Modern Neuroscience And The Katastematic / Kinetic
Debate

Post by “Godfrey” of July 3, 2023 at 1:15 AM

OK now things may be getting clearer but more confusing at the same time....

Now | understand where the table in post #30 comes from; it sometimes takes a few repetitions

for an idea to sink in. = So, as | interpret this, all Epicurus is saying is that kinetic pleasure
(which he defines as joy, delight, merriment: totally counterintuitive to me) is more intense
than katastematic pleasure. And perhaps more observable because you're smiling and
laughing. That seems to me to be rather banal, not very useful, and | think different from most
of the academic interpretations. Not that the academic interpretations agree on much. But |
readily admit that | may have got lost in the weeds and am totally missing the point.

I'm curious how this relates to PD09:

If every pleasure were condensed in <location> and duration and distributed all over the
structure or the dominant parts of our nature, pleasures would never differ from one another.
Long and Sedley, The Hellenistic Philosophers 115 (1987)

| never considered that this could be referring to kinetic and katastematic pleasures. If so, is it
saying that worrying about the difference between kinetic and katastematic pleasures is rather

L

banal and not very useful? I've got to let this percolate = Maybe for a couple of weeks =

https://www.epicureanfriends.com/thread/3150-modern-neuroscience-and-the-katastematic-kinetic-
debate/?postID=24813#post24813 1



https://www.epicureanfriends.com/wcf/lexicon/entry/20-pd09/
https://www.epicureanfriends.com/thread/3150-modern-neuroscience-and-the-katastematic-kinetic-debate/?postID=24813#post24813
https://www.epicureanfriends.com/thread/3150-modern-neuroscience-and-the-katastematic-kinetic-debate/?postID=24813#post24813

