


























Jsou rizné natolik, nakolik maji na prvni
pohled rGzny dlel, rtzny cil. Cilem smrti Je
ukonéeni lidského Zivota, Cilem filosofie jJe
pohlied na pravdu, Cilem olisty Je spolelenstvi
s bohem., Av3ak cesta za ka¥dym z t&chto c¢fld
zdle?{ poke?dé v témZ dkonu: v odluce dude
od téla, Ptame-1li se ne JjiZ, co Je to smrt, co
de to filosofie, co Je to olista, ale co Jje to
odluka duse od t&la, musime vzit v potaz v8ech-
ny cile, k nimZ odluka dude od 1&la sméruje.

A tyto cile Jjsou t¥i: c¢il, k némuZ mif{ smrt,
¢il, k némuZ mi¥i filosofie, a ¢il, k nemu? mi-
¥{ olista, Jsme tedy nuceni ¥ici, Ze odluka du-
e od tdla ma troji cil: ukondeni lidského Zi-
vota, pohled na pravdu a spoledenstivi s bohem,

JestliZe je v8ek pravda, Ze smri zajeif
v odluce duse od téla, a JestliZe tato odluka
Jako tekova, sama v sob€, mad troji cfl, mus{
mit troji cil rovnéZ smrt, V této trojitosti
ti¢elu je pask utajen pravy vyznam definice smrii
Jako odluky duSe od téla ve skrytém smyslu,
stejn& tak jzko i pravy vyznam odpovidajici de~-
finice filosofie a oéisty.13 KaZda z téchto t¥{
skutednosti, smrt, filosofie i olista, mé& tro-
Jity d&el, nebol trojity Jje ulel zdkladniho
aktu, v nédmZ vSechny t#i tkvi, To nicméné ne-
znamend, Ze Jjsou naprosto toté%, Maji sice
stejny trojity cf{l, ale keZdd z nich jej zpii-
tomnuje zvladtnim zpisobem, kladouc do popredf
vidy Jeden jeho aspekt. Jde skuten& spise
o troji espekt tého% cile, nebol trojity cil
odiuky dude od téla Je vliastnd cil trojjediny:
pfimy pohled na pravdu Jje totéZ co bezprostfed-
ni spolecenstvi s bohem a bezprostfedni spole-
enstvi s bohemp je Zivot ne jiZ lidsky, nybri
Zivol podobny boZskdmu, tedy konec Zivota lid-
ského,
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la, nybrZ "o&isténa duse", tj. dude soustredi~
na sama v sob& a pPebyvajic{ o sobé bez spole-
Censtvi s té&lem. A pravé zde Je zakotvena rov-
néZ nutnost lidského podilu na uskutednéni
smrti ve skrytém smyslu. Nebol alkoli dovrdi-
telem o&istné odluky duse od téla miZe byt,
jak Jsme naznaéili, toliko bih sam, jeji dovr-
Seni nicméné& pledpokladd, Ze na ni zalal pra-

covat JiZ sam &lovék ve svém Zivoté, Tato pod-
minka sine qua non spolfva v tom, Ze se duse,
kterd Jje v 1idském Zivoid vliastinim subjektem
rozhodovani, seama obrédti k bohu a2 rozhodne se
pro spoledenstvi s nim na dkor svého spolecen-
stvi s t&lem., Nebol totoc dvoji, té&lesnost

g boZstvi, se navzdjem vyluluje. Tato podminZ-
nost tedy znamend, Ze blh, ktery ve smrti vy-
chdz{ vstfic dusi, Jje dostupny pouze pro dusi,
kterd v lidském Zivoté& vychdzele vstPic jJemu,
tJj. pouze pro dusi &lovEka, jenZ svij Zivot
filosofii a ofistou upnul k pravdé a bozZstvi,
Naopak duse, kterd do smrti vchazi "neolfisté-
né", odvrdcend od pravdy a boZstvi, tj. duie
glovika, ktery svlj Zivot nezasvétil filoso-
fii a olisté&, nybrZ t&iu, se ve smrti s bohem
miji. Ne v3ak proto, Ze by on nevychazel
vsifie ji, nybrZ proto, Ze c¢cna nevychazi
vstPfic Jjemu, Nebol blh ddvéd smrt kaZdému &lo-
véku, KaZdy €lovédk jaxeZto svazek dude a té-
la Jje smrtelny: to znsmena, Ze bdh kaZdé dusi
nabizi, Ze Jji plevede pies prah lidstvi, Ale
ne kazdy ¢lovék, a zde Je nutné rozumét: ne
keZzdéd dude, protoZe duSe Je subjektem rozhodo-
véni, vstupuje do této smrtl s vali vydat se
bohu, Kdo se v8ak ve sarii s bohem setkat ne-
chece, ten se s,nim setkat nemiZe a také se

s nim nesetkava, Jeho smrt, Jjak Jjsme Fekli,
pek neni smrii ve skrytém sayslu,
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- "OH = TO, f&3 Mero HeNb38 XHMTbhb. JHATL 6Ora H
_XKATb = OAHO M TO Xe. Bor ecTe KHU3HbL." /0n jest
to, bez &eho nelze Ziti., Zndti Boha a Ziti jest
totéZ., Blh jest éivot./3/ Teprve tehdy, kdyZ Je
2ivot pevné& a neotfesitelnd zakotveny, miZe hle-
dat svi) udkol., Nalézéd jej brzy, zcela v souladu
se svym zédklaednim obratem, v &inn€ ldsce k dru-
hym.

Skutedné& Zijicimu se smrt jevi ve zcela Jji-
né perspektivé; neni JjiZ vZedrtici a v3epohlcu-
jici katastrofou, mé JjiZ své misto. Neni tim,co
v sobd& v3e uzavird, Jje sama uzaviena v &emsi
druhém, ve smyslu, ktery ji pPekraluje. Ale
ukazuje se toho je3t& vice! Smrt nemlZe Zivot
opravdu zasghnout, jde jaksi mimo n&j. Uder
smrti nemiZe dopadnout do srdce Zivota.

Zivot je procitlému, pPerozenému <&lovéku
virou a lédskou. Léska a vira Jsou nejhlub3i zd-
klad Zivota, prostupuji a urdujf{ kazdy jeho
dal8{ obsah. Jsou rémcem, ktery podminuje a
tim i pPekraduje kaZdou fakticitu. Jsou jiZ tu
pred kaZdym Casovym pohybem, &as se jich nedo-
tykd. Nic vné&j3iho Jje nemiZe zassdhnout.

