Why Tranquility Should Not Be the Main Goal for an
Epicurean

Post by “Cassius” of December 1, 2021 at 4:27 AM

Couple of comments on that article. First: i wish she had included a cite on where to find this in

soul is the seat of (each person’s) daiman (cf. DK 68B 170, 171). Besides, one would '©
think that cheerfulness or peace of mind could hardly be argued to meet the
exacting standards that Aristotle sets up for the highest good — namely that it be
complete, desired only for its own sake, self-sufficient, and such that no added
good could make it any better. Tranquillity would be a most implausible candidate

— and indeed it was not adopted as a full conception of the end by any one of the
more important Hellenistic schools of philosophy — except for the Pyrrhonist
sceptics, who had no theory at all. But before I look at the role of tranquillity in
Pyrrhonism, let us see what role it had to play in the positive doctrines of Epicurus
and the Stoics.

That is why | argue that PD3, and all Epicurean discussion of "absence of pain" as constituting
the highest state of pleasure, is really aimed at establishing pleasure as the highest good, not
at making the point that modernists allege (they allege that absence of pain is some uniquely
desirable special kind of pleasure - a "fancy pleasure" as described in Elayne's article).

In truth, | would argue, PD3 and PD4 are like PD1 and PD2 - they are statements that establish
something else and far more important than what may appear to be on the surface.

PD1, if accepted, makes it impossible to believe in the supernatural meddling gods of the
majority view.

PD2, if accepted, makes it impossible to believe in life after death and in the threats and
rewards of an afterlife of the majority view.

and PD3, if accepted, makes it impossible to accept the argument of Plato and Aristotle that
"Pleasure" can not be the highest good.

Again, the point is this: that Plato and Aristotle and others had seemingly proved to the
majority's satisfaction that pleasure alone cannot be considered to be the good. From their
perspective pleasure has no "limit" - more of it is always better, so it fails to meet the test of

https://www.epicureanfriends.com/thread/2262-why-tranquility-should-not-be-the-main-goal-for-an-
epicurean/?postID=14803#post14803 1



https://www.epicureanfriends.com/wcf/attachment/2385-pasted-from-clipboard-png/
https://www.epicureanfriends.com/wcf/attachment/2385-pasted-from-clipboard-png/
https://www.epicureanfriends.com/thread/2262-why-tranquility-should-not-be-the-main-goal-for-an-epicurean/?postID=14803#post14803
https://www.epicureanfriends.com/thread/2262-why-tranquility-should-not-be-the-main-goal-for-an-epicurean/?postID=14803#post14803

"such that no added good could make it any better." Epicurus answers that and provides a
proof of its error by pointing out that "the limit of the quantity of pleasure is the absence of
pain." This produces the vessel analogy that a vessel (a human life, viewed as the maximum
amount of pleasurable experience a single human can feel) can only be filled so far, and once a
vessel is filled to the brim, it cannot be filled any further. Thus PD3 is in my view a backhand /
roundabout way of saying what you would expect Epicurus to say: "Pleasure is the highest
good."

But just as he chose to say "There are no supernatural gods" and "There is no life after death"
in a roundabout way, to "inoculate" you against the reverse opinion, he said "Pleasure is the
highest good" in a roundabout way, to inoculate you against accepting the specious arguments
of Plato and Aristotle and the rest.
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