” is
not synonymous with ‘friend’, but that the reformulation makes ‘true’ redundant.
Although Vlastos does not consider the reformulation I am offering, he is aware of
the redundancy problem: ‘There would be no point in saying that Jones is a “real”
friend, as distinct from just saying that he is a friend, unless we were tacitly contrasting
him with people who talk and act like friends, and for a time pass for friends, but then
turn out to be fakes ...” (ibid.). Granted this, we can still formulate the meaning of ‘true
friend’ independently of the representational truth conception: ‘a true F” means ‘some-
thing that has all the properties of an F, in contrast to something that does not’. In other
words, part of the meaning of the dependent ontological use of ‘true’ is contrastive.
Granted this, Vlastos should have avoided formulating his account in terms of represen-
tational truth.

Vlastos also claims that when we speak of a true friend, the following counterfactual
is implied: ‘<such claims> would be found to be true if put to the test’ (ibid.). Again,
we should reformulate this point independently of the reference to representational truth:
someone’s being a true friend entails that if that person’s friendship were tested, the per-
son would pass the test. Thus, a true friend is reliably a friend. Vlastos thinks that it is
this ‘implicit reference to reliable truth ... that saves “real” from redundancy when used
in this sense’ (ibid.). As we have seen, this is mistaken, for in this context ‘true’ has a
contrastive meaning. Moreover, it is necessary to distinguish between what the word
‘true’ here means and entailments of F that are independent of the meaning of ‘F’.
For example, ‘heptangular’ means ‘having seven angles’; and although having seven
angles entails having seven sides, ‘heptangular’ does not mean ‘having seven sides’.
Again, it is necessary to distinguish what the word ‘true’ here means from the relations
in which true Fs stand, such as that given by the counterfactual Vlastos mentions.
Again, a true friend may be one who would prove true if put to the test and thus
prove reliable, but ‘true 7~ does not mean ‘reliably £,

I dwell on this point because a central claim of Vlastos’s pdper is that the dependent
ontological use of ‘true” has the ‘sense’ of ‘reliable’. More precisely, Vlastos claims that
‘true’ here has the ‘sense’ of ‘cognitively reliable’ (ibid. 7). In sum, then, Vlastos’s

- claim rests on two errors. The first depends on Vlastos’s conception of dependent onto-
logical “truth’ in terms of representational truth.?® The second is that Vlastos conflates

2 The QED (s.v. 5. a) well capturcs this mcaning of ‘truc’: ‘genuine; rightly answering to the
description; properly so called; not counterfeit, spurious, or imaginary’. Note that there are two mean-
ings of the phrase “true friend”. One, meaning *faithful’ or ‘loyal’, adheres more closely to the etymol-
ogy: Old English ‘tréowe’, meaning ‘faithful’ derives from the noun ‘tréow’ meaning ‘faith’ or
‘covenant’ (sec OED s.v. 1. a.).

9 In this case, onc forms beliefs and mal\c statcmcn’rs on the basis of truc or untrue s, and those
beliefs and statements are true or false accordingly.
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the meaning of ‘true’ in the sense of ‘real’ with the fact that a true £ would reliably
prove to be an F, and he consequently claims that ‘true” means ‘cognitively reliable’.
The mistakes are evidently interrelated precisely in so far as true and false beliefs and
statements about Fs or pseudo-Fs derive from relations to true and untrue Fs. In
short, then, we ought to distinguish between the meaning of ‘true’ in its dependent
ontological use and the epistemological significance of the fact that there are true and
untrue Fs.

We will return to Vlastos’s paper briefly below. For the present, let us turn to Jan
Szaif’s discussion of the logically attributive use of &An8é¢ or of equivalent expressions
such as &AnBwov, (bg) dAnddc, and T dAnbeio.?® Szaif claims that this use is equiv-
alent to the logically attributive use of the German ‘wirklich’, ‘echt’ and ‘wahr’, and
likewise to the English ‘true’, ‘real” and ‘genuine’. More precisely, Szaif distinguishes
two such logically attributive uses, which he calls ‘statuierende’ and ‘signierende’
([1996], 52, 54). 1 will render the German adjectives as ‘confirmative’ and ‘paradig-
matic’ respectively.

The confirmative use can be seen in following contrasting cases: ‘true gold versus
fool’s gold’, ‘the true Elvis versus an impersonator’.>! In such cases, Szaif observes,
the attribute ‘true’ does not affect the extension of the nominal expression ‘F” that it
modifies. Thus, a lump of gold is identical to a lump of true gold, whereas a lump of
fool’s gold is not part of the extension of ‘gold” (ibid. 52). Contrast this with the para-
digmatic use of ‘true’ as in the following contrasting cases: ‘a true lIrish setter versus an
non-pure-bred Irish setter’ and ‘a true red versus a red that has an admixture of other
colours® (ibid.). A distinctive feature of this paradigmatic logically attributive use is
that it permits entities being F in varying degrees. Accordingly, an untrue F' may belong
to the set of Fs. For example, a colour that is predominantly red but also mixed with
some other colour may still be a case of red.*? Consequently, the use of ‘true’ here is
not truth-conditionally otiose. Rather, it narrows the extension of the type F. In other
words, while true and untrue Fs may both be Fs, true Fs are a subset of Fs.