Smrt pfichdzi v &ase, je tedy jiz <&imsi
vndj3im, co nemiZe nejhlubd{ zdklad porusit.
Jeji nigivd moc do drené Zivota nesahd.V ldsce
a vite Je Zivot neporuditelny.

Pohyb k pravému Zivotu, Jjak ndm jej Tolsto]
pfedstavuje, md tFi zdkladni stedia: stadium
12i a bloudéni, stadium probuzenf{ a stadium na-
lezeni. Té&mto stadiim odpovidaji tri podoby
smrti: zakryvend a popirand smrt vlastni, smrt
vlastni ve své manifestaci a smrt jako vné&Jjs{,
k Zivotu nepPisludejici skutelnost.

\'4 prvych dvou pFfipadech béZi vlastné o po-
dobu jedinou, skutednd zména v podobé& smrti
je pevn& svdzéna se zménou sebechdpéni., Tim,
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Proto Jje tPeba Husserlovu pozici - totiZ objas-
novédni konstituce miné&nych piedm&tnost{ - chg-
pat Jen Jako dofasnou. Po kritickém prozkoums-
ni celého postupu poznani Jje podle Ingardena
treba vrdtit se k predmétnosti samotné & zkou-
mat Jjeji zplGsob byti., Po epistemologii nastupu~
Jje ontologie.

Lze pochopit, Ze Husserl, konfrontovién s ne-
dorozumé&nimi tohoto typu, se v pozdnich letech
znovu a znovu snaZi vyloZit smysl transcenden-
tdlnf fenomenologie. Podle né&ho Ingardenovo po-
Jeti, a& jeho zdmér Jje sprdvny a do znaéné miry
obdobny Husserlovu, trpi vnitfni neprojasndnos-
ti. Otdzku po Jjinych neZ minéndch predmé&tnostech
Husserl odmitd poklddat; na udrovni fenomenologic-
ké psychologie jde o metodické omezeni okruhu tsé-
zéni, zatimco na drovni transcendentdln& fenome-
nologického postoje se takové poloZeni otdzky vy-
kazuje dokonce jako protismyslné. Husserlovo
zPeknuti se titulu "transcendentdlni idealismus®
v 30.letech /viz dopis abbé Baudinovi z 26.5.
1934/ se miZe Jevit jako ndsledek zkuSenosti,Zze
z pozice zmin&né otdzky -~ 2z pozice transcenden-
tdlniho psychologismu -~ se Husserlovo-Pedeni d&
chépat Jako PeSeni idealistické.

* Pr{spévek byl prfednesen na husserlovské
konferenci v Olomouci v dubnu 1988; zde je jeho
text uveden s nepatrnymi zménami,
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ZAKLADNY NARYS PLATONOVY ETIKY -

O JEDNE NETRADICNI INTERPRETACI PLATONOVA
POJETL ETIKY

Karel Novotiny

Predklddany text je refersat obsdhlejsiho
¢ldnku dr. Petera Stemmera ze Zdpadniho Ber-~
lina. 1/ Je tifeba pfedeslat, Ze nédzev ’Zéklad-
ni ndrys Platdnovy etiky’ se nekryje zcela
8 obsahem ¢ldnku, protoZe jeho vlastni téma Je
uz31{, Peter Stemmer v ném totiZ vyklddd Jen
jeden Platontv spis, Ustavu. V Ustavd pak ne-
sleduje v3echny motivy, nybrZ jen jeden motiv,
ktery poklddé za “"centrdlni pro Platonovu eti-
ku" /535/. Jedné se o problém spjaty s otdzkou:
"Je mravni jedndéni dobré, pfispivéd k mé blaZe-
nosti?"/535/ Toto dvojl ziZeni tématu dovoluje
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autorovi ukézat v Platdnové my3leni jeden vy-
znamny motiv, ktery byvéd v tradidnich vykladech
Platonovy etiky vychdzejfeich z pojmu nejvy33f-
ho dobra prehliZen. Autor &lénku presvédiiveé u-
kazuje, Ze tento podle jeho nédzoru centrédlni
problém Platonovy etiky, problém motivace k
mravnimu jedndni, je hlavni osou Ustavy = od
prvn{ knihy, kde je rozhodujic{ vystoupeni Thra-
symacha proti Sokratovi, a% po knihu devdtou,
kde polemika kondi poZadovanym ddkazem prevahy
spravedlivého Zivota nad nespravedlivym. Pojem
dobra uzZivany v kontextu této polemiky mezi
stoupenci Zivota spravedlivého a nespravedlivé-
ho md vyznam utilitdrni. Ptédme-1l] se, Jje-1i dob-
ré jednat mravné, pak to znameng podle Petera
Stemmera: Jje pro nés prosp&dné, je uZitedné pro
ndd Zivot jednat mravné? Autor ddle dokazuje,
Ye je to vlastni blaZenost, 'hédoné’, ke které
ka?dé jednsni{ sm&Puje a kterd Jjedind miZe moti-
vovat ¢lovéka k mravnimu jednédni. Jen pokud
mravnost bezprostfednd p#indS8{ blaZenost, mdme
divod byt mravni. Takovy Jje podle Petera Stem-
mera zdkladni ndrys Plastonovy etiky. "Pojem ne-
relaciondlnfho dobra, dobra, o kteréd usilujeme

z 'mravnich ddvodd’, pojem 'mravni hodnoty v so-
b& samé’ nalézd se v tomto trojim dé&len{ stejné&
tak mdlo jako v ostatnim dile"/553/.2/

Pfinosem Stemmerova ¢lénku je, Ze rekonstru-
uje Sokratovu argumentaci v polemice, o jejimZ
vyznamu nenf sporu, zvlidst& v kontextu dnei3n{
diskuse o otdzce: 'Pro¢ jednat mravné?’ Navie
prinéds{f alternativu k tradiénimu vykladu Plato-
novy etiky. Nedostatkem v3ak je, Ze se s timto
vykladem nevyrovndvé. Proto by byle pfimé&tenédj-
51 ¢éldnek nazvat: Zdkladni{ ndrys etické prob-
lematiky Platonovy Ustavy. K samotné rekonstru-
ované argumentaci pak lze rovn&Z pristoupit
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kritiété&ji. To ukazuje nepriklad pPisp&vek Mi-
chaela Woodse, ktery Jjsme rovné&Z zafadili do
tohoto sborniku. Jeho vychodisko je podobné:
centrdlni problém Ustavy je problém motivace

k mravonimu Jjednéni. Podrobné)31 analyza zdvérd
Sokratovy argumentace v devdté knize v3ak uka-
zuje na Jjeji nedostatky a prohlubuje tim dany
problém. Oproti Peteru Stemmerovi, ktery zistal
stdt pfed otdzkoui’co je blaZenosi?’ jde Mi-
chael Woods o krok dédle tim, Ze se snaZi vysto-
povat jeji urdeni v semotném Platonové textu.

