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Who were 01 8UaxEPEi� in Plato, Philebus 44 a ft'. ? 

By Malcolm Scholield, Oxford 

IIJ. 1I6-reeo'V om, aCeWfJeOa nar!' ijfJt'V -rav.' el'Vat, "aOanee lJen, -rela, 1J rnJo 
p.o'Va, Ä:vn17'V fJB'V "a"o'V -rOt� a'VOewnot�, -r�'V �' anaAAa}'1}'V -rw'V AWlW'V, amo -rov.o b 
ayaOo'V ö'V, ij&V neoClayoeeVeClOat; 

IIPD. IIw� M] vVv -rOv.o, cL Iw"ea-re�, sew-rwfJeOa vq/ ijJ-tw'V amw'V; ov YUe 
J-ta'VOu'Vw. 

IIJ. "Onwt; YUe -rOVt; nOAeJ-tlovt; {/>tAf}ßOV -rov�e, cL IIew-raexe, ov fJa'VOu'Vett;; 
IIPIJ. Aeyett; flB av-rovt; -rl'Vat;; 
IIJ. Kai fJ6.Aa flet'Vovt; AeYOfJe'Vovt; -rel neei cpVClt'V, 02 -ro naeana'V ijflO'Velt; 015 cpaClt'V 

el'Vat. 
IIPD. Tl fJf}'V; 
IIJ. AWlW'V -rav-rat; el'Vat nUClat; anoffJVYut;, Clt; 'VVv oC neei {/>IA17ßO'V ijflo'Velt; ln- c 

o'VOJ-tUCOVClt'V. 
IIPD. Tov-rott; om, ijp.iit; nouea nelOeClOat ClvJ-tßovAeVett;, 1J nWt;, cL Iw"eaut;; 
IIJ. 015", all' wClnee fJU'VUClt neoClxeijClOal nClt, J-tanwofJhott; oV -rEx'Vn &AAa 

-rt'Vt &Clxeeetq. cpVClewt; ov" ayewovt; Ata'V fJefJtCl17"o-rw'V -rr,v -rijt; ijflo'Vijt; rnJvafJt'V "ai 
'VE'VoJ-t,,,o-rwl' o'Miv VytEt;, dJ<1'1:E "al av-ro -rov.o av-rijt; -ro enaywyol' yof}uvfJa, ovx 
ijflovf}l', el'Vat. -rov-rOtt; J-tBl' om, -rav-ra dl' neoClxef}Claw, CI"e1pufJE'Vot; ln "al -rel aAAa d 
av-rwl' &ClxeeuClfJa-ra' fJe-rel flB -rav-ra al yi fJOt flo"OVCltl' ijflol'ai aA170ett; ell'at neVCln, 
l'Va e� awpotl' -rOtl' AOYOt'V CI"e1puJ-tel'ot -r�'V �Vvap.t'V av-rijt; naeaOwp.eOa neOt; -r�l' "etClt'V. 

IIPIJ. 'OeOWt; Uyett;. 
IIJ. Me-ra&w"wfJE'V M] -rov-rOVt;, dJClnee ClVfJJ-tUXOVt;, "a-rel -ro -rijt; &Clxeeetat; 

av-rw'V iXl'ot;. olfJat YUe -rotol'fle n Uyetl' av-rovt;, aeXofJhovt; noOBl' äl'wOE'V, rot; eE ßov
Ä170etfJE'V o-rovoVv eiflovt; -r�l' cpVCltl' Meil', olo'V -r1}l' -rOV CI"Ä17eOV, noueo'V eEt; -rel CI"Ä17eo- e 

l"al"a anoßUnonet; ot'hwt; u'V J-tiiAAO'V ClV'Vl'of}ClatfJe'V 1J neOt; -rel noÄAoCl-rel CI"Ä17eO-r17n; 
flet � Cle, cL IIew-raexe, "aOanee sfJot, "al TOV-rOtt; -rOtt; &<1xeeeCltl' ano"et'VeClOat. 

IIPD. IIuvv J-tBl' om" "ai Myw ye av-rott; lIn neOt; -rel new-ra fJeyeOu. 

Pla.to, Phileb. 44 a.·e 

TIte Cfmtext 

At Philebus 44 b 6ff., Socrates explains to Protarchus that there are certain 
philosophers who hold or imply that it is a mistake to distinguish three conditions, 

pleasure, pain, and a condition in which one feels neither of these. These 'enemies 
of Philebus' maintain that pleasures do not exist at all, and that what hedonists 
like Philebus call pleasures are escapings from pain. Socrates gives some indication 
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of the grounds they offered for these claims, when he saysl that people who main
tain the existence of two conditions only hold that pain is a bad thing for men and 
release from pain a good - which is accordingly called pleasurable. 'It is this which 
is a good thing', they say of release from pain; evidently implying that the things 
the hedonist would call good and class as pleasures are not really good (and so not 
really pleasures). One could put their chief polemical point by saying that, in 
their eyes, the state of having been released frorn pain2 is the only condition aptly 
called pleasurable, but hedonists have mistakenly believed the process of escaping 
pain3 pre-eminently pleasurable, and consequently have invented the fiction of 
a class of experiences distinct from release from pain, which they name 'pleasures' 
- such as rubbing an itch4• 

When Protarchus asks Socrates who these persona are, he replies : "ai I-'a.Äa (jet'llOV� 
Äeyol-'evov� 'HZ nsei qnJatv, oi 'H) naeanav 1j(jO'lla� ov q;aatv slvat (44 b 9-10), which 
is perhaps best translated by Diess: «Des gens reputes pour tres habiles dans la 
connaissance de la nature, et qui nient absolument l'existence des plaisirs.» This 
is not a very specific identification, at any rate for the modern reader. But Socrates 
gives us some help - or what looks as though it is meant to be help - when he 
suggests that we should make use of these philosophers as if they were seers: seers 
who divine not by TeX'JlT}, but by means of a certain ()vaxeeSta belonging to a not 
ignoble nature (44 c fHl1). For it seems that this (jvaxeeeta is a clue to the identity 
of the 'enemies of Philebus'. Not only is it a further piece of information about 
them, but in the space of a very few sentences Socrates refers to it again more or 
less directly three times: he says that he and Protarchus must follow in the tracks 
of this ()vaxeeeta (44 d 7-8), that they must provide an answer to these ()vaXeeei� . 
(44 e 3-4), and most significant of all from our present point of view, that they 
must consider as well Ta dÄÄa aVTW'II ()vaxsea.al-'a-ra (44 d 1-2). The reason why 
this reference to their other ()vaxeea.al-'aTa is so important is that Socrates never 
tells us what they are, although he presumably does have something quite definite 
in mind. It seems likely that he is alluding to a whole battery of opinions or argu
ments whose character and authorship he expects us to have identified by his 
brief indications. 

The meaning 01 (jvaxeeeta 

What is this ()vaxeeeta, and what are these other ()vaxsea.al-'a-ra? Hackforth6 
translates ()vaxeeeta as 'dourness', and Ta dÄÄ.a aVTW'II ()vaxseaal-'a-ra as 'their other 

144 b 1-3 (I follow Burnet's numbering). 
• T�V dnalJ.a)'1}v TäW ltmäW (44 b 2); at 51 a 3 a synonymous expreBBion is used : ltm:wv .•. 

:n:aiilav. Cf. Rep. 584 8rll. 

81v:n:äW •.• dnocpvyac; (44 c 1);  the synonymous expreBBion at 51 a 8 - clearly different in mean· 
ing from lvltwv :n:aiilav - is dva:n:avC18C1w OIWvWV. 

, Such 'pleasures' as this were especiallydisliked by 01 t5vC1XB(!eiC;, according to Socrates: 46 a 29. 
• A. Dies, Platon: PhiUbe (Paris 1941) 56. 
IR. Hackforth, Plato's Examination 01 Pleasure (Cambridge 1945) 88. Cf. LSJ, who render 

this example as 'harshness'. 
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dour characteristics'. J owett7 has 'repugnance' for the first use of (}vaxe(!Eta 
(44 c 6) and 'dislike' for the second (44 d 8); the longer expression he reads aB 
meaning 'the various grounds of their dislike'. TaylorS translates in much the same 
vein: he has 'fastidiousness' and 'dissatisfaction' for (}vO'Xe(!eta, and his translation 
of 'nz aÄ.Ä.a avuov (}vaXe(!aa/lara looks like a deliberate attempt to improve upon 
Jowett: 'their further grounds for dissatisfaction'sa. 