Szaif claims that the confirmative use applies to the distinction between originals and
copies or fakes, while the paradigmatic use applies to the distinction between pure and
impure cases. Moreover — apropos of Vlastos’s view of the cognitive significance of the
dependent ontological use of ‘true’ ~ Szaif notes the following epistemological or cog-
nitive implication of the confirmative use: there is a tendency for the confirmative use to
be employed in the context of indicating that untrue Fs are deceptive (cf. ibid. 55). In
other words, when one characterizes an F as ‘true’, in the confirmative sense, in contrast
to an untrue F, one tends to convey that the untrue F merely appears to be, without actu-
ally being, an F. Note that Szaif does not here make Vlastos’s mistake of claiming that
the epistemological implication of the confirmative use is constitutive of the meaning of
‘true’.

At this point, let me briefly return to Vlastos’s discussion. In section two of his
paper, Vlastos maintains that Plato conceives of some entities, namely Forms, as
truer or more real than others, namely participants, in so far as the latter are always,
while the former are never, both F and not-F (n. 27 [1969], 10). Note that by ‘not-F"

30 1. Szaif, Platons Begriff der Wahrheit (Munich, 1996), 49-56; cf. also id., ‘Die Geschichte des
Wahrheitsbegriffs in der klassischen Antike’, in M. Enders and J. Szaif (edd.), Die Geschichte des
philosophischen Begriffs der Wahrheit (Berlin, 2006), 1-32.

3] . .

Szaif gives other examples on pp.51-2.
32 der vermischte Rot-Ton ist, wenn auch in eingeschrinkter Weise, ein Fall von Rot® (ibid. 53).
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here Vlastos intends the contrary, not logical opposite, of F. As Vlastos puts it, the ‘F
nature <of participants™ is adulterated by contrary characters’ (ibid. 6). For example, a
beautiful participant is both beautiful and ugly. As such, Plato conceives of participants
as ‘less “pure” Fs’ than true Fs (ibid.).??

Evidently, Vlastos’s conception of Plato’s dependent ontological use of alethic terms
is akin to Szaif’s paradigmatic use. Thus, Vlastos’s explanation of Plato’s ‘degrees of
reality” is akin to Szaif’s view that the paradigmatic use permits entities being F in vary-
ing degrees. But Vlastos’s conception is not equivalent to Szaif’s. Again, on Vlastos’s
view untrue Fs are both F and the contrary of F; but on Szaif’s view untrue Fs need not
be untrue because they are both F and the contrary of F. Recall the examples of true red
versus red mixed with another colour and a true Irish setter versus a non-pure-bred Irish
setter. Even granting that the colour red has a conirary - say, the complementary colour
green, untrue or impure red needn’t be red mixed with green, as opposed to, say, yellow
or blue. In the canine case, being an Irish seiter simply has no contrary, such that a
non-pure-bred Irish setter is a hybrid of an Irish setter and some particular other
breed. Accordingly, while Plato does often characterize paradigmatically untrue Fs as
both F and the contrary of F, the claim that a certain F is paradigmatically ‘untrue’
does not entail that it is both Fand the contrary of F.

What makes an F paradigmatically true? The key term Szaif uses to characterize
paradigmatically untrue &5 is ‘eingeschriinkt’. For example: ‘die als wirkliches X
gekennzeichnete Sache wird vielmehr von solchen Fillen abgehoben, in denen etwas
nur in eingeschrinkte Weise X ist” (n. 30{1996], 53). Accordingly, a paradigmatically
frue F is an ‘uneingeschriinktes’ F (ibid.). The question, then, is what makes a paradig-
matically true £ completely or unqualifiedly or unrestrictedly an F. Unfortunately, Szaif
does not say. We might suggest that a paradigmatically true F fully realizes the proper-
ties necessary for being an F. For example, a fully realized red is red that is only con-
stituted by red. Thus, an impure red is not paradigmatically true because it is constituted
by colours other than red. However, this does little more than substitute one explanan-
dum for another. What does it mean for something to fully realize a property? In this
paper, I must leave the problem unresolved. The examples given in conjunction with
our theoretically uninformed intuitions must suffice.