+ + +

Centrélni problém Platdnovy Ustavy spatiuje
Peter Stemmer ve zdivodn&ni Sokratova stanovis-
ka v polemice se sofistou Thrasymachem o to,
*zda mravnost pat¥{i k tomu Zivotu, ktery 2{t je
nejlepsi™ /535/. Poté,co Sokratés.podal v prvni
xnize Ustavy t¥i argumenty proti Thrasymachovd
pozici3/, pravi: "...nebot ti, kte’{ jsou ve-
-skrze 3patni a dokonale nespravedlivi, Jsou ta-
ké dokonale neschopni &ind. Ze tomu jest takto
a ne jak jsi to ty prve tvrdil, to Jest mi Jjas-
né; ale jedtd jest uvaZovati o tom, co Jsme si
u¢inili predmétem pozd&jsfho zkouméni, zdali
Spravedliﬁi také lépe Ziji neZ nespravedlivi a
jsou~1i 8tastndjsf{. Vychdzi to sice najevo jiZ
nynf z na8ich Fed{, jak se aspon mn& zdd; prece
v8ak Jjest treba JjeSt& lépe tu véc uvdiiti. Ne-
bot nejednéme o v&ci ledajaké, nybr¥ o otédzce,
jakym zpdsobem treba ziti" /352d-e; &esky str.
65-6/.
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1. Vychodisko tdzédni: dobré je to,
co prispivd k mé blaZenosti

Spoleénou pddu rozpravy, ve které se stre-
tdvaji dva protikladné ndzory, ndzor sofisty
Thresymacha a nédzor Sokratlv, tvor{ problém:
Jakym zpisobem treba 2iti? Peter Siemmer se
u této formulace zastavuje, protoZe u% v ni
1lze rozeznat Platondv filosoficky pristup k e~
tické problematice. Ne ndhodou se podle Jjeho
min&ni zadiné touto neosobni formulaci "jakym
zplsobem treba Ziti". Predpoklddd se tim JjiZ,
%e na otézku: ’Jak mam ¥it?°'lze odpovidst ces-
tou tdzdéni po obecném kritériu dobrého Zivota.
Je tim neznaden Platondv pfistup k problemati-
ce, jejiZ naléhavost pro néj vyvstala v souvis-
losti s vystoupenim sofistd. Toto vystoupeni
bylo &asto neseno individualistickym relativis-
mem, pro ktery obecnd kritéria jedndni ztrati-
la svou zévaznost. Sofista Thrasymachos, ktery
podle autora vyjadfuje obecné min&ni, tehdejs{
*common sense’, zddraznuje pPednosti, je% pPi-
néd3{ nespravedlivy, tj. neeticky Zivot /viz
pozn, 3/. Proti tomu nds mé Sokratés “skuteén&
pPesv&ddit o tom, Ze je na kaZdy zpisob lepdi
byt spravedlivy neZ nespravedlivy" /357 a5-b2;
str.69, srv. téZ 368c4-7; fesky str.81/.

Platdnidv Sokratés tim zjevn& pFistupuje na
stanovisko sofistt, Ze kaZdy mé dlvody k néja-
kému jedngni jen potud, pokud toto Jjednéni piri-
spivé k jeho 3tdst{ &i blaZenosti. Klidovym
pojmem se tu stdvéd pojem 'symferon’, ’*das Zu-
trégliche’ - v feském piekladu Frentiska No-
votného 'prospésné’. Dile%ité je, Ze tento po-
jem je sém eticky neutrdlni. Jak je3t& uvidime,
autor &ldnku to nezdliraznuje ndhodou - chceme-
1i totiZ zodpovédét otdzku 'Pro¢ jednat mravné??’,
je jen ddisledné vztédhnout se k ni z eticky in-
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diferentniho, ’pPredetického’ stanoviska. MiZe-
me snad dodat, Ze na rozdil od modernich teorii
mordlky - zeJjména poté, co byla formulovéna-
kantovskéd etika autonomie - je v kontextu rec-
kého klasického my3leni toto stanovisko samo-
z¥rejmé., "Maxima, Ze rozumnost je tifeba méFit
kritériem prospé&3nosti vzhledem k vlastn{ bla~-
Zenosti, se zaklddd ne ndzoru, Jjej%Z zastdvali
nejen sofisté, nybri felti filosofové wibec,
Ze poslednim, v3echny ostatni cile zahrnujicim
cilem je pro kaZdého blaZenost" /537/.

Je tbeba si v3imnout, Ze Platdndiv sestup
k otdzce ’prod¢ jednat mravn&?’ - sestup proto,
Ze 8i ji miZe klést vliestné jen ten, kdo opus-
til rovinu etiky ~ neni bez disledkd eni pro
jeho vlastni argumentaci. Vzhledem k tomu, Ze
'obylejny’ sofisty ’osviceny’&lovék mini tuto
otézku jako otdzku motivece, mfn{ ji tek i Sok-
ratés. Problém je v tom, Ze na tuto otdzku, je-
ji% zodpovézeni, Jjak se zdd, nutn& yyZaduje re-
kurs k takovym ddvodim, které jsou v zdsadd in-
dividudlnd odlisné, musi nalézt odpovéd  zdd-
vodndnou obecn&, a tsk se postavit prédvé v o-
tézce motivace proti etickému relativismu so-
fistd., Jinymi slovy pujde o to, jak Platonlv
Sokratés ziskd své spolubesedniky /a nés &tens-
te/ zp&t z této v sobd samozfejmé pldy relati-
vismu ka2dodennosti k nééemu takovému, Jjako Je
zdvaznost Zivota zaloZeného v ideji.