One way of trying to adjudicate in this disagreement between Hackforth on 
the one side and Jowett and Taylor on the other would be to inspect the context 
in which the words (}vaXf(!eta and (}vaXe(!aa/lara appear more closely. Such a 

method has its merits. Hackforth's interpretation cannot survive its scrutiny. 
For how could consideration of the 'other dour characteristics' of the philosopherB 
with whom Socrates is concerned be of value in an enquiry into the philosophical 
merits of hedonism 1 But while inspection of the context can lead us to exclude 
one alternative, it cannot bring us to an endorsement of the other. For that we 
need not only assurance that it is compatible with the context but also evidence 
that it accords with the comrnon usage of (}vaxe(!eta and ground for thinking that 
it suits thc context better than any other alternative. We must therefore turn to 
lexicography. 

The adjective (}vaXe(!r)c; was forrnerly believed to derive horn the noun xet(!: 
so LSJ, for example9; and one still comes across this view, as in Barrett'slO note 
on Eur. Hipp. 484. But this derivation seems improbable. It is worth noticing 
that (as Manu Leumann has pointed outU) those words derived hom this noun 
which contain the form -Xe(!- generally have a consonant immediately after the 
root: Xf(!VUP, Xe(!vijTt�; when a vowel succeeds the root, it usually takes the form 
-Xet(!-: ixaToYXet(!O�, Xet(!{�, lYXEt(!tCw, lXeXet(!ta, Vnoxet(!W', XEt(!ow. More im
portantly, if this etymology were correct, then (as Leumann has again pointed outlll) 
it would be well-nigh impossible to understand the fact that eVXe(!r)c; does not 
mean 'easy to handle' or 'easy to deal with', nor yet (a possibility Leumann rightly 
does not trouble to mention) 'good at handling': a fact easily verified by looking 
at the examples cited by LSJ S.v. land 11. And the earliest surviving examples 
of bvaXe(!r)c; do not square very weIl with the tradition al derivation. In Aeschylus, 

7 B. Jowett, The Dialogue/J 01 Plato'l (Oxford 1892) Vol. IV, p. 617. 
8 A. E. Taylor, Plato : Philebua and Epinomis (London 1956) 160--161. 
8a The confusion concerning the correct translation of Ovaxeeela can also be studied in Dies' 

edition. In his running translation he oHers for its two occurrences: 'repugnance' and 
'morose argumentation' (p. 56). But in his introduction he translates thus: 'morose humeur' 
and 'moroses p ressentiments' (p. LX). 

e Some other adherents to this belief are listed by M. Leumann in 'evxee�, und !5vaxee*'. 
on pp. 207-208 of his Kleine Schriften (Zürich 1959). This article originally appeared in 
Philologus 96 ( 1944) 161-169. 

10 W. S. Barrett, Euripide/J: Hippolytus (Oxford 1964) 248. 
11 Op. cit. 208. Leumann gives special attention to the likely objection that at any rate in the 

infiexion of xtle itseH we find forms such as xee6" xeel, xeee,. He explains these as artilicial 
poetic forms. He does not discuse such a late compound as xe/?onArpnw (Soph. Aj. 632). 

12 Ibid. 209. 



Who were oi t5vaxeeei� in Plato, Philebus 44a ff.? 5 

for example, Prometheus says: äA.A'YJV {/ ä"ovaov c5vaxeeiJ Oewe{av (Prom. 802) 
in introducing his account of the griffins and the one-eyed Aramaspi. And at 
Suppl. 568 the Chorus describe 10 as ß07:dv ... c5vaxeeer; fJet�6fJßeoT:ov. It seems 
unlikely that it is the intractability of these monsters that the poet has in mind. 

Leumann's own suggestion is that c5vaxee�r; and evxee�r; derive from xu{eetv. 

After a survey of the early usage of the wordsI3 he concludes14: «So ist övaxee�r; 

meiner Meinung nach gleichsam *c5vaxae�r;, subjektiv 'sich schwer an etwas 
freuend', also, 'unzufrieden, widerwillig', oder objektiv 'woran schlimmes Sich
freuen ist', d. h. 'unerfreulich, widerwärtig'; evxee�r; bildete sich aus als Gegen
stück zu c5vaxee*, daher subjektiv 'sich leicht mit etwas abfindend, zufrieden' 
oder objektiv 'leicht erträglich'.» 

This proposal has the merit of offering a plausible account of the relation between 
the most frequent use of evxee�r; and that of c5vaxee*. If one treats these adjec
tives as derived from a verbal root and as theoretically capable of active or passive 
force, one can say that evxee* is typicaUy used in an active or subjective sense, 
c5vaxee�r; in a passive or objective sense. But there are difficulties, too, in Leu
mann's view. In the first place, if he were right we should expect the ending 
-xue'YJr;, not -xee'YJr;, as he himself points out. He compares the vowel gradation in 
afJeecper;, aT:ee,,�r; and v'YJfJe(!7:*, and suggests a similar gradation hereI5• This 
might carry conviction (although it has convinced neither FriskI6nor ChantraineI7), 
were it not that a second objection can be made. For while Leumann's proposal 
seems to account satisfactorily for the usage of c5vaxee*, it does not appear to 
capture the meaning of evxee�r; very accurately. On the one hand, the objective 
sense Leumann proposes, 'leicht erträglich', although it seems to give the correct 
meaning for the two early examples which demand a passive interpretation (Soph. 
Phi!. 875-876, Hp. Prorrh. 1, 119)18, is hardly what one would expect if xu{ew 
were the root: 'delightful', rather than 'easy to bear', would be the meaning. And 
on the other hand, 'zufrieden', while the appropriate active sense for an adjective 
derived from xa{ew, does not do justice to the examples of evxe(!�r; which demand 
an active interpretation. Plato and Aristotle employ eVxe(!�r; and evxeewr; in 
speaking of the appetite for his food displayed by the pig and the cannibal, and 
of the way Socrates drank down the hemlock (PI. Plid. 117 c, Rep. 535 e, Plt. 

11 Ibid. 210-213. 14 Ibid. 213. 16Ibid. 213-21 4. 
11 H. Frisk, Griechische8 Etymologisches Wörterbuch I (Heidelberg 1960) B.V. ooGxee7]�. 
17 P. Chantraine, Dictionnaire etymologique de la langue grecque I (PariB 1968) S.V. ooGxee7]�. 
18 Soph. Phil. 875-876 navra .am' Sv wxeeei / l80tJ: 'you treated all this as easy to bear' (for 

the construction, compare that with 8V wp.aeei: Eur. I.A. 969, Hel. 1227, Fr. 382, 10); 
Hp. Prorrh. 1, 1 19 (5, 550 L.) 01 Sv vGTeet"aiGw dnvew� GnaG/lol roxeeie�, 01011 "al Lloe"oo,: 
'In-hysterical women, convulsions not accompanied by fever are easily borne, aB in the oase 
of Dorcas' (Galen ad loc. was inclined to think wxeeBe� meant 'not dangerous' - so LSJ -
but this interpretation is diHicult to fit with the known usage of the word. I would compare 
A;. Hist. an. 587 a U: neel Td� ooGTo,,{a� TWv yvvat"Wv Tfj roxeeelq. ... {30T}8e'iv, where 
Etlxeeeta iB probably 'ability to endure the disoomfort'). W. H. S. Jones tentatively dates 
Prorrhetic I to c. 440 B.C. (in Vol. II of the Loeb HippocrateB, pp. xx-xxix). 
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266 c; Ar. Hist. an. 595 a 18, Pol. 1338 b 21). Sophocles has Neoptolemus doubt 
whether the Chorus, now sympathetic to Philoctetes' requests, will be so BVxBe* 
... Brav ... nArJGOfi� i* V0C10V �VVOVC1{q. (PhiI. 519-521). This suggests that 'con
tented' is far too colourless an epithet to convey the force of BVxBe*. 