Given the preceding semantic remarks, let us return to the dependent uses of
GAfBewor and its cognates in the true pleasure argument. There are 13 such uses: in
(a), (b), (d), (D), (h), (m1), (n2), (1), (n2}, (0), (p), (r1), (r2) and (s). This number is
reducible to three for the following reasons. First, in some cases there are several tokens
of the same or at least an equivalent phrase type. For example, 6An8adg dvw in (d), 10D
GnBwvédg dve dviog-in (f) and 70 ¢&AnBGG Gvw in (o) are clearly equivalent. Less
obviously, oviig GAnBeiow in (b) and, for instance, N8oviig dAnBolg in (n) are equiv-
alent.* Further reduction is possible in so.far as an alethic adjective or adverb in differ-
ent degrees modifies the same type of nominal expression. For example, in (s) Socrates
speaks of ‘truest pleasures’ (f8ovdg dAnbectdrog). So we are left with three phrase
types where an alethic term modifies: a pleasure term, as in (a), (b), (m1), (m2), (n2),

33 On the purity and unmixed natare of the Forms, Vlastos cites Phd. 67b (cf. 66a), 78d; Symp.
211b, ¢; Resp. 523c-¢. ’

** On the use of &AnBera with a complemeittary noun in the genitive and its relation to the logically
attributive usc of dAnBég, cf. Szaif (n. 30 [1996]). 57-67; and spccifically with respect to the phrase
Nndovilg drfBew: in (b), cf. p.58. }
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(p), (1), (r2) and (s); a term for the top position, as in (d), (f) and (o); and a filling term,
as in (h) and (n1). '

In the filling cases, the alethic term is in the comparative degree: (h) speaks of ‘truer’
(danPeotépo) filling, (n) of being ‘less truly’ (frtov &AnBdg) filled. This indicates the
paradigmatic use. Likewise, in the pleasure cases, in so far as Socrates uses alethic terms
in comparative and superlative degrees and argues that true pleasures correlate with true
fillings, the alethic terms must be used paradigmatically. This is so in{ml), (m2), (n2),
(r1), (r2) and (s).

That leaves the instances in (a), (b) and (p). These are difficult cases. In (a) Socrates
characterizes the irrational man’s quasi-pleasure as 008¢ moaveAn®ng. The adjective
naveln®ig only occurs here in Plato, and prior to Plato only twice.?> If we render
0V8E mavoAnBTig as ‘not wholly true’, this entails that the irrational man’s quasi-pleasure
is partly true. But this is hard to square with (b), where Socrates claims that there is
‘nothing” (008¢€v) healthy in the phantasms of the irrational man’s quasi-pleasure rela-
tive to the truth of pleasure, that is, relative to true pleasure. Moreover, the contrast
between the irrational man’s quasi-pleasure as a phantasm and true pleasure suggests
that the former is confirmatively untrue. As such, the irrational man’s quasi-pleasure
appears to be pleasure, but isn’t. Again, in (p) the irrational man’s quasi-pleasures are
characterized as imitations or copies of true pleasure. Here too there is a contrast
between appearance and reality. Accordingly, | believe that the alethic terms in (a),
(b) and (p). are used confirmatively.

Finally, the top position cases do not yield a straightforward result. The instances in
(d) and (f) occur within the misperception argument and are analogous to the contrast
between apparent and real pleasure. Thus, they seem to be used confirmatively. But
in (0), the spatial positions analogy is applied to the three types of filling. Those preoc-
cupied with non-philosophical fillings never ascend to what is ‘truly the top’. In this
case, we appear to have a paradigmatic use since the midpoint would be more truly
the top than the bottom point, just as spirited fillings are truer than appetitive fillings,
and even though neither is completely true.?"

Somewhat tentatively, I conclude that the irrational man’s quasi-pleasure is confir-
matively untrue. In other words, the irrational man’s quasi-pleasure is not a form of
pleasure. It is a condition that shares an appearance with (confirmatively true) pleasure,
but no more. In contrast, appetitive, spirited and philosophical pleasures are all confir-
matively true; that is, they are pleasures. However, among these, only philosophical
pleasure is paradigmatically true.

The following section elaborates on these conclusions by clarifying what confirma-
tively and paradigmatically true pleasures are. Note also that since confirmatively true
pleasure simply is pleasure ~ even though ‘(confirmatively) true pleasure’ does not
simply mean ‘pleasure’ — it will often bée convenient to speak just of pleasure. To
avoid confusion, when I wish to refer to paradigmatically true pleasure instead of con-
firmatively true pleasure, I will speak of ‘paradigmatic pleasure’.

33 Aesch. Sept. 722; Supp. 86. -
3 Indecd, the top position cases scem to suggest that although we can distinguish confirmative and

paradigmatic uses, Plato may not recognize the difference.
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VII. CONDITIONS OF TRUE PLEASURE

Having clarified Socrates’ uses of alethic terms in the true pleasure argument, | will here
clarify his conception of confirmatively and paradigmatically true pleasure. I begin with
bodily pleasure and pain. In (19) and (21) Socrates refers to somatic depletion and
replenishment.3” Passage (30) suggests that nutritional replenishment is somatically
pleasant. Socrates does not specify, but it is reasonable to infer that nutritional depletion
is somatically painful.*® In Republic 9, then, Socrates conceives of somatic replenish-
ment as a constituent of bodily pleasure. The point is significant because somatic replen-
ishment is itself a kind of kivnoig. Recall that within the misperception argument, at (3)
and then (12), Socrates distinguishes pleasure and pain from calm by claiming that plea-
sure and pain are both forms of motion. Yet as we also saw, in the misperception argu-
ment Socrates identifies these motions as being of the soul. Evidently, then, bodily
pleasure and pain involve two motions: one somatic, the other psychic. How should
we understand these motions?

