19.3.2. To begin with, it is important to note that we are her Eckerman
not saying that all sensory pleasures arc katastematic,
although we are saying that aponia is a condition of having
painless sensory pleasures. The question that one has to ask is
what force Epicurus might have given to the terms *katastem-
atic’ and ‘kinetic’. The word ‘katastematic’ is an adjective
from the noun ‘katastéma’, and we know (cf. Plut. Non
Posse 1089d= U 68) that one Epicurean expression for
aponia was ‘the well-established katastéma {cnm]jtl_on} of the
flesh’. One might therefore expect that katastematic pleasure
is pleasure of the organism in proper condition. We also know
(cf. 8.2, 15.1, Appendix B) that during the fourth century,
and in many cases associated with the Academy, there had
been various analyses of pleasure which had portrayed it as a
genesis, a replenishment, a movement, or a Ratastasis eis
phusin (restoration to the natural state). The purpose of
many of these views had been to show that pleasure could
not be the good since it was a movement aimed at an end
term, and it is the end term that must be the good. Clearly

istematic term:

374 Katastematic and Kinetic Pleasures 19.5.2

anyone wishing, like Epicurus, to hold that pleasure is the
good, might feel the need, against such views, still in evidence
when the Magna Moralia was written, to assert that in
addition to such kinetic pleasures (pleasures of movement)
there are pleasures of the katastéma. Indeed, if our view is
correct, Epicurus, perhaps taking a hint from Aristotle, seems
to have held that when the organism is operating properly it
will be in a state of pleasure, and pain is a matter of unnatural
F}peratiun. This, note, is a view about the organism, not
individual organs. At any time a properly functioning
organism will be perceiving, but not, of course, with every
organ. Many organs will be in good condition, but pleasure-
less because not perceiving. There is no reason for Epicurus
to hold, in Cicero’s example (cf. 19.0.7) that a hand without
pain experiences pleasure, only that an organism which is
perceiving and without pain experiences pleasure,
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19.4.18. These doubts arise from within Cicero’s own
text. Another source of doubt is authors other than Cicero.
First we shall consider some remarks in Lucretius,! and
secondly Plutarch’s Non Posse where he argues that it is not
possible to live happily by Epicurus® prescription. In neither
does one find any sign that the distinction between Katastema-
nctic pleasure 15 ol any importance in Eplcureanism.

19.4.19. Lucretius is mainly concerned with Epicurus’
natural philosophy and gives very little attention to the
ethical side. At the beginning of Book II, however, we find
a passage where he writes of the pleasure of being above the
common hurly-burly where people pursue useless ends:

Do you not see that nature’s only vehement demand is that pain be
quite absent from the body, and that it enjoy with the mind sweet
sense free of care and fear? S0 we see that altogether there are few
things necessary for our bodily nature, just what will remove pain and
be able to spread a picnic of many delights {16-22).

In the context ‘sweet sense’ must refer to sensory pleasure.
There is no sign of an important contrast between this and
katastematic pleasure, which is the good. On the contrary,
what the body requires is pleasure-without-pain, where
‘pleasure’ refers to sensory pleasure. Lucretius shows just the
of interest in anv contrast bctwnmﬁﬂc_w
atic pleasure, or between sensory pleasure an e o00

ut 1 might De surprising 1 € distinction had the
mmportance for Epicurus that Cicero’s text suggests.

! We are indebted to Professor A. A. Long for makingus realize the significance
of this passage.

That's enough of my clips for now.

This is a very complicated subject about which the experts themselves are widely divergent, so
my first and main position is that we need to be very careful about taking any position that
implies that the goal of life is not adequately conveyed in the single word "pleasure."

https://www.epicureanfriends.com/thread/2532-lucretius-on-the-divine-dr-christopher-
eckerman/?postiID=18777#post18777 2



https://www.epicureanfriends.com/wcf/attachment/2864-pasted-from-clipboard-png/
https://www.epicureanfriends.com/thread/2532-lucretius-on-the-divine-dr-christopher-eckerman/?postID=18777#post18777
https://www.epicureanfriends.com/thread/2532-lucretius-on-the-divine-dr-christopher-eckerman/?postID=18777#post18777