Prévd tim asle, %e se Platon rozhodl utkat
se s protivnikem na jeho vlastni pid&, je uZ
také urden zptsob boje. JestliZe nds k jedndni
motivuje konec koncd vlastni blaZenost z jednd-
ni plynouci, pak je tfeba dokdzat, Ze Jje to
prévé spravedlivé, mravni{ jedndn{, které pPind-
81 blaZenost. Do boje proti Thrasymachovi, kte-
ry tvrdi, Ze spravedlnost Jje cizim dobrem =a

11



vlastni 8kodou, vybizeji Sokrata Platénovi brat-
#1 Glaukdén & Adeimantos; "Chei toti% uslySeti,
co jest jedno i druhé a jakou mé& moc samo o0 So-
b&, kdy% jest v duBdi.... V udich mi zni, co sly-
8im od Thrasymacha a tisfce Jjinych, kdeZdo obra-
nu spravedlnosti, Ze Jjest to véc lep3{ neZ ne-
spravedlnost, JjeSté& u nikoho jsem neslySel tak,
Jek bych si p¥dl. PP4l bych si totiZ poslechnout
chvalo¥eé na ni samu o sob& a minim, Ze tu bych
mohl slySeti nejspide od tebe” /358dy str.70/.
Adeimantos pak pravi: "NuZe ty jsi uznsl, Ze
spravedlnost ndleZi k nejvyd83{im dobrim... Po-
chval tedy p#i spravedlnosti prévé to, &im pro-
spivd sama o sob& tomu, kdo ji md, & zrovna tak,
¢im Skodi nespravedlnost... VyloZ ném tedy ne-
Jenom, Ze spravedlnost Jjest lepSi neZ nespravedl-
nost, nybrZ i jek plisobi jedno i druhé samo o so-
b& na toho, kdo je v sob& md - al jest skryt pred
bohy nebo ne - tak, %e je jedno dobrem a druhé
zlem" /367 d-e; str. 80/.

Drive,neZ se budeme vénovat Sokratové odpové-
di na tyto vyzvy, Je tPeba si vyjasnit samotny
pojem dobra. KdyZ Thrasymachos *{kd o spravedl-
nosti a spravedlivém, Ze jsou c¢izim dobrem ’al-
lotrion agathon’ a vlastni 8kodou, min{ tim, Ze
ovlddani, kdyZ jednaji spravedlivé, &in{i néco,
co je uZitedné, prospé&sné /’symferon’/ pro vldad-
nouc{ /343c3-d 1; str. 53/. Tezi, Ze spravedl-
nost je cizi dobro, vykléddd Thrasymachos tak, Ze
je prospéchem druhého., "Nahrazeni pojmu ’aga-
thon' pojmem ’'symferon’ d&je se Casté&ji," pise
P.Stemmer /543/. Na zdkladd filologického rozbo-
ru, ktery zde nelze plné reprodukovat,4/ dochédz{
pak k zdvéru, Ze pojem ’agathon’,o n&mZ prvni
knihy Ustavy mluvi, miZe byt nahrazen pojmem
'symferon’, pficemZ Jje dileZité, Ze tento pojem
mé dvoji vztaZenost: vztaZenost k osob& - uZi-
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tedné, dobré pro koho, a vztaZenost k idéelu -
~ uZiteéné, dobré k Cemu. Tato struktura uzi{-
vaného pojmu dobra je tak klasifikuje Jjako
dobro utilitdrni, a tedy mravné neutrélni.s/

Ve sporu, zda dobrem Jje spravedlnost nebo
nespravedlnost, nejde o to, kterd z obou dis-
pozic k jedndni je mravné dobrd - v tom Jsou
Sokratés i Thrasymachos zajedno - nybri o to,
kterd je utilitdrn& dobrd., Problém &lovéka,
ktery nahl{iZ{ mravnost uréitého jedndni, ale
ptéd se, pro¢ by mé&la pro néj byt divodem, aby
tak jednal, zistdvd v3ak otevien. Obéma stre-
ném Jje Jjasné, Ze tento problém lze Fedit Jen,
vztdhneme-1i Jjednédni k uZitku &i prospéchu
Jednajiciho, k tomu, co je pro n&j dobré., Dru-
hy vztah konstitutivni pro pojem dobra -~ dobré
k Cemu - lze vy&ist uZ z toho, jak je problém
poloZen: ’Ktery Zivot je lep3${, spravedlivy,
nebo nespravedlivy?' Udel, ono 'k Zemu’, to,
co dobro &in{ dobrem, je,Ze Jje dobré pro lepsi
¥ivot. Za vS8emi takovymi vyrazy: dobry, lep3i{,
co moZnéd nejlepd{ Zivot se skryvéd pojem blaZe-
nosti, 'eudaimonia’. BlaZenost Jje udel, ke kte-
rému se vztahuj{ v3echna dobre, z ndho ziskdva-
ji svou dobrost. "My3lenka, Ze Jest cosi o so-
b&, absolutné bez kvalifikace dobré, nepati{ do
platonské filosofie,*® uzavird P. Stemmer /548/.

2, Jek prispivd spravedlnost blaZenosti?

Jak uZz byle redeno, P, Stemmer nebere ohled
na mista ze 3esté knihy Ustavy, kde se mluvi
o nejvy38im dobru. Svou tezi v3ak musi obhdjit
i viéi interpretacim zam&fenym ¢ist& na etic-
kou problematiku. Musi se vyrovnet s vyklady,
které v Platonovd Ustavd shleddvajf deontolo-
gické pojetl etiky. To Je pojeti zaloZené pré-
vé na tom, Ze nejednéme mravné kvili né&déemu ji-

‘ -

73



nému, at uZ je to blaZenost vlastni, blaZenost
bli¥nich &i trascendentni Péd svéta, nybri
mravné jedndéme proto, Ze méme jednat mravné,
nravnost, mordlni dobro je ucelem o sobé. Vy-
loudit moZnost takového vykladu Ustavy predpo-
k1ld4dd dokdzat, %e v Ustavd prost& neexistujf
mista, o néZ by se takové pojeti mohlo opirat,.
P. Stemmer nachdzi jediné v tomto ohledu prob-
lematické misto, a to prévé vymezeni prvniho
druhu dober v rédmci klasifikace podané Glauko-
nem na zaddtku druhé knihy Ustavy. Tam se to-
tiZ vyskytuje formulace, Ze nékterd dobra chce-
me "pro né sema", na kterou pak, Jjak uvidime,
budou navezovat je3t& dal3{ vyskyty tohoto
slovniho spojeni. Dobra prvniho druhu vymezuje
Gleukon takto: "...zdali Jest podle tvého miné-
ni né&jaké takové dobro, které bychom si pPéli
mit nikoli z touhy po Jjeho d&incich, nybrZ pro-
to, Ze Jje milujeme pro né& samo, jako jest na-
pfiklad veseld mysl a vS8echny nedkodné poZitky,
z nichZ pro budoucnost nic Jjiného neplyne, neZ
¥e se pfi nich radujeme?" Sokratés  odpovidé:
"ArciZe ...podle mého mindn{ Jjest né&co tako-
vého" /357b; str.69/. O né&co ddle pak pFistupu-
je Sdkratés na ji% citovanou Glaukonovu vyzvu,
aby vyloZil, "co Jest"™ spravedlivost "sama o so-
b&, kdyZ Jjest v du3i", nebo podle Adeimanta,
"¢im prospivéd ona sama o sobé& tomu, kdo Jji méa".
Tim se Sokratés zavazuje vyloZit spravedlnost
jako n&co, co stoji za to samo o sobé bez ohle-
du na disledky, t.zn. vyloZit spravedlnost ja-
ko dobro prvniho druhu, a¢ je podle jeho ndzoru
ve skutefnosti dobrem druhého druhu /358a, sir.
70/, tj. pPrindd{ teké dobré dusledky pro spra-
vedlivého.6/ Tento zévazek v3ak, vyloZit spra-
vedlnost jako dobro prvniho druhu, JjehoZ vyme-
zenl se velmi bli%1 deontologickému pojetdi
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lze vysvétlit - a v tom bych vidé&l jeden z cen-
nych interpretaénich ndhledd Petera Stemmera -
~ prod Platon pPechédzf od pojeti spravedlnosti
Jako spravedlivého Jjedndni k pojeti spravedl-~
nosti Jeko vnitPniho stavu dude. Vzhledem

