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I really do not know myself what to think about this doctrine. As isolated sentence it is
understandable: if pleasures could condensed they would not differ. But pleasures do differ.
Therefore they cannot be condensed.

What does it means that pleasure can be condensed? I am clueless.

(In my last post i misspoke. The conclusion is not that pleasures differ but that pleasures cannot
be condensed. But it makes no difference for our discussion. The fact that pleasures differ is
taken as self evident premise of the judgement.)

I doubt that dewitt interprets this doctrine correctly. He seems to think that the conlusion is
that pleasure is a unit. But anyone who reads pd9 have to admit that is not the case in context
of this doctrine.

I suppose that because it is pd it should be understandable for common greek in time of
formationof list of doctrines. This was the most public of epicerean texts, introduction to
philosophy. On the other hand it could be reply to some obscure statement in platos dialogues
or aristotle nicomachean ethics or of the megarian logicians or cyrenaics
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