If we inspect the earliest occurrences of BVxBer]� and &C1xBe1}�, it becomes clear 
that these adjectives are typically used in contexts of emotional shock and of

. 
physical distress or revulsion. In the two Aeschylean passages cited above (Prom. 
802, SuppI. 568), &C1xBer]� is applied to the sight of monsters, and a similar con
text of shock is presupposed in two of the three Sophoclean examples of the word: 
the discovery of the dust-covered body of Polyneices, which throws the guards 
into a panic, is called a Ouvflu &C1xBee� (Ant. 254), while Electra teIls Chrysothemis 
t.hat the herald of Orestes' death is 

1}<5V� ovlJe fl"Jiet &C1xBer]� (EI. 929) 
(here Electra's point is to expose her mother's unnatural absence of shock). And 
when Teucer forbids Odysseus to touch the body of Ajax 

fl-YJ np OUVOVit iOV-rO &C1XBee� nOLW (Ai. 1395), 
his argument gains in force if he is taken to imply that Odysseus' touch would be 
almost physically repulsive to the dead hero. We may note, too, that the earliest 
examples of BVxBe* (Soph. PhiI. 519. 875; Hp. Prorrh. 1, 119), as weIl as those 
in Plato and Aristotle cited above, and of &C1xeeetu (Soph. PhiI. 473. 900) are 

introduced with reference to physical convulsions (so Hippocrates) and to a 

notoriously repulsive sore (note the concentration of these words in the Phi
loctetes). 

I propose to interpret eVXBe* and &C1xBe1}� in such a way as to capture the 
strong emotional character of the attitudes involved such as this consideration 
of the contexts in which they are typically used suggests that they possess. I think 
the active sense of BVXBe1}� must be interpreted as something like 'with a strong 
stomach (for)', and the passive correspondingly as 'easy to stomaeh'. The basic 
sense of lJvC1XBe1}� will accordingly be 'hard to stomaeh' - an improvement, I think, 
upon Leumann's 'unerfreulich, widerwärtig', although clearly 'disgusting' and 
'unpleasant' will sometimes be appropriately used as synonyms of 'hard to stom
ach'. The case for seeing the notion of stomaching as crucial rests, of course, on the 
large numher of examples we have considered in which these words and their 
cognates are introduced in contexts of food and sickness - and more could be 
adduced1S3• I should guess that the adjective derive from a lost noun meaning 

'stomaeh' or some organ of the stomach or digestive system, just as BV"OAO� and 
mJC1"OAO� derive from the rare word "OAOV19• 

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

19 Plato couples EVXEeW� with eme6Äw� at Phd. 117 c, and EvxeeEta with eVuoÄla on the only 
two occasions where Ast records hin! as using this latter noun: Ale. I 122 c, LaW8 942 d. 
In both passages (pace the translators of the second, in particular) 'a character not at aU 



Who were ollWf1xsesie; in Plato, Philebus 44a ff. ? 7 

In the course of time, I would suppose, the emotional content of these adjectives 
and of evxeeeta and &axeeeta was sometimes diluted, and they were no longer 
reserved for contexts of emotional or physical distress or revulsion. One has only 
to look at the use of &axee�� and &axeeeta in Aristotle to see confirmation of 
this remark: he applies the words, without emotion, to problems and arguments, 
meaning that there is a difliculty present. We can document the corresponding 
tendency of evxee�� and (more especially) evxeeeta (see LSJ) and evxeew� (see 
e.g. PI. Theaet. 154 b, Ar. Pol. 1336 b 5-6) to become broader and shallower in 
meaning by exploiting the implications of a Platonic pun. In the Politicus (266 c) 
Plato speaks of yevet np TWV (JvTWV yevvawnlup "at äp,a evxeeeaTaup. He wants 
us to read this in two ways: at a first glance we are to think of a race most nobly 
born and very easy-going - demigods, perhaps; then we are to realize that he is 
referring to pigs - well-bred and yet without any trace of squeamishness about 
what they eat20• 

We are now in a position to consider the noun &axeeeta. If my argument so far 
has been broadly correct, we may expect &axeeeta to mean either 'offensiveness', 
'disagreeableness', 'something unpalatable'21; or 'revulsion', 'disgust', 'fastidious
ness'; or both of these. Our expectation is confirmed. In pre-Hellenistic literature, 
&axeeeta can always be convincingly interpreted as belonging to one or other of 
these families of nouns or to a elose cousin of one of them. And we shall find that 
disputes and uncertainties about its meaning in a particular context (of which 
there are many) can invariably be explained as arising from the difficulty of 
deciding between an active and a passive reading22• 

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

fUBBY or squeamish' is the meaning - a character not softened by what in the Alcibiade8 
paBBage is called TfJv ... dße6T'Ylra TT}V I1 sef1Wv. Aristotle uses 1Wf1"o).{a and Mf1"OAOV in a 
logical sense, as synonyms of IWf1XSeUa and dVf1xllesc;: see Bonitz, Index Aristotelicua 
210 a 8-9. 13. The lost noun I conjecture would doubtleBB be ·xtleoe; (so Frisk, who com
pares the derivation of 1Wf1f.'�e; from f.'Evoe;). 

20 It might be feIt that the character of the earliest example of eVxses,a militates against this 
speculative history: naVTae; 1Jd1J T6d' l(!)'ov eVxseelN f1vvaef.'6f11l' ßeOToVc; (Aesch. Eum.494-5, 
where the word is restored from eVxse1a, M). A common rendering is 'licentiousneBB'. But 
the Chorus is deeply shocked at the thought of "aTaf1Teoq;al vswv OIlf1f.'lwv (490-491), so the 
context is like that of the early uses of its cognate words. I think we do better to interpret 
them as meaning 'an attitude of stomaching anything'. 

U 'Unpalatable state of affaire' seems the right translation at [Demosthenes] 17, 7, where Tiie; 
amije; lWf1xlleslae; vnaeXoVf17Je; refere back to ehe; d&X1]f.'aTOC; MOC; ToV nOA'Tllvf.'aTOe; ..• The 
Loeb translator writes: 'the same hareh system'. 

22 A nice problem arises at Isoc. Philipp. 29: � Tac; f.'tv OOf1xseelac; Tac; nllel «nlC; f1oq;,f1TUC; 
"al TaVe; avay,yvWf1"0f.'EvOVC; Täiv A6ywv aq;sAT/C;. Does Isocrates advise the king to set aaide 
prejudices or difficulties? Elsewhere in his writings the word alwaya means 'difficulty': 
Panath. 1 17, Ep. 1,3; 4, 8. And he has just enumerated a long list of deficiencies poBBeBBed 
by written speeches (25-27). So it would seem most likely that it ia to these he now alludea, 
rather than to the revulsion which such deficiencies doubtleBB produce. Again, why the 
plural, ü an active sense is to be found here? I know no other example of such a plural. 
I advocate 'difficulties', pace Laistner and the Loeb. 



8 Maleolm Schofield 

&axeeeta pev, 
l�otda, nOAA-Yj -wvde TOV rpOe�paTo�. (473-74) 

- ov � ae dvaxeeeta TOV voa�paTo� 
11 " " .li  ' 11  t;;netaev waTe P'Y) p uyew vaVT'Y)V t;;n; 

- änavTa &axeeeta, T-YjV amov rpVatv 
(hav Amwv n� dei/. Ta p-Yj neOaet,,6Ta. (900-903) 

When we try to decide the meaning of &axeeeta in these contexts, we find our
selves conhonted with just that decision between an active and a passive reading 
which I have mentioned. Jebb opts for the passive: 'great is the discomfort of 
such a height', 'the offence of my disease', but LSJ and the Bude for the active 
(and Leumann hesitantly takes the same course): 'annoyance, disgust' , 'repu
gnance'. It is difficult to be at all confident which is right. It seems probable that 
the same reading should be adopted in each passage, but either a passive or an 
active reading would fit both. I incline to the active, 'revulsion', for two reasons. 
First, the phrases &axeeeta TOV rpOe�paTo� and &axeeeta TOV voa�f1,aTo� range 
themselves in my mind with two phrases which occur in the immediate context 
of the second passage: TOV& TOV "a"ov do"ei / A�(J'Y) n; elvat "avMavAa m] (877-78); 
TOV n6vov yae ov" lJ"vo� (887). I think that in each case we have a noun which is 
the name of a psychological state, without article, governing a noun with article 
which names the object of the emotion or condition in question. Contrast two 
cases where v6aov/voa�paTo� is a subjective genitive govemed by a noun of roughly 
the same semantic type as &axeeeta when given passive force (as TOV rpOe�paTo� 
and TOV voa�paTo� would be governed on J ebb's reading) : ToVntaaypa TOV voa�pa
TO� (755); nl nfjpa TOVTO Tfj� v6aov (765)23. Second, Neoptolemus' first words after 
the speech of Philoctetes in which the first use of &axeeeta occurs are these (he 
addresses the chorus): 8ea av p� 'I'Vv pb n� evxee�; naefj� (519). 