k tomu, Ze disledky, které obvykle plynou =ze
spravedlivého Jjednéni, mohou byt dosaZeny 1
Jinym, ba pfimo protiklednym jedndnim, musi
Platon,resp. Sokratés, aby mohl zodpov&d&t o-
tédzku, pro¢ Jjednat spravedlivé, eticky, poj-
mout Spraéedlnost Jjeko né&co, co je o sobé& bez-
prostredn&g dobré. Spravedlivd jedndni stejn&
jako procedury, které nemocny &lovédk musi pod-
stoupit kvili svému uzdraveni, jsou vé&t3inou

o sobé nepfijemnd a namdhavd, a lze Jje tedy
prdvem poditat k dobrim tFfetf{ho druhu. Proto
Sékretés v dal3fm vykladu vymez{ spravedlnost
jako harmonicky stav dule, ktery je bezprost-
redné& dobry,stejné jako je dobré byt zdravy.
Uvedenim této analogie mezi zdravim a spra-
vedlnosti Jjako stavem dude bychom mohli poklé-
dat dkol spisu za dovrSeny. Kldst otdzku: Proé
byt zdrév? zdd se zbytelné a smé&3né, v analo-
gii s tim se jevi rovnéZ motivadni otdzka:Prod
byt mravni? Jjako Jjen zddnlivy problém. Tim

je vysvédtlitelné neuctivost Gleukonovy reakce
ne Sokratidv poZadavek formulovany na konci
gtvrté knihy: "Jest& ndm zbyvd, Jjak se podobd,
ddle uvdziti to, zdali jJje prospédné, konati
vEci spravedlivé a krdsné zam&stnin{ 8 byti
spravedliv - at jiZ jest skryto, Ze jest &lo~-
v&k takovy, nebo ne -~ &i konati bezprav{i a by-
ti nespravedliv, i kdyZ ho za to nestfhd poku-
ta a neni trestdn, aby se polep3il. Ale Sokra-
te," odpovidd Glaukon, "mn& se zdd, %e to
zkoumdni se stdvéd jiZ sm&3nym..." /444e-445a;
str. 173n/
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Peter Stemmer se na tomto misté musi vyrov-
nat 8 nésledujicim problémem: je-1li otézka,
pro¢ jednat mravn& &1 spravedlivé, zdkladnf d-
lohou Ustavy, pro& na tomto mfstZ, kdy u% byla
spravedlnost urdena Jjako zdravi duSe, cely spis
nekondi? V#dy¥ problém se zdd ji% na zdkladd
analogie spravedlnost - zdrevi dusSe rozfeSen.
Zde je v Ustavd uréity zlom, konstatuje P.
Stemmer. Sokratés prechdzf bez jasné odpovaddi
na prévé citovenou Glaukdnovu ndmitku k jiné-
mu tématu: "...kdyZ uZ jsme do3li tak daleko,..
pojd sem, abys také uvidsl, kolik esi . druhd
podle mého zddn{ méd Spatnost, pokud arci stojl
za podivanou, - Jdu za tebou, Jjen mluv." /445b;
str.174/ P, Stemmer nabizi dvoj{ vysvé&tleni to-
hoto ndhlého p¥echodu: 1. Argument, Ze spravedl-
nost je du3evni zdravi, nestaé{ k tomu, aby by-
la dokézdna rozumnost spravedlivého jedndni. Me-
tafora dud3evniho zdravi Je nedostateéné.7
2. Pro& Sokratés prechdz! prévé ke 3patnym sta-
vim dude, lze pfirozend vysvétlit tim, Ze md
nyni v umyslu vlastné jen pokralovat v udkolu,
ktery mu uloXili Glaukdn a Adeimantos,kdyZ ho
vyzvali, aby vyloZil jak o spravedlnosti, tak
o nespravedlnosti o sob&, jsk pisob{ na dusi
t&ch, kteP{ ji maji. Sokratés tim tedy zal&ing
vjklad,S/ ktery vyvrcholi na zaddtku devéaté kni-
hy analyzou tyranského zplsobu Zivota, Prechdzi-
me tedy nyni s autorem k zdv&rednym partifm Us~
tavy. V devété knize pPichdz{ ke slovu opé&t ongz
zdkladni otdzka: Kdo Zije lépe, spravedlivy ¢&i
nespravedlivy? Peter Stemmer zde trefné prokazu-
je kontinuitu tohoto zdklednfho problému, kdyZ
pripomind, Ze prdvé tyran Jje pro Thrasymacha
vzorem. O tyranovi *{kd Thrasymachos v prvni
knize, Ze Jjeho Zivot je mnohem lep3{ neZ Zivot
spravedlivych /344a, 348d; str. 54, 60/,
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spravedlnost, mé-1li byt v tomto té&sném vztahu
k blaZenosti, Jje také p¥i{jemnd, coZ je predmé-
tem dvou Sdkratovych ddkazld /580c9-583all,str.
328-332; 583b1-588a1t, str. 332-339/. V t&ch-
to dikazech v8ak misto spravedlivého jako ta-
kového figuruje filosof &i krdl, o némZ se
dokazuje, Ze Jjeho libost - rozkof z divéni na
jsoucno /582¢10, str., 331/; pravdivé radost,
plynouci z pravdivé libosti /586cl1, str.336/

- je nejlibdj3{ rozkod /58322, str. 332/. Tim
se autorovi uzavirsd kruh otdzky motivace

k mravnimu jednéni.g/ Konednym ucelem kaZdého
usilovédni je blazZenost. Spravedlnost je prijem-
néd, Jje také dobrem prvniho druhu, a proto pii-
nés{,uskutednuje blaZenost. "Nebol bla%enost
je celek toho, co je o sob&, kvili sob& samému,
hodné usilovéni® /568/.

