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I haven't re-read either the Nikolsky article or the Gosling & Taylor chapter, but if I recall one of
my reactions to G&T it is that there is an in my view extreme difficulty in ascertaining what
"katastematic" pleasure really is if it cannot be sensed. I tend to focus on the fact that that
which cannot be sensed is nothing to us, as in PD2, and if we are defining Katastematic
pleasure in that way then that poses real problems for the person asserting that it is important,
much less that it is the true goal of life.

But to really dig into this it's necessary to go back in the history that G&T present, because
what I am remembering is not just that any pleasure that can be sensed is by definition kinetic,
it's really an issue of "change" or "motion" at the deepest level that is involved. In other words
that's why the referenced "learning" but it goes further -- if you can sense any change at all,
much less a beginning or an end, to the activity, then it's kinetic. In fact you pretty much have
to rule out anything that is an "activity" or anything that you "feel" -- which gets into the
complicated implications of "feeling" vs. "sensation." I personally think it's fair to say that if you
can "feel" the pleasure then you're engaged in a kinetic pleasure, and that includes "feeling
good" or "feeling appreciation for a work of art" or "feeling happy" or any other experience of
life. In fact that focus on "experience" - if I recall correctly - is the point of the Wenham artlcle,
because the argument would be that anything that can be "experienced" is kinetic -- meaning
that katastematic pleasure (I get to the point where I hate even to type the word) cannot be
"experienced."

Wenham - On Cicero's Interpretation of Katastematic Pleasure in Epicurus

(I'm really going out on a limb here because I haven't read Wenham in a long time, and my
memory is already questionable - I hope I am at least partly right in citing him for that
proposition.  )

Edit:

OK yes glancing at the abstract indicates to me that while I may have to be corrected, there's
probably at least some resemblance between the way I described it and the content of the
article:

1
https://www.epicureanfriends.com/thread/2245-differences-between-epicureanism-and-
cyrenaicism/?postID=14576#post14576

https://www.epicureanfriends.com/wcf/lexicon/entry/51-nikolsky/
https://www.epicureanfriends.com/wcf/filebase/index.php?file/44-wenham-on-cicero-s-interpretation-of-katastematic-pleasure-in-epicurus/
https://www.epicureanfriends.com/thread/2245-differences-between-epicureanism-and-cyrenaicism/?postID=14576#post14576
https://www.epicureanfriends.com/thread/2245-differences-between-epicureanism-and-cyrenaicism/?postID=14576#post14576