Clearly the somatic motion of bodily pleasure is a motion of replenishment. But it is
unclear whether the psychic motion of bodily pleasure is a motion of replenishnent as
well. In considering this question, note that bodily pleasure requires that the somatic
motion affect the soul?” This point is explicit in the treatments of pleasure in
Timaeus and Philebus. That is, some somatic motions of replenishment are too weak
or subtle to affect the soul. Consequently, such motions are not constitutive of pleasures.
The point is implicit in Republic 9 in Socrates’ treatment of olfactory pleasures.
Olfactory pleasures are preceded by nasal depletions; but the depletions are too subtle
and gradual to be experienced algesically; thus, they are not constitutive of pains.

This suggests that in the case of bodily pleasure, psychic motion is the objective cor-
relate of the subjective experience of pleasure, that is, of the hedonic appearance. But
what of the case of psychic pleasure? In the case of psychic and specifically rational
pleasure, a motion of psychic replenishment occurs. But what is the objective correlate
of the experience of rational pleasure? Are there two psychic motions, one of replenish-
ment and one that constitutes the objective correlate of experience? Or does one psychic
motion play both roles in so far as the soul necessarily experiences its objective state?
The text offers no answer to the question.

Conservatively, 1 will hereafter assume that in the case of bodily pleasure, somatic
motion is motion of replenishment that affects the soul and that psychic motion consti-
tutes the objective correlate of subjective hedonic experience. In the case of psychic
pleasure, psychic motion is motion of replenishment. But it is unclear whether the
soul apprehends this motion just because it is psychic, or whether there is a second psy-
chic motion, not of replenishment, that:correlates with psychic apprehension.

Note that hereafter I will use ‘psychic motion’ to refer to psychic motion that con-
stitutes the objective correlate of subjective experience, whether this only occurs in
the case of bodily pleasure or also in the case of psychic and specifically rational
pleasure. I will distinguish the objective psychic motion that constitutes the objective

37 Socrates does not provide physiological details, but compare Timacus’ account of digestion at 7i.
80d3-81a3. . )

3% Timacus’ and Socraics’ cxplanations of bodily pleasure and pain at 7. 64¢7-d2 and Phib. 31d4--
9 corroborate this.

i Compare Socrates’ reference at (17) to bodily quasi-pleasures that ‘extend through the body to
the soul’.
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correlate of the subjective experience of pleasure a$ ‘hedonic psychic motion’. 1 will
continue to use the phrase ‘hedonic appearance” to refer to the subjective state of hedo-
nic experience. And I will use ‘replenishment’ and ‘depletion’ to refer to motions of
replenishment and depletion, be they somatic or psychic.

In the wake of these conclusions, we can comfortably specify the following con-
ditions on pleasure:

(Cl) Pleasure requires a replenishment.

(C2) The replenishment may be psychic or somatic; but if it is somatic, then it must
affect the soul.

(C3) Thus, pleasure requires a hedonic psychic motion.

(C4) Pleasure requires a hedonic appearance, coterminous with the hedonic psychic
motion.

Since the irrational man’s quasi-pleasure is a calm preceded by pain that produces a
hedonic appearance, the irrational man’s quasi-pleasure is confirmatively untrue; it is
no pleasure at all. It merely shares with pleasure a hedonic appearance; and it is in virtue
of this appearance that it is called a quasi-‘pleasure’, as opposed to some other sort of
experience.

As we have seen, at 584b1-c8 Socrates appeals to olfactory pleasures to support his
claim that pleasure is not a cessation of pain.*® This suggests that pleasure does not arise
from pain. In that case, it is necessary to add the following condition of pleasure:

(C5) Pleasure requires that calm immediately precedes the replenishment.
Accordingly, we can also add the following condition:

(C6) Pleasure requires that the complex of a replenishing motion, a psychic motion,
which may be identical to or produced by the replenishing motion, and an
immediately antecedent psychic calm are conjointly productive of the hedonic
appearance.

While the textual evidence so far considered compels the addition of (C5) and (C6) to
the set of conditions@pleasure, these additional conditions do not sit so well in view of
two other considerations. Once again, consider Socrates’ contrast of bodily quasi-
pleasure with ‘pure’ pleasure: ‘we should ... not accept that pure pleasure is the relief
from pain’ (584c1-2). I suggest that by ‘pure’, Socrates here means that the hedonic
condition is not mixed with pain, the contrary of pleasure. This suggestion is supported

men’s quasi-pleasures as ‘mixed with pains’. The irrational man’s quasi-pleasure is
mixed with pain and thus not pure pleasure. But, reflecting on the paradigmatic use
of alethic terms, purity should be a property of paradigmatic pleasure, not merely con-
firmatively true pleasure. Thus, it is awkward that pure pleasure is contrasted with quasi-
pleasure in the sense of confirmatively untrue pleasure.