Je ov3em Je3t& moZné, Jak se mi zdd, poloiit
si otdzku /a P. Stemmer to neéini/, zda spra-
vedlnost je nejvhodndj3i cestou k dosaZeni bla-
fenosti. O nespravedlnosti Platdn, resp. Sdkra-
tés dokdzal, Ze je opakem pravé rozkoSe, Ze pri-
véddi du3i do disharmonie - tyransky &lovék nedé-
14 to, co vlastnd chce /577el, 579c¢4-d2, str.324,
327/. Co kdy% =ale blaZenost nastédvd zejména
v mravnéd indiferentnich stavech? Rozhodnout o-
tdzku, 2z2da spravedlivy Zivot je nejlepsi, tj.
zda Jje uskuteénénim blaZenosti, predpoklédsa né-
hled do podstaty blaZenosti. Tute "krdlovskou
otdzku":co je blaZenost? /565/ nechdvéd P, Stem-
mer otevienou. Je to pochopitelné, nebot nenit
jist® snadné a bez dal3fho ani moZné vystihnout
vliastni Platdnovo feleni. P. Stemmer se pokoudf
vymezit alespon vztah mezi mravnosti a blaZenos-
ti, & sice nésledujicim zplsobem: Je to vztah
velmi t&sny, mravnost neni pouhym prostfedkém
k blaZenosti., PF{jemné ddinky mravniho chovéni
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Michael Woods

Plato on Pleasure and the Choice of Three Lives
(Republic 576 - 588)

{Text slou2il jako podklad pro pfileZitostnou
pfednagku a nebyl autorizovan - pozn. red. )

At the beginning of the passage that we
shall be concerned with, after the survey of
the wvaricus types of human scul has been
conmpleted, Glaucon is asked how he 'ranks the
different types of human soul that have been
surveyed. Which o©of them is the best from the
peint of view of happiness? He replies at S80b,
and when it comes, the answer will hardly
surprise us, that the ‘’kingly’ or ‘royal’
{Baorlixds) man is the best, and also the most
happy., and the tyrannical man the worst and the
most wretched. In accepting this, he is in fact
agreeing that Socrates has succeeded in the
task that he and Adeimantus assigned to him at
the beginning of Book 11, of showing that the
Just person is the most happy. Justice has been
compared with a wvariety of alternative sortis of
life, and besen accepted as greatly superior to
any of them. .

Now there are, of course, very large
questions about’ the manner in which this
conclusion has been reached: what the connexion
is between showing that justice is good in
itself and showing ithat the just man is happy.
and what the merits are of the method that is
used to reach this conclusion in the Repudlic.
But I shall not be discussing these questions,
for the most part, since they raise issues
about the whole strategy adopted in the main
part of the Repudlic, and they have been
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word ’desire’ has besen reserved for the impul-
ses arising from just one of the three parts of
the soul, namely the one that has been referred
to as the desiring element.

It is true that earlier on in the book, it
has been clear that the three parts of the soul
were all capable of producing impulses to
action; but what seemed tcoc emerge from the
passage in which the distinction bestween the
three parts of the soul was introduced was that
they were different Dbecause ' they were the
source of different sorts of impulse to action.
Exactly how the three parts of the socul were
distinguished in Book IV would be outside the
scope of the present discussion, but it would
perhaps be fair to say that thsy are not simply
distinguished in Bock IV as being the origin of
different kinds of dJdesire. Heres, however, we
find Platoc saying that the three parts of the
soul are different begscause they are the scurce
of desires directed to three different kinds of
objects,

The appetitive element (emdvunmixde) is
said ({580diof) to manifest itself in a great
variety of forms, so that a single word that
adeguately sums up its manifestations is rather
hard to find. But Plato says that physical
desires for such things as food, drink and sex
are typical manifestations of it, and he says
that for that reason it has already besn refer-
red to as the gain-loving part because the
satisfaction of such desires is commonly achie-
ved through money and material goods. So it is
now taken as fair to characterise the appetiti-
ve part as the gain-leving or profit-loving

part.
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The second part of the scoul, the spirited
part (Fvuosidris) was coriginally introduced in:
;Book IV as the element that was the source of.
angry behaviour, and indeed it is still first
mentioned in this passage (880di0) as 'that by
which =2 man is angry’. But it is now characte~
rised as the origin of a desire for certain
sort of thing. At T8las-10 it is said that the
spirited eslement ’is wholly devoted to masiery
and - victory and fame’. It is thus thought
entirely appropriate to call it ’the victory-
-leving and honour-loving part’. Exactly what
is included in the activities and concerns that
Plato here altributes to the spirited part is
not relevant to our present purpose. What is
significant is that, like the appetitive eole-
ment, the spirited element is here defined as
the part of the scul which is the source of
desires for certain objects.

Although there is this contrast between
what is said here about thse elements of the
soul and what was said about them when they
were first introduced in Book IV, it would be a
mistake tc think that what is said to be chara-
cteristic of the spirited and appetitive ele-
ments is quite new in this passage; in fact,
the use that has been made of the three parts
of the soul in developing the comparison
between the ideal and non-ideal types of city
and the ideal and non-ideal)l types of man that
cccupied Book VIII and the earlier part of
Book IX has already made implicit use of the
conception of these two elements that is expli-
citly put forward in this passage. We may note
the way in which the timocratic and oligarchic
city and man are characterised and said to

develop.
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Matters are different when we come to the
way in which the rationzal part is characteri-
sed. As before, it is first mentioned as ’that
by which a man learns’ ($20d:ic), in a way remi-
niscent of Book 1IV. What is significant is that
in due course it is said to have as its aim
acquiring knowledge of the truth (581bs). This
is not in itself surprising, since learning is
indeed the acquiring of knowledge of itruths.
What is significant is that Plate feels justi-
fied in describing that part of the soul as
learning-loving and philosophical. The signifi-
cance emerges a little later at B581cl3, when he
says that on this basis wé& may distinguish
three types of men - the philosophical,. the
victory-loving and the gain-loving. It thus
turns out that the role of reasoning element
that is geoing to be regarded as the vital one
is now as the scource of certain desires,. the
desires associated with the philosopher, pre-
occupied with enquiry into the nature of reali-
ty. He is now regarding someocns in whom the
reasconing element is dominant as someone whose
leading desire is for the pursuits of the
philosopher, so that if reason dominates a
persen's life in this sense, the perscon will
aim to devote his life Lo philoesophy.