It is not unlikely that Neoptolemus' evxee�� (active in force) is a conscious echo 
of Philoctetes' &axeeeta. This would count slightly in favour of reading &axeeeta 
as active in force, too. It might be feIt to count in Jebb's favour that &axee* 
is normally passive in force: surely the noun derived hom it will follow suit. This 
argument founders, I think, on the fact that the adverb &axeew� - also derived 
hom dvaxee�; - is invariably used in an active sense, to mean something like 

'with reluctance', 'discontentedly' (see LSJ s.v.). Nor must the active force of 
evxeeeta - attested earlier than &axeeeta (Aesch. Eum. 494) - be discounted as 
a possible influence on the range of meaning &axeeeta can have. 

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

I begin with an example hom the doubtfully Platonic Epinomis (975 b): TOVTO 
r<le aVT6,?j Tfj� not�aew� ent"A'Y)au;, TWV notovpbwv amwv dvaxeeuav dneera
COLT av. Here Taylor translates: 'Why, the very word produce might tend to create 

u At 755 I folIow Jebb, LSJ, etc. in reading ToonLaayp.a, rather than TOOnelaayp.a LA. 
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80 certain repugnance to the product'; but the Loeb has: 'For this very name of 
making must produce an irksomeness in the actual things that are made'. This 
case is very like the two in the Philoctetes which we have just considered. As there 
I incline to the construction of övaxieeta as active (although Taylor's '80 certain' 
is gratuitous), but this time more confidently. For surely övaxiewlv nva would 
be needed if the correct translation were 'an irksomeness' ; and to read övaxeeeta 
thus is to wish on the author a very quaint way of saying that the name noirJGu; 
would make people feel revulsion - which is a11 that he means. 

I next consider two examples where 180m pretty sure that övaxeeeta is to be 
construed 80S passive in force. The first is unproblematical: T�V u TWV YVVat"WV 
Tij� "'t'�aew� 15vaxeeetav b up ne6a()ev naeaAmovu (Rep. 502 d). Here, 80S LSJ say, 
the meaning is 'difficulty', 'troublesome question', 80 elose relative of the meaning 
'something unpalatable' which I proposed above. It is para11eled by Plato's use 
of the adjective övaxee* to mean 'awkward' with reference to arguments at 
Hipp. Min. 369 b. 

In the Laws there is 80 use of 1500xeeeta in the plural (967 c): mfu' �v 't'a 't'ou 
ieeeyaaap,eva nOAAa� a()eonlm� "ai övaxeeeta� 't'wv 't'OLOV't'WV M't'w()at. 'Such 

studies gave rise to much atheism and perplexity', said Jowett; but he was rebuked 
by England, and later scholars have translated like Bury: 'These were the views 

which, at that time, caused these thinkers to incur many charges of atheism and 
much odium'. Jowett's translation can certainly be faulted both for its omission 
of a rendering of 't'w� TOLOV't'WV Mua()at and for its interpretation of övaxeeeta�. 
But no other examples are known of the senses Bury proposes for a()eonl� and 
övaxieeta (although 'odium' could perhaps be taken 80S 80 cousin of 'revulsion' or 
'disgust'). The defence for the popular interpretation which he adopts is presumably 
that only so can we make sense of 't'a 't'ou iee(!yaaaf-Leva ... Mua()at: 'the things 
which at that time caused ... to attack'. But it is 80 weak one, for Plato goes on 
immediately to say: "ai 15i} "ai AOt15oe�aet� ye inijA()ov not'YJTai� ... , meaning not 
that the poets incurred abuse, but that abuse attacked them like a disease, so 
that they were stampeded into abusing others - the philosophers. By analogy, 
it would seem that in the previous clause Plato is saying that many sorts of 
godlessness and (not odium but) unpalatable teaching 'got a grip on', 'took 
hold of' materialist philosophers: so LSJ correctly take the verb. 

There remain three examples of 15vaxieeta in Plato outside the Philebus. The 
first occurs when Prota.goras teIls us that doctors recommend the use of olive oil 
to those in 80 weak condition 8aov f-Lovov 't'i}v övaxeeetav "amaßeaat 't'i}v ini 't'ai� 
ala()�aeat 't'ai� &a etvWv ytYVOf-LEv'YJV b Toi� atdot� 't'e "ai l;"pot� (Prot. 334 c). 
Translators are divided. LSJ render &axeeeta 80S 'loathing, nausea', and 'nausea' 
seems to be Adam's choice, too. But Croiset in the Bude appears to give it passive 
force: 'pour corriger l'acrete de certaines sensations produites dans l'odorat par 
tel ou tel plat dont ils se nourrissent'. Jowett (fo11owed in substance by Guthrie) 
writes: 'just enough to extinguish the disagreeable sensation of sme11'. It is easier 
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to decide this case if one translates as literally as possible: 'just enough to extin
guish the revulsion/offensiveness which comes upon the sensings that take place 
through the nostrils among foods and seasonings'. I think it is obvious that the 
rendering 'the offensiveness which comes ... among (or perhaps, in the case of) 
foods and seasonings' is extremely odd: one would expect 'the offensiveness 0/ 
foods and seasonings'. It is equally clear that 'the revulsion which comes (on) ... 
among foods and seasonings' is a smooth rendering. If one considers the point 
Protagoras is making, the same conclusion suggests itself. Doctors are concerned 
to extinguish a revulsion the patient feels, in the first instance. So I take it that 
the translation of Jowett is essentially correct. It is perhaps worth adding that 
if I am right, Plato uses !Waxeeeta in just that sense which Sophocles used in the 
Philoctetes (as I read him). 

The other two examples of the word occur in the Politicus. In one case the trans
lators are unanimous (310 c): neanovC1t pb ()� ov{)' e� evo� oe(jov Myov, T7{v ev 
TijJ naeaxeijpa {)uh"oVTB� e�aTWV'fJV "al TijJ TOV� p'& neoaopotov� aVToi� uanaCecrOa" 
ToV� ()' uvopotov� p� adeyew, nileiaTov Tfi ()vaxeeet� peeo� anovepovTB�. Jowett 
has 'feelings of dislike', Taylor 'repugnance', Skemp 'likes and dislikes(!)'. But 
one can supply an appropriate passive sense without difficulty: 'assigning the 
most importance to offensiveness'. Why do the translators take the option that 
they do? In the first place, the Eleatic Stranger's point in this sentence is the con
trast between acting e� oe()oV Myov and acting upon one's feelings and emotions. 
It suits this theme better if the last clause of the sentence introduces the principal 
feeling, revulsion, which motivates people, after the milder 'being fond of' and 
'not loving', rather than the principal object of their dislike. Second, on such a 
reading, {)V(1xeeeta is doing duty for the verb !Waxeeatvetv- one can easily imagine 
a reformulation of the last clause which introduced the verb. Now it so happens 
that Aristotle in the Ethics uses adeyetV and !Waxeeatvetv as contraries24: {)ei � 
Ta �Oo� neoimaexetv nw� ol"eiov Tij� aeBTij�, aTeeyov Ta "ailov "al tJvaxeeaivov 
Ta alaxe6v (EN 1179 b 29-31). This shows that the progression p� aTeeyetv ... Tfi 
tJvaxeeetq. (read as active in force) would be feIt to be a natural one. 

