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So in my view while Chilton's conclusion is wrong, his info on what the text really says is
helpful, and it is easy to explain why he is so eager to follow Gassendi and emend the text.
Why? Here it is! Chilton is a devotee of the "freedom from pain" through a life lived as a
minimalist school!!!

Mike this is the never-ending theme. if you think Epicurus was a coward leading the charge to
escape all pain, then you will interpret him one way. If you think he was a courageous
conqueror leading the charge against false religion in the pursuit of pleasure as nature teaches
it, then you interpret him totally differently.

Scratch the surface of any negative portrayal of Epicurus and you'll find this 'absence of pain' /
ataraxia analysis. Of course in the eyes of the people making this argument, they think this is a
Positive! How do we take sides? How can we logically decide which course of life is correct? The
answer isn't found in logic - the answer is found in feeling!

But here is Chilton taking the same old minimalist perspective calculated to appeal to the stoic-
minded disposition:
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I am aware of another article on this point by Tad Brennan, of King's college, London (he is a
Brit so you know where this is going - toward the Stoic view). Brennan follows Gassendi and
says the text should be changed to suit his disposition toward Epicurus, but here is the final
paragraph, where he admits that even though he agrees that the first sentence should be
changed so as to have Epicurus advise against marriage and children generally, he (Brennan)
also admits that "nothing in the structure of Epicurean hedonism could justify the blanket
prohibition." Too bad he didn't follow that observation in the rest of his article!
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So he ends up realizing that nothing in the structure of Epicurean hedonism could justify a
blanket prohibition on marriage and children, yet he is willing to change the text to put virtually
exactly those words in the mouth of Epicurus!

THIS, Mike, is what we are facing, and why we have to dig into the text background ourselves.
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