
Welcome Max Duboff
Post by “Cassius” of June 29, 2026 at 2:35 PM

Welcome Max DuBoff

There is one last step to complete your registration:

All new registrants must post a response to this message here in this welcome thread (we do
this in order to minimize spam registrations).

You must post your response within 24 hours, or your account will be subject to deletion.

Please say "Hello" by introducing yourself, tell us what prompted your interest in
Epicureanism and which particular aspects of Epicureanism most interest you, and/or
post a question.

This forum is the place for students of Epicurus to coordinate their studies and work together to
promote the philosophy of Epicurus. Please remember that all posting here is subject to our
Community Standards and associated Terms of Use. Please be sure to read that document to
understand our ground rules.

Please understand that the leaders of this forum are well aware that many fans of Epicurus may
have sincerely-held views of what Epicurus taught that are incompatible with the purposes and
standards of this forum. This forum is dedicated exclusively to the study and support of people
who are committed to classical Epicurean views. As a result, this forum is not for people who
seek to mix and match Epicurean views with positions that are inherently inconsistent with the
core teachings of Epicurus.

All of us who are here have arrived at our respect for Epicurus after long journeys through other
philosophies, and we do not demand of others what we were not able to do ourselves.
Epicurean philosophy is very different from most other philosophies, and it takes time to
understand how deep those differences really are. That's why we have membership levels here
at the forum which allow for new participants to discuss and develop their own learning, but it's
also why we have standards that will lead in some cases to arguments being limited, and even
participants being removed, when the purposes of the community require it. Epicurean
philosophy is not inherently democratic, or committed to unlimited free speech, or devoted to
any other form of organization other than the pursuit of truth and happy living through pleasure
as explained in the principles of Epicurean philosophy.

One way you can be assured of your time here will be productive is to tell us a little about
yourself and your background in reading Epicurean texts. It would also be helpful if you could
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tell us how you found this forum, and any particular areas of interest that you already have.

You can also check out our Getting Started page for ideas on how to use this website.

We have found over the years that there are a number of key texts and references which most
all serious students of Epicurus will want to read and evaluate for themselves. Those include
the following.

"Epicurus and His Philosophy" by Norman DeWitt

The Biography of Epicurus by Diogenes Laertius. This includes the surviving letters of Epicurus,
including those to Herodotus, Pythocles, and Menoeceus.

"On The Nature of Things" - by Lucretius (a poetic abridgement of Epicurus' "On Nature"

"Epicurus on Pleasure" - By Boris Nikolsky

The chapters on Epicurus in Gosling and Taylor's "The Greeks On Pleasure."

Cicero's "On Ends" - Torquatus Section

Cicero's "On The Nature of the Gods" - Velleius Section

The Inscription of Diogenes of Oinoanda - Martin Ferguson Smith translation

A Few Days In Athens" - Frances Wright

Lucian Core Texts on Epicurus: (1) Alexander the Oracle-Monger, (2) Hermotimus

Philodemus "On Methods of Inference" (De Lacy version, including his appendix on relationship
of Epicurean canon to Aristotle and other Greeks)

"The Greeks on Pleasure" -Gosling & Taylor Sections on Epicurus, especially the section on
katastematic and kinetic pleasure which explains why ultimately this distinction was not of
great significance to Epicurus.

It is by no means essential or required that you have read these texts before participating in
the forum, but your understanding of Epicurus will be much enhanced the more of these you
have read. Feel free to join in on one or more of our conversation threads under various topics
found throughout the forum, where you can to ask questions or to add in any of your insights as
you study the Epicurean philosophy.

And time has also indicated to us that if you can find the time to read one book which will best
explain classical Epicurean philosophy, as opposed to most modern "eclectic" interpretations of
Epicurus, that book is Norman DeWitt's Epicurus And His Philosophy.
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(If you have any questions regarding the usage of the forum or finding info, please post any
questions in this thread).