On the other Politicus example the translators disagree (286 b): TaVT'I'}v Te oVX 
ij"taTa aVT* lve"a Tij� {)vaxeeeta� 1Jv neel T�V pa"eoiloytav T�V neel T�V vcpavn,,�v 
ane{)e�apd}a {)vaxeew� . .. Here Dies gives tJvaxeeeta active force: 'l'ennui', as do 
LSJ; but Ta ylor offers a passive sense: 'repulsiveness', and J owett does likewise: 
'impression of tediousness'. Is the Eleatic Stranger saying: 'Because of that very 
boredom (or disgust) which we accepted discontentedly'? Or is he saying: 'Because 
of that repulsiveness (or unpalatable feature) which we accepted discontentedly' 1 
I think the right answer becomes clear when we try to translate the phrase neei 
T�V pa"eoiloytav T�V neel .nv vcpavn"f]v. 'That repulsiveness which with respect 
to the prolixity .. .' is pleonastic: the prolixity of the discussion of weaving is just 

2. This example I owe to Leumann, op. cit. 210, who cites it for a rather different purpose. 
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what was offensive about it. It is to remove the boredom aroused b y  that prolixity 
that the Eleatic Stranger has inserted his discussion of measuring. Of course, to 
suppose an active rather than a passive sense also tallies with the general pattern 
of the usage of the word in Plato and Sophocles. For on my view of the matter, 
an active sense - 'revulsion' or some cognate - is to be given to all but two of 
the examples of b'!Jaxeeeta which we have studied. And both of these possess 
features not shared by the present example. The use of the word at Rep. 502 d, 
where Socrates speaks of the troublesome question of the possession of women, is 
closely related to the common use in Isocrates and Aristotle to mean 'theoretical 
difficulty'. That at Laws 967 c cannot so easily be linked with a common use of 
the word, but its coupling with aOS6TrJ� supplies the reader with the context he 
needs for comprehension. 

The c5vaxeeeta 01 Speusippus 

If we now return to the Philebus, it is with the expectation that 'revulsion' or 
a cognate Will prove to be the right equivalence for c5vaxeeeta as Jowett and Taylor 
thought. And such a rendering certainly seems appropriate in the context. Socrates 
will be saying that he and Protarchus will be weIl advised to follow in the tracks 
of a revulsion which belongs to a not ignoble nature: doubtless because this revul
sion against hedonism was accompanied by argument. Indeed, Socrates implements 
this advice by recounting to us a philosophical question which he says is raised 
by the 'enemies of Philebus'25. But two problems remain. What account are we 
to give of 7:(i aAA.a aVTW'JI c5vaxseaap,ar:a 1 And why does Socrates call these philo
sophers c5vaxses;;� 1 

If c5vaxeeeta is 'revulsion', Ta illa aVTWV c5vaXSeaap,aTa are presumably - as 
the presumed derivation from c5vaxsea{vw would suggest26- 'expressions of disgust'. 
But while talk of 'revulsion' may be appropriate - logical dissatisfaction with 
hedonism may naturally be accompanied by moral revulsion - why should Socrates 
speak of a whole battery of arguments in this way (for Taylor and Jowett must be 
right in seeing a reference to grounds or arguments here, as I pointed out at the 
beginning of this paper)1 It seems too jocular not to require further explanation, 
especially since b'!Jaxeeacrp,a is probably a word coined for this occasion by Plato. 

Taylor translates b'!Jaxseei� as 'fastidious'. Hut although this suits the account 
of c5vaxeeua one is inclined to adopt, it seems a doubtful rendering in the light of 
the common usage of the word. For b'!Jaxse* means 'hard to stomach', and so 
'disagreeable', 'awkward', 'vexatious': its force is passive. I can find only one 
example in the pre-Hellenistic literature which really looks as though it is naturally 
read as taking an active sense, but in this case the context dictates a very wary 

2644 d 8 - e 3 . 
•• See P. Chantraine, La formation des noms en grec ancien (Paris 1 933) 17 6-176. He renders 

<Wl1x8(!al1p.a as 'marque d'impatience'. Cf. <WI1XE(!al1p.o<;, Philod. Lib. p. 8 01. rendered by 
LSJ Supp1. as 'irritation, anger'. 
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approach. At Rep. 475 c, Socrates speaks of 't'ov :reeeL 't'a f1t't'ta �Vf1Xeeij. One might
recalling the usual meaning of the word - render in a passive seuse: 'the man 
awkward (or disagreeable) about food'. But it seems clear that Plato means to 
give &f1Xee�� some such active force as �vaXeeatvw and eVXeew� posscss. For a 
comparison is made between 't'ov :reee/' 't'a at't'la &axeeij and 't'ov :reell/' 't'a l-'a()�l-'a't'a 
&aXeeatvov't'a, and a contrast between this latter and 't'ov eVXeew� e()l).ov't'a 
:reav't'o� l-'a()�l-'a't'o� yevea()at. Consequently, LSJ rightly render the adjective here 
as 'fastidious'. Two points must be made: first, it only gets an active sense through 
the aid of the context; second, it can probably only get the active sense 'fastidious' 
because this is practically equivalcnt to the familiar passive sense 'awkward, dis
agreeable' and because of the specification :reee/' 't'a f1t't'La (which is of course a para
digm context for the active eVxee*)27. So it seems hard to understand the applica
tion of �vaXee�� to the 'enemics of Philebus', without qualification and without 
a helpful context such as the Republic example enjoys, as meaning anything but 
that they are disagreeable or offensive28. But why should Plato have Socrates 
abuse them so, even jokingly 1 

What Plato is doing is forcing us to puzzle over the meaning and point of 
�vaXEgeta and its cognates. And somehow, we must remember, as we identify the 
&axeeeta in question, the identity of ol (jvaXeeei� is supposed to suggest itself to 
us - or so I have urged. The key to these puzzles is adumbrated in an observation 
of Wilamowitz on this passage. He suggested that Plato took exception to «ein 
übertriebenes (JvaxeeatvetV, einen Mangel an facilitas .. . , sei es, dass sie in zu kniff
lichem d:n:oeeiv beruhte, sei es auf dem absprechenden Wesen, das wir bei einem 
Moralisten zelotisch nennen»29. 

My belief is that, although none of the equivalences for (Jvaxee* and its cognates 
here which I have argued for is mistaken, what Plato directs our minds to is 't'o 
d:n:o(!eiv; and more specifically, to that other sense of &axe(!eta, frequent in 
Aristotle: 'logical difficulty'. For scrutiny of Aristotle's use of the word in this 
sense shows it to be very likely that Plato's successor, Speusippus, was particularly 
fond of employing the word in this sense; and further, that this employment of 
the word was at one time - at least within the Academy - a peculiarity of his, 
although Aristotle (and doubtless others) came to adopt it himself. So Plato, I 

argue, heaps up slightly mysterious and jocular references to the (Jvaxeeeta of the 
'enemies of Philebus' to persuade us that in these we have a clue to their identity, 
to puzzle us about the sart of (jvaxe(!eta they exhibit, and so to put us in a position 

17.At EE 1221 b 2-3 Aristotle describes the qJ(Jovlie6,; as �VC1XSe1]';, contrasting him with the 
man at the opposite extreme, who is wxse"" wanse 01 yametl'Clf!YOL neo,; TeO�1I • ooaXSe1]'; 

may perhapa mean 'fastidious' here, but it is aafer to take it as 'disagreeable'. 
28 It might be argued that the proximity of ooaXEesla and �vaxeeaal'a, both nouns with 

active force, does supply a context which leads us to read ooaxse*, too, aB active. This 
thought is certainly one factor in one's puzziement. But the reference to oL &axsl!si,; with
out this context at 46 a 5 militates against its validity. 

11 U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorf, Platon IP (Berlin 1920) 270. 
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to grasp that it is the 'difficulty' feIt by Speusippus to which he wishes us to 
attend. 