The second consideration in relation to which (C5) and (C6) do not sit well pertains
to the appetitive pleasures introduced in the true filling argument. These are treated as
confirmatively true pleasures, albeit not paradigmatically true. But consider the very
common condition of the pleasure of drinking following thirst, which is a pain. In
order to remain consistent, Socrates must maintain that appetitive hedonic conditions

* Socrates® claim that pleasure is not a relief from pain, nor pain a relief from pleasure occurs at
Resp. 584b3.
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that are not preceded by pain are confirmatively true pleasures, while appetitive hedonic
conditions that are preceded by pain are quasi-pleasures, that is, confirmatively untrue. [
suggest that both considerations and their attendant problems are symptomatic of a fail-
ure on Plato’s part to clearly distinguish between confirmatively and paradigmatically
true and untrue hedonic conditions.

Finally, let me turn to the conditions of paradigmatic pleasure. In principle, since
confirmatively true pleasure requires the satisfaction of several conditions, more and
less paradigmatically true pleasures could be those that more and less fully realize
those conditions. But it is not so clear whether any of conditions (C1)—~(C6) is concei-
vable as gradable. For example, what would it mean to have more or less of a hedonic
appearance? Perhaps some of these conditions could be construed as gradable in so far
as some appearances are more robust or intense than others or in so far as some motions
are more or less powerful or swift than others. At any rate, in so far as he distinguishes
more and less paradigmatically true pleasures, Socrates focusses only on the following
condition:

(C7) Paradigmatic pleasure requires paradigmatically true replenishment, which is
replenishment whose content and container are stable.

Appetitive and spirited pleasure may satisfy conditions (C1)-(C6), but only rational or
philosophical pleasure satisfies (C7) as well.

(C7) claims that paradigmatically true replenishment requires the stability of the con-
tainer and content. The idea partially expressed in (23) and (29) of the true filling argu-
ment. Once again:

(23)  Truer filling fills with what is more (where ‘what is more” is subsequently clari-
fied as ‘more immutable’).

(29) That which is filled with things that are more and which itself is more is more
filled than that which is filled with things that are less and which itself is less.

But (C7) makes a crucial error. First, why should one think that a paradigmatically true
filling requires the stability of the container and content? A container is more or less
filled depending on whether the filling content completely fills the deficit. In other
words, a true filling is a matter of the relation between the quantity of the deficit of
the container and the quantity of the filling content, not the durability of either the con-
tainer or content.

Granted this, one might chariiably suggest that although Socrates speaks of filling or
replenishment, he has the concept of restoration in mind. True restoration seems to
require durability and thus stability. For example, if one glued two broken bowls with
two different adhesives and one bowl came unglued, while the other held, it would
be correct to say that the one bowl! had been more truly restored than the other. But
this charitable move does not save Socrates’” argument. In restoration, extent of dura-
bility or stability is relative to the kind of entity restored. Compare restoring a torn
paper bowl and restoring a broken ceramic bowl. A truly restored paper bowl should
be as durable and stable as a normal paper bowl, while a truly restored ceramic bowl
should be as durable and stable as a normal ceramic bowl. Thus, the fact that the prop-
erly restored ceramic bowl is far more durable or stable than the properly restored paper
bowl in no way undermines the fact that the paper bowl is truly restored.

Plato misses this point. Instead, in view of the fact that the soul and its proper con-
tent, knowledge, are immortal and immutable respectively, whereas the body and its
proper content are mortal and mutable, Plato is misled to think that what makes psychic
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filling or restoration truer than somatic filling or restoration is its stability or durability.
Thus, he falsely claims that that which is filled with what is more is more truly filled.
The mistake is fatal to the true filling argument, for Socrates argues that truer pleasure
entails truer filling and that philosophical filling is truer than somatic filling.

VIII. THE REPRESENTATIONAL UNTRUTH OF THE IRRATIONAL MAN’S
QUASI-PLEASURE

One further sense of ‘truth’ is operative in the true pleasure argument. More precisely, it
is operative in Socrates’ account of the untruth of the irrational man’s quasi-pleasure in
the misperception argument. In the course of discussing Socrates’ explanation of the
irrational man’s quasi-pleasure, I spoke of the irrational man as subject to a hedonic
illusion. The illusory nature of the irrational man’s experience suggests that his quasi-
pleasure is representationally untrue, for the content of the hedonic appearance rep-
resents the irrational man as having pleasure, whereas in fact he is in a state of calm.
In this section, I discuss the representational untruth of the irrational man’s quasi-
pleasure and attempt to clarify the nature of the hedonic appearance constitutive of
his experience.

Within the true filling argument, at 586b7-c5, Socrates refers back to the quasi-
pleasures of irrational men as eidwia:

And isn’t it necessary for these people to live with pleasures that are mixed with pains, e{8wio
of true pleasure and shadow-painted, tainted by juxtaposition with one another, so that each
appears to be intense and, among the irrational, contending passions for them arise; just as
Stesichorus says that through their ignorance of the truth, the men at Troy fought over the
eidwiov of Helen.