It needs toc be emphasized that the sense
in which reason dominates the scul of the
philoscopher is quite different from the way in
which it does so in the just man. In the case
of the philosopher, reason dominates his soul
because such a person gives priority Lo the
satisfaction of certain desires, namély those
for intellectual pursuits. This seems to be a
different sense from that in which the socul of

the just wman is one in which reason rules,
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to be judged the best is the phileosophic life,
not the just life. So we have here the second
differsnce bketween what Plato announces that he
is going toc do in this passage and what he

actually dees. The life that is compared with

other forms of life is not the just life but

the philosophic life. So, putting the two
differences together, we may say that Plato
gives us the impression that he is going to
show by a further preoof that the just man is
the happiest, but in fact he actually attempts
te show that the philosophic life is the most
pleasant. |

Is this discrepancy a sericus one? Does il
matter that what is explicitly shown to be the
best life now is not the just life but the phi-
losophical life? It is natural to ask what the
connexion is between being a just person and
being a philosopher. It might be said that for
Plato the two coincide. It has been held that
anycne who is a philosopher, in the sense in
which Plate understands that, must be a just
person, and, conversely, that anyonse who is
just must also be a philesopher. 1 do not wish
to dispute the first of those claims. It seems
fairly clearly to have been Plato’s view that
anyone who is engaged fully in philosophy would
have a grasp of justice, and this would be
senough to make one act justly; or rather,
perhaps, in order to engage in phileosophy at
all one’s soul would need to be in the harmoni-
ous state that Plato identified with justice.
How far that can be justified is a large
questicon, and I shall ncoct atitempt to justify
it; my present concern is simply with the

interpretation of Plato,
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What is much more preoblematic is the con-
verse claim, that only a philosopher can be
just. It might indeed be argued that Plateo was
not commited to heolding it, because his view of
justice was as a state of the soul in which
reascn ruled, and this in fact would require an
adegquate grasp by reason of what constitutes a
just and harmonicus soul, and the proper limits
within which the variocous parts of the soul
should be permitted to indulge their impulses.
In brief, a just soul must be one in which the
reascning element has a knowlédge of what
justice is, and that is something which is not
available to anyone who lacks philosophical
understanding. Such an understanding could only
be acquired from a life devoted o philosophi.
cal pursuits. We may recall the education
prescribed for the Guardians, and Plato's view
that adequate grasp of the Forms like justice
requires prolonged study, which would seem to
require a life in which the desire for know-
ledge is a dominant preoccupation.

I think it does need to be conceded that
Plato would be commitied for holding that only
a philoseopher could be just in the fullest
sense. 1If the rule of reason is to be enough
for justice, reason does need to have the deep
understanding of what justice is and what the
best state of the socul is that Plato would hold
musi be confined to philosophers of the kind
that he thinks should rule his Ideal City.
Neonetheless, it hardly seems a satisfactory
pesition for someone to take who wishes to
defend the justice as something worth having.
Glaucon and Adeimantus asked Sccrates in Book
II to show ithat justice was good in itself;

that, no matter what one's particular circum-
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previcous argument has shown that they will
achieve bthe pleasantest life that is available
tc them if they are guided by reason in their
pursuit of the dominant aims of their lives. It
is natural itc identify the people whosse lives
are regulated by reason even though they are
not philoscophers with those who are just in the
way that Plato has characterised the just
person in the earlier part of the Repudblic. We
may still feel that Platg’s recognition of this
gap betwsen what he is reguired ito show and
what the argument of Book IX from S80 has
established is somewhal belated and inadequate.

I now turn to examine the first of the
arguments for the superior pleasantness of the
philosophical life. This argument occurs in the
passage S81e-583b. In outline, the argument

goes like this., It is argued that if we asked

.  ®sach of these three kinds of person - the .

philosophical, the honour-loving and the gain-
-loving -~ which of the three lives was the mosti
'plea.sa.nt, seach would choose his ownr. Thus the
question arises which of the three is right. It
is then asrgued that the philosopher possesses
gqualification for deciding the question that
the other two do not possess, and therefore
that. we must conclude that his answer is the
correct one. So. the philoscophic life is the
most pleasant.

What is remarkable about this argument is
some of the assumpiions that it makes. Why is
it regarded as self-evident that each of the
three people will say that his eown life is the
 most pleasant? One suggestion might be that, if
he had not thought that a certain sort of life
was likely to be the most pleasant, hse would

not have chosen to lead it. If that is indeed
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the assumption that Plato was making, we might
reasonably think ithat it requires some defence,
and perhaps is not really compatiible with the
views that Plato himself seems to take
elsewhere. For he will then be assuming that
the reason that anyone has for choosing a
particular life is always the amount cf
pleasure that one believes it to contain, And
this is surely something that could reasonably
be disputed. Indeed Plato himself would have
held that there are ot.h.er guite different
reasons for cheoosing the just life or the
philosophic life: its merits do not simply
consist in the amount of pPleasure that is to be
expected from it,

Further, the argument, if it makes that
assumption about the reasons for choosing a
particular sort of life, is surely taking a
sort of life that someone lesads as much more a
matter of choice than it really is, of Plato
would allow it to be. As 1  have already
mentioned, Plato does not hold that the majori-
1ty o©of mankind are in & position to become
philosophers, so for most people, leading the
philosophical life is simply not an coption that
is available to them. Why. then, should it be
supposed that the gain-loving man has opted for
that, in preference Lo the other itwo, because
he heolds that it is more pleasant than they
are?

Plato heolds that the human beings exhibit
natural and innate differences in character,
and these are rsflected in which of the parts
of soul is likely to become dominant. It is
surely more realistic, and more in accord with
the doctrines thalt Plato accepts elsewhere, Lo

hold that the philosopher is leading the phil-
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osophic life because he is someons in whom
certain desires are naturally prominent, so
there is ne gquestion for him about which life
to pursuse if he has the oppertunity; he need
not have reached a decision on the bassis of an
estimate of the amcount of pleasure that that
life offers in comparison with its rivals.