Here are the passages of the Metaphysics which support my claims about what 
may be gleaned hom Aristotle's use of �axi(!eta: 

ol f'EV ya(! Ta f'a()'YJf'an"a w5vov nOLOVvTl;, naea Ta alaO'YJTU, O(!WVTe, T�V ne(!l Ta 
e'tbr] �axieetav "al nAaatv, a:TcEaT'YJaav ano TOV elbr]Tt"ov aet()f'0v "al TOV f'a()TJ
f'an"ov lnot'YJaav. (Metaph. 1086 a 2-5) 

1'0 �E TO'VTOV f'EV TOV Teonov OV" ol0f'bq; �ta 1'0 Ta, lvovaa, �axe(!eta, oeäv ne(!i 
Ta, lc5ia, Q)aTe &ci ye mVTa f'� note'iv a(!t()f'0v" nowVvn �E &et()f'OV TOV f'a()'YJf'a
Tt"OV . . . . (Metaph. 1090 a 7-10) 

naea f'EV ya(! TWV ()eoMywv lot"ev 0f'0Äoye'ia()at TWV viJv natv, ol ov cpaatv, aMa 
neoe).()ova'YJ' 1'* TlOV OVUJJV cpVaew, "ai 1'0 aya()ov "ai 1'0 "aÄov lf'cpa{vea()at (TOVTO 
�E nOWvatV evÄaßovf'EVOt d.).'YJ()t�V �axieetav 1} aVf'ßa{vet TO'i, Ätyovatv, Q)anee 
lvwt, TO ev aeX1Jv). (Metaph. 1091 a 33-b 1) 

aVf'ßa{vet ya(! noiU� �vaxieeta-1}v lvLOt cpeVyovTe, anet(!1J"uatv, ol 1'0 €v J-tEV 0f'0-
ÄOY0VvTe, &eX�v elvat neon'YJv "ai aTOtXe'iov, TOV a(!t()f'0v �e TOV f'a()'YJf'aTtxov. 

(Metaph. 1091 b 22-25) 
Although Speusippus is not named in any of these passages, there is no doubt 

whatever that Aristotle refers to him in each of them30• In the first two, he aUudes 
to the difficulties which Speusippus found in the theory of Ideas and which led 
him to claim that 'mathematical' number was the only sort of number besides 
groups of sensible things; and in the second two he refers to the difficulty Speu
sippus saw in the Platonic notion that the One is not only a principle of things, 
but the source of goodness in things. Now Aristotle clearly has a predilection for 
using the word cWaxieeta to refer to Speusippus' philosophical objections. But the 
first passage I have quoted suggests further that it is a piece of Speusippus' own 
terminology, naturaUy and deliberately used in his discussion of Speusippus' posi
tion by Aristotle. For there he couples cWaxeeeta with nÄaat" 'fiction', used in 
this sense on this occasion only by him, and never before used in this or any sense 
in extant Greek literature. I would guess that nÄuat, is a Speusippan word; and 
if nAaat" then very likely �vaxe(!eta. 

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

Aristotle often uses the vocabulary of a thinker whom he is discussing - indeed, 
it would be odd if he did not. Interpreters have sometimes been misled into sup
posing that the extent of this borrowing is greater than it is in fact: one thinks 
of the old view that 0J-t0wf'e(!i, was a term actuaUy used by Anaxagoras himself31• 
But it seems that, for example, he uses words and expressions used by Eudoxus 

so See e.g. W. D. ROBB, Aristotle'8 MetaphY8iCB I (Oxford 1924) Lxxi-Lxxiii. 
11 See e.g. W. K. C. Guthrie, AHistory 01 Greek Philosophy 11 (Cambridge 1965) 325-326. 
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when he presents rus theory of pleasure in the Nicomachean Etrucs, words and 
expressions wruch unlike Plato's lc5ea could weIl have been supplanted by an 
Aristotelian paraphrase32. In the case of Speusippus, too, there seems to be at 
least one occasion other than the first passage I quoted where Aristotle uses his 

own words. Aristotle teIls us that Speusippus assumed the existence - the separate 
existence - of the objects of mathematics because there could be no axioms true 
of sensible things, and because - obscurely - cU1'}Oij . . .  Ta ÄeYOf-teva "ai aatvet T�V 

vmX1}v (Metaph. 1090 a 35 -b 1). The SophocIean33 metaphor leaps out from the 
dry context ; one suspects that it sat more comfortably in a treatise of Speusippus, 
where the point for wrnch it was called into service was no doubt cIearer than in 
Aristotle's enigmatic clause. 

Both passages suggest that Speusippus had a lively taste in metaphors. And 
trus is confirmed by inspection of the Epistle to Philip wruch purports to be the 
product of rus hand and is very probably genuineM. Johann Sykutris pointed out 
that the use of metaphor in trus letter is restrained, but apt and vigorous, in the 
manner of the best Attic stylists35• The whole piece is interestingly written, as 
Sykutris' analysis bears out, and very readable. Furthermore, Iamblichus, when 
he reports what seems to be Speusippus' theory of the fundamental principles of 
things36, employs two words in referring to matter wruch Philip Merlan plausibly 
supposed to derive from Speusippus himself : evnÄac51}� (LSJ record no other use 
of this word) and aVf-tf-tef-toÄvaf-tbov (whose interpretation here is uncertain : it 
should probably be written aVf-tf-lef-lWÄvaf-levov and so connected with the adjective 

f-twÄv�, 'soft', a word rare in extant Greek literature, used metaphorically of a 
Myo� of Isocrates in the Epistle to Philip)37. Both these are striking metaphors. 

In these last two paragraphs I have been offering some indirect positive evidence 
for supposing it not unlikely that ooaxeeeta is a specifically Speusippan word. I 

add now that there is evidence to suggest that it is not a particular favourite with 
Aristotle. Bonitz records fifteen places in genuine works of Aristotle where the 
word occurs in the sense 'prulosoprucal difficulty'. Nine of these instances occur 
in Books M and N of the Metaphysics. And of these, four occur in accounts of 
Speusippus' views (as we have observed). The trurd passage I quoted (see above 

p. 13) continues : la't't {)' fJ c5vaxeeeta ov c5uz 1'0 Tfi aexfi 1'0 e15 anoc5tc5ovat w� vnaexov, 
aÄÄa {)ta TO 1'0 lv aex�v "ai aex�v w� aTOtXelOV "al 1'0'11 aed)f-lov l" TOV evo� 
(Metaph. 1091 b 1-3). Aristotle is saying : There is a c5vaxeeeta, Speusippus, hut 

82 See J. Burnet, The Ethics 01 Ari8totle (London 1900) 442. 88 Soph. 0.0. 319-320. 
M Authenticity is argued convincingly by E. Beckermann and Joh. Sykutris, SpeUIJipps Brief 

an König Philipp, Berichte über die Verhandlungen der Sächsischen Akademie der Wissen· 
schaften zu Leipzig, Phil.-Hist. Klasse, 80 (1928). 

85 Op. cit. 56-57. 
86 Iamb. De comm. math. sc. 15, 6 - 18, 12 Festa. The Speusippan identity of the content of this 

passage was demonstrated by Ph. Merlan, From Platonism to Neoplatonism2 (The Hague 
1960) eh. V. 

8' Iamb. De comm. math. sc. 15, 13; 17, 20 F. I follow Merlan's treatment, op. eit. 120--121. 
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it lies in something you and the orthodox Platonists both believe, not in the 
Platonist position only. Clearly this instance must be counted with the four above. 
In another passage, at 1087 b 18-21, it is quite likely that the difficulties with 
Platonism to which Aristotle alludes are Speusippus' difficulties38; and in the 
remaining three passages in these books where m,C1xeeeta occurs, Aristotle might 
very weH be influenced in his selection of the word by its frequent use in Speu
sippus, even if he is not actually citing Speusippus' objections39• I suspect a similar 
reminiscence in the two uses of the word elsewhere in the Metaphysics40• In the 
four uses Bonitz records outside the Metaphysics it is idle to look for. any signifi
cant echo of Speusippus. But one may observe that at De an. 410 a 27 Aristotle 
uses the word merely as a resounding synonym for his favourite term for 'diffi
culty', hcoe1a : noÄA.a� cf hcoela� �a;' �vC1Xeeela� ; and that at De caelo 309 a 29 
he wants to say that someone is caught in a difficulty - a special motive for using 
(JVC1xeeew here41• To conclude, I claim that it is a fair statement of Aristotle's use 
of (JvC1xeeeta to say, first, that it is not a word which leaps regularly to his mind 
when he wants to mention a philosophical difficulty or problem ; and second, that 
his partiality for it in the Metaphysics is very reasonably explained by the hypo
thesis that Speusippus' liking for it infected his own vocabulary in Books M and 
N, not only when he was reporting Speusippus himself. 

