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Here is another conclusion from the same source (Purinton) that seems equally absurd to me,
and which also results from the fixation on katastematic as the goal. Purinton suggests that
even though Epicurus held katastematic pleasure to be the primary aim, we do so "with the
understanding that we will also sometimes enjoy kinetic pleasures as well." If you find this kind
of conclusion satisfying then more power to you, but the better course in my view is to accept
the clear meaning of the Lucretius passages which Purinton cites, follow Nikolsky, and reject
the view that Epicurus considered the static/active distinction to be different types of pleasure.
That way neither you nor Epicurus falls into the trap of hair-splitting like this:
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