There are 17 additional instances of i8wAov in Republic*' In all cases, an £idwhov
shares an appearance with something - call it “the original” — but lacks other properties
that the original possesses.*? Thus, the e{8whov can be conceived as a defective imita-
tion of the original as well as a misleading or illusory entity. For example, Socrates con-
trasts eidwAc as the products of imitators, for example, the paintings and poems of
painters and poets, with the originals that they imitate (599a7, d3, 600e5, 601b9,
605c3). Socrates also speaks of images in water as €idwha. of the things of which
they are reflections (516a7, 532¢2).

Socrates’ reference to Stesichorus’ treatment of Helen informs our interpretation of
the use of eldwiov here. In Stesichorus’ version of the myth, the gods created an
£idwlov of Helen and it was this idwlov that went to Troy, rather than Helen herself,
who stayed in Egypt.** The Trojans were duped by the €idwlov of Helen, and Paris
even slept with it. In this context, ‘imitation’ or ‘copy’ is a fitting translation of
eidwiov. The copy evidently shares Helen’s appearance. But qua copy the
pseudo-Helen lacks some of Helen’s properties. Compare the irrational man’s quasi-
pleasure. The irrational man’s quasi-pleasure shares an appearance with pleasure. Yet

' eidmra at Resp. 516a7, 520c4, 532b7, 605¢3; sidwhov at 382b10, 386d5, 443c4, 587d6, 598b8,
599a7; eiddrov at 534¢5, 59943, 601b9; ciSdhw at 587c9; eiddrov at 532¢2, 599a7, 600c5.

42 For evidence that Socrates regards appearances as properties of objects, cf. Resp. 598b6-8.

“ DL Page, Poetae melici Graeci (Oxford, 1962), fr. 16; cf. also Bur. EI. 1282-3; Isoc. Hel. 64.
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it lacks numerous other properties of pleasure. As such, the irrational man’s quasi-
pleasure is confirmatively untrue.

But Socrates’ talk of the £idwiov of Helen and of the £idwla of true pleasure
suggests another way in which the irrational man’s quasi-pleasure is untrue: the
irrational man’s quasi-pleasure is also representationally untrue. As we have seen and
repeatedly stated, the irrational man’s quasi-pleasure is illusory. More precisely, the
hedonic appearance of the irrational man’s quasi-pleasure is illusory. In contrast, true
hedonic appearances are not illusory; they correspond to the replenishing motion that
is partially productive of them.

As we have seen, Socrates appeals to the visual illusion produced by shadow-painting
to explain the hedonic illusion to which the irrational man is subject. The explanation
amounts to no more than an analogy between the juxtaposition of darker and lighter
shades in the case of visual illusion and psychic calin and immediately antecedent pain
in the case of hedonic illusion. That is, Socrates offers no further physiological expla-
nation of why such hedonic illusion occurs. Indeed, I see no way of advancing our under-
standing of the explanation in this respect. On the other hand, 1 do see a way of clarifying
what may be called ‘the mode of hedonic representation’, that is, the mode of the hedonic
appearance. In other words, I would like to clarify how Socrates understands hedonic
appearances, be they illusory or veridical. More precisely, I would like to clarify whether
Socrates conceives of hedonic appearances in phenomenal or doxastic terms.

My use of the phrase ‘hedonic appearance’ follows Socrates’ own language. Recall

sant, but only ‘appears’ so. At 584a9 he refers to such conditions as ‘phantasms’.
Again, at 586¢1-2 he says that the juxtaposition of the antecedent pain and occurrent
calm produces quasi-pleasures that ‘appear’ intense. In short, the appearance of a hedo-
nic appearance, be it illusory or veridical, is a pouvopevov. Moreover, a poavopevoy is a
subjective state; it is a @ouvopevoy to someone. But it is questionable how Socrates
understands such subjective hedonic states.

On the one hand, there are passages where Socrates seems to understand the
pouvopeva in terms of experiential qualities. For instance, as we have just recalled,
at 586¢1-2 Socrates speaks of the conditions appearing ‘intense’. At 584b7 and c6,
Socrates refers to their ‘greatness’ in what I take to be a subjective sense, that is, to
their robustness or, again, intensity. Recall also Socrates’ use of the word nepiwduvic
in (5) in reference to the condition of sick people. Generally speaking, Socrates’ discus-
sion encourages us to interpret his account of veridical and quasi-pleasure and pain at
least partially in phenomenal terms.

At the same time, it i3 questionable whether affective qualities of experience exhaust
Socrates’ conception of hedonic and algesic appearances. At least, it is worth consider-
ing the relation between beliefs and appearances since doxastic language pervades
Socrates” account of affective conditions. In the analogy of spatial positions he deploys

who moved from the bottom to the midpoint might mistake the midpoint for the top.
Socrates repeatedly characterizes the mover’s psychological condition in doxastic
terms. The mover is said to ‘believe’ that he is being carried to the top (584d7, 8).4
Socrates speaks of such individuals as inexperienced in what is truly top, middle and
bottom; and he concludes: - ‘

* Cf. 584el, 8.
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Would you be surprised, then, if those who are inexperienced and do not have healthy beliefs
regarding the truth about many other things were so disposed with regard to pleasure, pain and
the middle condition ...?