We have good grounds, then, for thinking (JvC1xeeew a word of which Speusippus 
was especially and idiosyncraticaHy fond. It is therefore natural to suppose that 
he is the 'enemy of Philebus'. 

Same objections countered 

The view that Plato refers to Speusippus when he speaks of oE m,C1xeeei� is an 
old one : Wilamowitz42 was tempted by it; A. E. Taylor"3 and Robert Philippson"" 
championed it. But their enthusiasm for this identification was founded on the 
general belief that Plato in the Philebus intervenes in those same disputes in the 
Academy about pleasure which Aristotle reports and aHudes to in the Nicomachean 

aa The difficulties alluded to here seem to be concerned with Plato's hypothesis of a 8ingle 
material principle, the Large and the SmalI, and moreover one apparently appropriate for 
the explanation only of extended entities : so the corrections to Plato's thesis which Aristotle 
condemns suggest (Metaph. 1087 b 16-18). Now Speusippus was apparently the originator 
of Aristotle's objection (Metaph. 1001 b 19-25 ; cf. 1090 b 32-1091 a 2) that on Plato's 
theory it was impossible to see why the Large and the Small should generate now numbera, 
no:w extended magnitudea (Iamb. ibid. 16, 18-17, 1 F.). So maybe Ariatotle is thinking of 
this and similar objections here . 

•• Metaph. 1083 b 19 ; 1085 b 17 ; 1086 b 12. 
40 Met:aph. 995 a 33 ; 1005 b 22. The firat of these examples occura in Book B, a treatise devoted 

to lBsues debated within the Aoademy ; in the second oase, Aristotle speaks of A.oy,,,d<; 
I5vC1XE�Ela<;, an epithet which suggesta the same Academic milieu for the difficulties in 
questIOn as at 1087 b 20, where the same phrase is used. Cl The other two examples are at Spir. 474 a 24, Gen. an. 740 b 15. 41 Platon II 272-273. 

U See especially A Oommentary on Plato'8 TimaeUB (Oxford 1928) 455-456. 
" Hermes 60 (1925) 470-474. 



16 Maleolm Sehofield 
,---

Ethics; and on the particular cITcumstance that Speusippus was apparently the 
leading opponent of hedonism in the Academy - at any rate, he is the only one 
named by Aristotle, apart from Plato himself (at EN 1153 b 1-7). The report of 
Clement, that according to Speusippus the condition which all men desire and 
which oE ayaOot make their aim is aoxlrwta (Strom. 11 22, 133 p. 186, 19 Stählin = 

P. Lang, De Speusippi Academici scriptis [Bonn 1911] Fr. 57), lends strong sup
port to this case46. Yet the c5vO'xe(!ua clue has always either been ignored Or been 
feIt to be puzzling. 

The opinion that the Philebus is a contribution to an Academic debate is pretty 
weIl universally held. But the specific identification of oE c5v(fXE(!ei� as Speusippus 
was called into question a generation ago, mild1y and aporetically by Dies, con
fidently by Hackforth, and so far as I am aware their arguments have not been met. 

Dies correctly points out that if Plato has Speusippus in mind, it is difficult to 
understand why he calls him c5vO'XE(!*, when there is no independent evidence to 
suggest that he was known for being c5vO'XE(!�� and some suggest that he was 
not. Dies reminds us of a tale in Plutarch : ccDion, banni par Denys le Jeune, 
devint un familier et un favori de l' Academie et s'y lia particulierement non 
seu1ement avec le nefaste Callippe, mais aussi avec Speusippe. Platon avait 
voulu cette liaison pour rendre plus amene 1e caractere de Dion 'au contact 
d'une amitie qui avait de la glace et savait, a l'occasion, plaisanter avec eIegance, 
o/.u).{q. Xa(!tV exovO'n xai :rtatc5uj� epp.elov� xa.a xat(!ov wr:r:op.evn'. Car tel etait 
Speusippe, ajoute Plutarque»46. 

We may add to Dies' point that whether Speusippus was c5vO'xe(!�� or not, it 
8eems that Plato would be perpetrating a needless and pretty unforgiveab1e insult 
in calling him as much, especially in such decided terms. 

This objection to the identification of Speusippus as oE c5vaXE(!ei� is easi1y coun
tered once we allow that Plato's point in ascribing c5vO'xe(!eta to the 'enemies of 
Philebus' and in making such play of their being c5vaXE(!EiC; is to get us to think 
of the philosophica1 ooO'Xf(!ua in which Speusippus often found himself. It is just 
a j oke on Plato's part to pretend that Speusippus was offensive or disagreeable. 

Hackforth's objection to the identification concerns a point of philosophica1 
substance. He argues : ccA combination of Arist. EN 1 153 b 1-7 with 1 173 a 5-9 

shows that [Speusippus] regarded pleasure and pain as both real, and both opposed 
to the neutral state, whereas the c5VaXE(!ei� admit not three states, but only twO»47. 

Here is the principal Aristotelian text to which Hackforth refers : illa p.�v {Jn 

xai 1] lv:rt1j xax6v, OP.OloYEi.at, xai cpEVx.6v· 1] p.ev Ycle <i:rtlwc; xax6v, 1] c5e .0 :rtfj 
ep.:rtoc5tO'TLx� . •  0 c5e cpevx'0 .0 bav.tov fJ cpEVx.6v TL xai xax6v, aya06v. avayx'YJ 

•• But only Philippson made allusion to it. Wilamowitz (loe. eit.) quoted a passage of Aulus 
Gellius (IX 5, 4 Hos.) a.s possible support ; but this Booms to be dependent on EN 1153 b 1-7, 
whieh I diseusB below (both passages in Lang, Fr. 60). 

48 Dies, Platon: Philebe LX-LXII ; Plutareh, Dion 17. 
47 Plato'a Examination 0/ Pleaaure 87. 
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oVv T�V fJ�OV�v aya06v n elvat. ruf: yaf> E1C8vatn1COf: eÄvev, OV aVf.1-ßa{V8t fJ Ävatf:, 
(/)a1C8f} TO f.1-eil;,ov T0 eÄunovt "al .0 iaqJ bavdov. OV Ycle dv cpa{TJ 81C8(! "a,,6v TL 
81vat T�V fJ�ov�v (EN 1153 b 1-7). The safest remark to make about Speusippus' 
argument here and Aristotle's rebuttal of it is that of Wilamowitz : 'nicht eindeu
tig'48. But I shall offer a tentative exegesis. 

The first question I want to consider is this : Did Speusippus adduce the con
trariety that the greater has to the equal and the less in the first instance in order 
to make a point about the contrary of bad or about pain and pleasure 1 There can 
be little doubt of the correct answer. If we turn to the related passage of Aristotle 
cited by Hackforth, we find what seems to be the same argument of Speusippus 
reported in these terms : ov YU(! cpaO'tv, el fJ U!1CrJ "a,,6v Ban, .ijv fJ�ov�v ayaOov 81vat. 
avnx8iaOat Ycle "al "a"ov "a"0 "al af.1-cpw T0 f.1-rJ�b:8(!a (EN 1173 a 6-8)49. How
ever we take this passage, it is surely clear that Aristotle understood Speusippus 
to be concerned in his argument with the contrary of badso. This is only slightly 
less clear at 1153 b 1-7. For the only principle about contrariety which Aristotle 
enunciates there and which therefore seems appropriate for Speusippus to be 
contradicting has to do with good and bad : T0 �e CP8V"T0 .0 Bvav.{ov fJ CP8V"T6v, 

, 0 ' aya 0'11. 

The second point I want to make is that Speusippus did not make it clear in 
his argument whether he supposed pleasure a bad thing or not. This is evident 
from 1173 a 10-11: an obscure and perhaps corrupt passage, but it is at least clear 
that Aristotle's procedure implies this unclarity in Speusippus' argument. For he 
argues that whether Speusippus were to hold both pain and pleasure bad OT 

whether he were to hold ... (here text and sense are doubtful), he would contradict 
what we all reckon to know about pleasure and painS!. 