A further assumpiion made in this argument
is that each of them will be reasdy with an
opinien on the qguestion which of the three
lives is the most plzasant., Perhaps the honour-
~loving .person will simply say that he finds
the life that he is leading & satisfaclory one,
but whether it is thse most pleassnt is
scomething that he would neot bs willing to
hazard an opinion on. This brings me to the
fundamental assumption of the argument which
might well be challengsd. That is the
assumption that there is a question, to which
there is okjectively a right answer, what is
the most pleasant life available to a human
being. Someone who wished to challenge -that
might say that it is a reasonable gquestion to
ask what is the most pleasant life for this or
that person, but to ask ’'What is the most
pleasant life for an human being whatever?' is
Lo ask an unreal question. How pleasant a given
form is for a given individual will depend
crucially on the perscon’'s individual character,
arid what would be found a satisfactory life by
one person would not bs found sstisfactory by
another because of natural differences between
the two persons.

If we were correct in challenging this
assumption, which certainly underlies this
argument, the guestion whether it is the phil-

osopher or the pleasure-loving or honour-loving
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person who is best squipped to decide it simply
lapses. There is simply no gquestion that is
thers to be decided. Exactly which of the three
lives is the most pleasant is not something
that can be cobjectively settled. This, it seems
tb me, is the point at which this argumsnt is
mest wvulnerable. There are 2alsc a number of
other objections that one might readily make to
it. For example, we might gquestion the claim,
made at B87be-p, that thse philoscopher is
supericr to the other itwo pesople because he,
unlike them, has experiesnce of the other two
lives. Is it really true that the philosopher
has a genuine knowledge of what it is like to
live the life of an honour-loving person? Or
rather, does he have knowledge, from experi-
ence, of what it is like for the honour-itoving
person, to live the lifs that he lesads?

The argument that I have just discussed
concludes at 583, As I have sald, Plato says
that the argument represents a second victory
of the just man over the unjust. There then
follows what is called a third, or ’Olympic’
victory of the just man over his rival. The
fbllcwing passage argues that the pleasures of
the philosopher are superior because they are
purer than those of the non-philosopher. In
this section of the argument., use is made of a
philosophical thesory about certain pleasures,
and some largues metaphysical issues are raised.
The passage presents some major problems of
interpretation. ' '

Socrates Legins by securing agreement
{(883c3) that pain is the opposite of pleasure.
It is then agreed that intermediate between the
two is a state of neither pleasure neor pain.

This state is described as a state of ’rest’ or
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‘quiescence’ {(Bowvyia) of the soul. Socrates
then notes that when people have recovered from
iliness {and therefore some pain has ceased),
they commonly regard the state of absence of
iliness as extremesly pleasant, even though it
is not pleasure that they are experisncing but
the intermediate state of neither pleasure nor
pain., Likewise, when some pleasure has ceased,
the absence of pleasure is itself found painful
{E83e2). Socrates then goes on to argue that in
both these cases, the person in question is the
victim of an error. The person whose pain has
stopped thinks that he is experiencing pleasu-
re, and the person whoses pleasure has stopped
thinks that he is experiencing pain or
.distress. But, Socrates argues, these people
are in exactly the same state, namely the state
between pleasure and pain. But the state which
is neither pleasure nor pain cannot be either
of these. It follows that sach of these people
is deluded: it cannot be right to hold that not
feeling pain is pleasant, nor that not having
pleasure is painful (§84a3v-10).

Plato is here appealing to fairly familiar
phenomena. If I have a hesdache, which then
stops, the mere abssnce of a headache may be
something that I find mwmildly pleasant; but it
would ke absurd to say that simply not having a
headache was something that would generally be
found pleasant. Likewise, perhaps, with the
persocn who is experiencing some enjoyment that
then stops. Plato wanis to draw a conclusion.
aboul this sort of case, and then apply it to
the case of most bodily pleasures, such as are
the main concern of the gain-loving man. Is he

right in concluding that in these familiar
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cases the person in question must bes the victim
of some delusion? _

The argument seems to appesal to the fact
that, for someons whoe experiences pain, the
barg absence of pain would be a source of
pleasure. I do not wish to dispute that. Appeal
is then made to the fact that in addition to
the states of pleasure and pain is the state of
neither pleasure nor pain. I think there is no
need Lo dispute that someone may be corrsctly
described as experiencing neither pleasure nor
pain., Can we&, then, concluds that somesons who
moved from a state of pleasure to one of
neither pleasure nor pain would think that he
was experiencing pleasure, but be mistaken in
this, bescause the state he is in is in fact the
state of neither pleasure nor pain? I think the
conclusion does not feollow. Where the argument
breaks down is in its assumpticn that the
person who derives some miid pleasures from the
cessation of a pain is in fact in the inter-
mediate state. Once that ims assumed, it will
obviously follow that, if he thinks that he is
having pleasure, he is mistaken. It would be
open Lo somecns who wished to defend the pesrson
whe gets pleasure from the stopping of a pain
from the charge of being deluded simply to say
that in those cases in which pleasure is got
from the ending of a pain, the pain has heen
fellowed not by state of rest or quiescence of
the soul, but by the opposite of pzin. Such a
person reed not deny that it is possible to be
in state of neither pleasure nor pain; he nesds
only to say that the person who gets pleasure
from the ending of his pain is not in that

state.
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circumstances. Nor need such a person over-
estimate the magnitude of the pleasure that he
experiences in comparison with other possible
pleasures,

The relevance of all this is that Plato
wants to assimilate the great majority of
bodily pleasures to those that we have just
described, where the mere absence of pain is
found pleasant because of the contrast with the
pain that has just preceded. AL 584ca-? he says
that the great majority of bodily pleasures, so
called, are really reliefs from pain. He does,
it is true, make some exceptions: rather oddly,
he cites the plsasures of smell as an example
of physical pleasures that are not simply re-
liefs from pain. Honetheless, the reason given
for mentioning these cases is so that it should
not be thought that all physical pleasures are
reliefs from pain, so there is a clear indi-
cation that Plato holds that nearly 2all bodily
pleasures may properly bs described as reliefs
from pain.

Why does he think that the great majority
of bodily pleasures are simply reliefs from
pain? The reason seems to be that he regards
them as preceded by desire, which is painful or
unpleasant. He then apparently heolds that the
pleasure that resultis when the desire is satis-
fied is simply the pleasure that is commonly
felt when something painful or - - unpleasant
ceases. As we have sesen, Plato regards a
pleasure of that sort as unreal, because it
involves a mistaking of what is in fact a
neutral state for the state of experiencing
pleasure.

I have already argued that this is an

error on Plato’s part. There is no good ground
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