(584€7-9)

Likewise, earlier in the misperception argument, Socrates refers to what irrational men
‘say’ when they are ill (583¢11, d3-4).*° 1 take it that the statements of the sick reflect
their beliefs about their conditions.

Socrates’ discussion of illusions in Republic 10 throws further light on the relation
between affective appearances and beliefs in Republic 9. In the later book Socrates
once again refers to shadow-painting, and he characterizes it as yomreio (602d2).
Recall that when Socrates says that there is ‘nothing healthy in the phantasms <of
irrational men> relative to the truth of pleasure’, he says that these phantasms are a
kind of yonteio (584a10). In Republic 10, Socrates describes the magical effects of
shadow-painting as creating on two-dimensional surfaces appearances of concavity
and convexity (602c11-12). In the same passage he refers to non-artificial cases of illu-
sion: an object at different distances from the observer appearing to be different sizes
and a straight object in water appearing to be crooked (602d6-9). In these cases
Socrates says that calculating, measuring and weighing can provide assistance so that
the illusory ‘appearance’ does not ‘rule’ within us (602d6-e3). He says that calculation,
measuring and weighing are functions of ‘the calculating part of the soul’ (602e1-2),
and he continues (32):

But often when this <calculating part of the soul> has measured and indicated that some things
are larger or smaller or the same size as others, the opposite appears at the same time with regard
to the same things ... But didn’t we agree that it is impossible for the same <part of the soul> to
hold contrary beliefs about the same things at the same time? ... Then the part of the soul that
holds a belief contrary to the measurements could not be the same part as that which holds a
belief in accordance with the measurements.

Socrates does not specify which part of the soul is responsible for the illusory appear-
ance, but he does say that it is one of the ‘base’ parts (603a7-8). Thus, it is either the
appetitive or spirited part.*S On the basis of Timaeus I would argue that it is the appe-
titive part. But in either case, beliefs are attributed to both the part responsible for the
appearance and the calculating part.”

1 suggest that the contents of (32) indicate that Socrates does not here draw a distinc-
tion between appearance and belief. To appreciate this, observe that Socrates’ account is
an argument for the view that two different parts of the soul hold contradictory beliefs;
and consider the following slightly more formal description of Socrates’ account:

(i) As aresult of its measuring, the calculating part of the soul indicates that p.

(i1) Simultaneously not-p appears.

(iii) The same part of the soul cannot simultaneously believe that p and not-p.

(iv) Thus, the part of the soul that believes that not-p is not the same as the part of the
soul that believes that p.

Implicit in the transition from (ii) to (iii) is a transition from ‘not-p appears <to a part of

the soul >’ to ‘ <the same> part of the soul believes that not-p’. The latter transition

f‘s Cf. éyxomalovow at 583d8.
4 Cf. Moss (n. 1), n. 27.
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assumes that ‘p appears to 5’ is equivalent to ‘s believes that p’. In other words, there is
no indication here that beliefs are formed on the basis of appearances.’

If this interpretation is correct, then we should not reduce affective appearances to
affective qualities of experience. Rather, we should hold that affective appearances
are qualitative-cum-doxastic states. Indeed, prior to Plato’s explicit distinction between
bare or relatively bare aicOnoig and 860 at Theaetetus 1846, there is no good reason
to think that he recognizes a distinction between bare perception and perceptual belief.
Thus, Socrates’ conception of appearance in Republic 9 is akin to the conception of
pavtocio that the Eleatic Stranger states at Sophist 264b2: a mixture of aicOnoig
and 8080, — with the crucial difference being that since Sophist is a post-Theaetetus dia-
logue, in composing the phrase ‘a mixture of aicOnoi and 86E0. in the later dialogue,
Plato recognizes a distinction between bare or relatively bare perception and perceptual
belief, whereas in Republic he does not.

[X. CONCLUSION

The true pleasure argument in Republic 9 advances the view that pleasure has the fol-
lowing properties:

a hedonic appearance, which is a qualitative-cum-doxastic state,

a psychic motion that is. basically, coterminous with the hedonic appearance,

a replenishment or filling, which in the case of bodily pleasure is somatic and productive
of the psychic motion and which in the case of psychic pleasure is psychic,

a psychic calm that is immediately antecedent to the psychic motion that is coterminous
with the hedonic appearance.

Additionally:

the complex of the replenishment, the psychic motion and the immediately antecedent
psychic calm produces the hedonic appearance.

According to this account, pleasure has subjective and objective components, The sub-
Jective component is the hedonic appearance. The objective component is the complex
of psychic calm, replenishing moticn and psychic motion.