Nonetheless, Aristotle in the earlier passage (but not the later) implies that 
Speusippus is committed - although he would be loath to acknowledge it -
to the consequence that pleasure is to be located in the genus bad. Why does he 
suppose this 1 And why was Speusippus unwilling to allow that pleasure is bad 1 
... Op. cit. II 273 n. 1 .  
48 I have accepted the reading pTJMre(!a (with Stewart and Burnet), on the grounds (a) that 

it is more strongly supported than PTJ(jeTEefP in the MSS and is lectio difficilior, (b) that it is 
«strongly supported by Plato Rep. 583 e 1} "al OOvaTov TO pTJMreea 8'11 dpcpOTeea ylyveC1lJat -
words which occur in a context which, I think, Aristotle has in his mind here » (Stewart 
ad loc.). 

50 The difficulties concern the reference of lJ.PqJw and the supplement we are meant to give to 
p'YJMreea. Gauthier ad loc. gives a full discussion of the solutions adopted by different 
scholars. My view is that lJ.PqJw means 'both good and bad' and that Tq> p'YJi5ereea means 
'that which is neither good nor bad' : this gives the obvious complement to the first part of 
the sentence. 

1 1 The text of 1 173 a 10-1l runs thus in Bywater's edition : dpqJoiv Ycle övrow <TCÖ)!) "G1trov "al 
qJetmTa l(jet lJ.PqJw elvat, Tmv p'YJi5er6(!WV (je p'YJ(jere(!ov 1j opolw,. This would mean : 'For if 
both belong to the class of bad things, then both should also be objects of aversion, or if 
both belong to the class of things neither good nor bad, neither should be objects of aversion 
or both equally' (after Ross). The difficulty this raises is that Speusippus is hardly likely to 
have entertained the latter option. Aristotle would therefore have offered a poor, captious 

2 lIIuseum Helvetlcum 
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The first problem is not a very taxing one, I think. According to Speusippus, it 
was a mistake to think of the contrary of bad simply as good - the greaterfequalf 
less parallel is relevant. Now it seems to have been a commonplace in the Academy 
(and it was certainly Aristotle's doctrine) that good things are to be seen as 
occupying a mean position between two extremes, an excess and a deficiency, 
which were located in the same genus, bad62• Aristotle, I suggest, supposes that 
Speusippus had this doctrine in mind in introducing the greaterfequalfless parallel ; 
and considers that since he does not hold pleasure to be a good, he seems bound 
to think it bad53• 

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

But it seems unlikely that this revised interpretation is correct64• The analogy 
which Speusippus invokes is surely too specific for it to be conveying the general 
suggestion that all the varieties of contrariety must be considered before any in
ferences are drawn about the goodness or badness of pleasure from its opposition 
to pain. Aristotle's first understanding of his argument seems better supported -
at least inasmuch as Speusippus' analogy is naturally related to the doctrine of 
the mean. I believe that with the help of the Philebus we can offer a plausible 
account of Speusippus' meaning which relates his argument to the doctrine of the 
mean and yet does not commit him to asserting that pleasure is bad. 

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

bit of argument here. Gauthier et a1. prefer to emend and read Ta p7JMre(!ov: 'that which 
is neither good nor bad should be an object neither of choice nor of aversion, or of both 
these equally'. I incline to this view. 

n Top. 123 b 27-30 seems to indicate that the doctrine was current in the Academy : see 
I. Düring, in Aristotle on Dialectic: the Topica, ed. G. E. L. Owen (Oxford 1968) 206-207. 
For Aristotle's own elaboration of the doctrine, see e.g. EN II 6-9, especially 1 108 b 11-19. 

61 This is the traditional reading of this passage : see Gauthier ad loc. 
64 But it is accepted by Gauthier ad 1 153 b 4-7. 
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from pain. The former of these is good, and so properly designated 'pleasurable' ;  
the latter are what hedonists especially, but quite erroneously, have in mind when 
they talk of pleasures, for they are in themselves bad. Now this position derives 
most of its details from the Philebus. It seems to me to combine without strain 
and certainly without contradiction of the evidence what Plato tells us about 
oE �vaxe(!eir; and what Aristotle reports concerning Speusippus at 1 153 b 1-7. 
But Hackforth would claim that it cannot be compatible with Plato's report that 
oE &axe(!eir; held that there is only one condition to be contrasted with pain, not 
two. To this it may be rejoined that we must not abstract this report from its 
context. What the thinkers Plato has in mind assert thereby is tantamount to the 
denial that pleasure (in the true sense) and release from pain are distinct. And this 
denial is not compromised by the position I elaborated at the beginning of this 
paragraph. 

It might be objected against this reconstruction of Speusippus' position that it 
is unlikely that one who held the commonly accepted pleasures to be mere escapings 
from pain would naturally construe them as opposed to pains as an excess is 
related to a deficiency. Surely, it might be said, escaping from pain would occupy 
an intermediate position of excellence between pain and release from pain. But 
the impression the Philebus conveys is that oE �vaxe(!eir; saw the commonly 
accepted pleasures - particularly the pleasures of rubbing itches and the like - as 
desperate remedies for related ills : an intense passion (i.e. suffering) provokes an 
intense activity which is in itself no less disgraceful and bad, but which promotes 
relief as its end·5• The construction of the passion as a deficiency and the activity 
as an excess is not unintelligible in this light. 

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

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

Eudoxus would doubtless have replied, as did Aristotle at 1 173 a 1 1-12, that 
its goodness is established by the fact that it is an object of choice - indeed, in 
his argument as it is reported by Aristotle (1 172 b 18-23), he makes much of the 
claim that it is an object of choice (and for itself, not as the means to an end). 
Speusippus seems to have ignored this claim. If his doing so was not just an 
incompetent blunder, he must have thought it in some way irrelevant to the thesis 
that pleasure is good (in the sense that hedonists give to this claim). One can 
perhaps only guess at his reason. But just before he discusses Speusippus' attack 
on the argument from contraries in Book X ( 1 173 a 5ff.),  Aristotle reports and 
dismisses the objection to Eudoxus that what all things aim at is not necessarily 
good (1 172 b 35ff.). This is the sort of move Speusippus could appropriately have 
used to counter Eudoxus' connexion of 'good' with 'object of choice'. And in fact 
he may have been its author. I quote Gauthier ad loc. : «Aristote ne nomme pasles 
adversaires d'Eudoxe auxquels il s'en prend ici. Mais au livre VII, 14, 1153 b 5, il 

a expressement attribue a Speusippe la refutation de l'argument du contraire 
qu'il va rejeter 1 173 a 6-13 ; comme les adversaires d'Eudoxe vises depuis 1172 

b 26 jusqu'a 1 173 b 20 sont manifestement les memes, c'est donc dans toute 
cette section de Speusippe qu'il s'agit.ll This is too confident, and appears to be 
contradicted by Gauthier himself, when he plausibly refers the arguments at 
1 1 73 a 15-28, for example, to the Philebus. But his claim about the authorship 
of the argument that what all things aim at is not necessarily good may well be 
correct, since the discussion of the argument from contraries is joined to the dis
cussion of this argument by a sentence which looks as though it introduces a 
thesis of the same philosopher as he has just been controverting : ov" lo,,,e (Je ov(Je 

neel .oi) bav.tov "aAw; Uyea(}at (11 73 a 5-6). 
A last objection to the identification of oE (Jvaxeee'i; as Speusippus may be 

raised : «If he is the 'enemy of Philebus', then Philebus must be Eudoxus. But 
this latter identification is incredible56.ll We need not take such an argument very 
seriously. We know that Speusippus opposed Aristippus as weil as Eudoxus on 
these questions, and we know that he wrote more than one work in which hedonism 
must have been discussed57• 

58 Its incredibility is widely accepted, and is convincingly argued by Hackforth, Plato's Exami. 

nation 01 Pleasure 5-7. 

67 Dialogues entitled 'Ae{GTmnO, and llsel fJ�01Iij, are ascribed to hirn by Diog. La.ert. IV 4. 
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