
Preuss - "Epicurean Ethics - Katastematic Hedonism"
Post by “Cassius” of July 12, 2025 at 8:32 PM

Let me start off this thread by making clear that the inclusion of this book here is not an
endorsement by me. It's clear that the book contains a lot of good reference material, but at
the time I am posting this I am going to start off by citing several sections that indicate that the
author disagrees strongly in his interpretations of katastematic pleasure with both David Sedley
and AA Long (Hellenistic Philosophers) and Gosling and Taylor (The Greeks on Pleasure). Given
her footnote as to her agreement with Gosling and Taylor, we can probably also consider Emily
Austin as another in disagreement with Pruess.

However this is an important topic and it's always good to go through something as basic and
important as the question of whether the distinction between kinetic and katastematic
pleasure, and the elevation of katastematic pleasure as the true goal of Epicurean philosophy,
is an accurate conclusion or a gross misreading or somewhere in between.

Here are some clips to get us started:

First, it appears that regardless of his views on pleasure, Preuss holds a very unconventional
view on Epicurus' view of death. Preuss apparently believes that Epicurus held open the
possibility of life after death, citing another article Preuss himself has written on reincarnation
as containing potential evidence of which Epicurus was unaware.
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Turning to the central issue, Preuss believes that katastematic pleasure is "the most important
concept in Epicurean ethics."

   

Preuss is critical of Sedley and Long's interpretations of the same issue:
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And he is critical of Gosling and Taylor's interpretations:

   

   

3
http://www.epicureanfriends.com/thread/4614-preuss-epicurean-ethics-katastematic-
hedonism/?postID=36323#post36323

http://www.epicureanfriends.com/wcf/attachment/5731-image-png/
http://www.epicureanfriends.com/wcf/attachment/5732-image-png/
http://www.epicureanfriends.com/wcf/attachment/5733-image-png/
http://www.epicureanfriends.com/thread/4614-preuss-epicurean-ethics-katastematic-hedonism/?postID=36323#post36323
http://www.epicureanfriends.com/thread/4614-preuss-epicurean-ethics-katastematic-hedonism/?postID=36323#post36323


   

I haven't yet gotten into Preuss' own arguments but we can do that as time permits. Suffice it
to say that he concludes as indicated above that "katatestematic pleasure" is what Epicurus is
all about.

And for the time being I'll just repeat personally that I am solidly with Sedley & Long, Gosling &
Taylor, Emily Austin, and Boris Nikolsky (which summarizes much of this debate in his "Epicurus
on Pleasure" article here in our files section).
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