With respect to Socrates’ truth conception, the true pleasure argument entails that
hedonic conditions may be true or untrue in two senses: representationally and ontologi-
cally. Representationally, an untrue hedonic condition is untrue because the hedonic
appearance does not correlate with objective hedonic conditions. For example, no
replenishing motion occurs, Such an untrue hedonic condition is illusory.
Ontologically, a hedonic condition may be true or untrue in one of two ways. First,
an ontologically untrue hedonic condition may fail to satisfy all of the properties of plea-
sure enumerated above. Since one of these properties is that the hedonic appearance cor-
relates with objective bedonic conditions, representationally untrue pleasure is also
ontologically untrue in this sense. Second, an ontologically untrue pleasure may be
more or less true in so far as its replenishment is more or less stable.

47 Cf. T.S. Ganson, “The rational/non-rational distinction in Plato’s Republic’, OSAPh 36 (2009),
179-97. .
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I say that Socrates’ treatment of pleasure entails that hedonic conditions may be true
and untrue both representationally and ontologically. However, in Republic Plato does
not exhibit a clear theoretical grasp of the distinction between representational and onto-
logical truth conceptions. Indeed, there are several senses of ontological truth that Plato
runs together. A central task of this paper has been to illuminate these conflations.*®

My views of Socrates’ conceptions of pleasure and truth relate to prior contributions
in the following ways. Most scholars do not recognize that the true pleasure argument
advances a conception of pleasure that includes subjective and objective components.
Presumably this is because they believe that Socrates conceives of pleasure simply as
a feeling or experience.*® Butler (n. 1) rightly rejects this view. But Butler’s paper is
critical; he does not present a constructive alternative. Reeve (n. 1), 151 argues that
the true pleasure argument ‘shows that for Plato, unlike Bentham, pleasure is not a
single kind of experience or mental state logically distinct from the activities that
give rise to it’. Thus, Reeve’s position seems loosely compatible with my interpretation
of Socrates’ conception of pleasure as a complex of subjective and objective com-
ponents. But Reeve asserts that Socrates and thus Plato view pleasure as an activity
that gives rise to a certain mental state. This position differs from mine in several
ways. The position Reeve attributes to Plato appears to be the Rylean or Aristotelian
one according to which pleasure is the enjoyment of an activity. On my view, the kinetic
component of pleasure is better conceived as a somatic or psychic process than as an
activity. Additionally, the subjective aspect is not a taking of pleasure in something;
rather, the objective component causes one to have a certain experience. Gosling and
Taylor (n. 1), 102 observe that ‘pleasure is always spoken of as either some condition
or the apprehension of some condition of a sentient being’. This is correct. However,
they do not explain why Socrates refers to pleasure in both ways.

Gosling and Taylor (ibid. 128) observe that Socrates operates with representational
as well as ontological truth conceptions. Most scholars aitend only to the ontological
conception. Moreover, different scholars conceive of ontological truth in different
ways. Most hold that purity — in the case of pleasure, the property of being unmixed
with pain — is a property of ontological truth.>® A number hold that stability or immut-
ability is a property of ontological truth.®! But scholars who have treated the true plea-
sure argument have not recognized — as certain scholars who have examined Plato’s

% Futhd, 283¢7-284d7; Cra. 429d-430a; Th. 188d1-189b2. The problem is soived or partially
solved at Soph. 236d9-241b4. )

4 G. Grote, Plato and Other Companions of Socrates (London, 1875), 602; Murphy (n. 1), 221;
White (n. 1) at times seems to imply this. I derive the citation to Grote from Butler (n. 1), 286, who
‘suggests (n.5) that Cross and Woozley (n. 1), T. Irwin, Plato’s Moral Theory (Oxford, 1977), D.
Frede, Plato: Philebus (Indianapolis, 1993) and Gosling and Taylor (n. 1) all hold this view ‘to
some degree’.

0 Tenlku (n. 1), 156; Cross and Woozley (n. 1), 267; Annas (n. 1), 312; Gosling and Taylor (n. 1),
109; Reeve (n. 1), 148, ’

31 White (n. 1), 231, Annas (n. 1), 312 and Reeve (n. 1), 151 speaks of ‘substantiality” in a way that
suggests stability: ‘It is a true pleasure just in casc it always and unalterably satisfies.” Cross and
Woozley (n. 1), 267 claim that pleasure is rcal (= ontologically truc) ‘if it characterizes an activity
concerned with real objects’. Cf Tenkku (n. 1), 159: ‘only pure pleasures are truly satisfying’.
Generally speaking, although all commentators on Republic as a whole have something to say
about the truth-ofleasure argument in-partieular, only Gosling and Taylor (n. 1) have discussed
the argument i detail. Reeve’s (n. 1) comments are relatively in depth. Stokes’s (n. 1) discussion
is idiosyncratic and focusses on excising the word xafopdy at 584cl. I do not find his suggestion
convincing.
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conception of truth in Republic and the middle dialogues more generally have — that the
true pleasure argument involves various senses of ontological truth.
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