Welcome to the forum!
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Post by “Cassius” of June 29, 2026 at 2:36 PM

Dear Cassius,

I'm confirming that I registered for an account on Epicurean Friends. I mainly did so to let
members of the community know about some scholarly articles I have forthcoming: one on
why/how an Epicurean can die for a friend, and another on Epicurean approaches to sex. I'm
also happy to provide some extra help with tracking down or translating sources if anyone
needs; and I'd be happy to come on the podcast.
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Wishing you well--and major kudos on your work popularizing Epicureanism! (In addition to
being a scholar of Epicureanism, I do consider myself an Epicurean.)

Cheers,

Max DuBoff

Post by “Cassius” of June 29, 2026 at 2:49 PM

Welcome Max and glad to have such a distinguished person with us!

Post by “Max DuBoff” of June 29, 2026 at 4:50 PM

Thank you so much! Glad to be here. In addition to what I said to Cassius (posted above), I'll
add that I found Epicureanism through general reading in classical philosophy, and I was
attracted to it because of the focus on both theoretical and practical ethics. I was particularly
interested in philosophical therapy (which also drew me to Marcus Aurelius at the time, though
over time I've been less influenced by Marcus's philosophy, while still appreciating his style).
I've seen posts from this community on Google searches a number of times over the years, and
I've been consistently impressed by the focus on classical texts and perspectives.

By the way, I might recommend Tim O'Keefe's Epicureanism book over DeWitt. Although DeWitt
has some important merits, and can certainly provide a good introduction, one of my main
complaints is his dismissal of later Epicureanism as derivative. I think that later Epicureanism
was quite frequently innovative (not as different from Epicurus as, for example, later Stoics
were from earlier ones; but still meaningfully different).

Post by “Martin” of June 29, 2026 at 5:08 PM

Welcome Max!
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Post by “Don” of June 29, 2026 at 8:06 PM

Welcome aboard!

Post by “Cassius” of June 29, 2026 at 9:19 PM

Thanks for the kind words Max and it's a pleasure to hear from you.

No doubt you've been reading somewhat on the forum and you've seen that we are a
somewhat "opinionated" website, actually trying to build a community true to the ancient
model and not just trading information.

In that regard I am very pleased to see the two articles you mentioned, and though I haven't
had a chance to read them in full yet, they both seem to indicate a direction that would likely
be consistent with what you'll find here. I think most of our participants would agree that "yes"
Epicureans do engage in sex, and even marriage, and even having children, not a a universal
rule but under the "right circumstances." And that we would do so, when those opportunities
arise, because in fact our prime supreme goal is not in fact "Tranquility" but Pleasure, with
tranquility being one pleasure - an an important one - but not the only pleasure or the highest,
because pleasure includes all experience that is not painful, and that includes joy and delight as
well as those that are more "stable." Most of us find it inconceivable that Epicurus would have
provided in his will for female minors to be married to members of his school if he had thought
he was sentencing them by necessity to a less than happy life.

And likewise as to your article on dying for a friend, most all of us embrace that as well, not just
because of the importance to be placed on friendship, as stated throughout the texts, and
specifically stated to have been Epicurus's position by Diogenes Laertius, but again because our
prime directive is NOT "Tranquility' but happiness based on pleasure, and we are not going to
sentence ourselves to living on when the pain of not dying for that friend (again under the right
circumstances) would be worse than living on.

You're probably much more familiar with many of these issues than most of us are here, and
I'm hopeful that you will be an "ally" on them 

Another issue that's regularly debated in general circles is whether Epicurus was simply
"covering himself" with his views on religion so he would not have to meet the end of Socrates.
Again on that issue, our community takes Epicurus' views on divinity seriously, and while that
doesn't fit neatly under the category of "atheist" it does rule out belief in supernatural forces or
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that there are supernatural gods who choose to favor some people and condemn others.

It's both a privilege and a challenge to have someone like yourself here, because most of our
new members have to wade through weeks or months or years to begin to see the importance
of these issues, and you come to the table fully stocked - so to speak - with knowledge and
opinions on these issues and more.

I hope we can explore some of these issues here in this thread and that you'll let us know your
thoughts on these and other key issues which academics have opinion back and forth for so
many years.

Again, thanks for taking an interest in the forum and we look forward to hearing more from you!

Post by “Max DuBoff” of June 30, 2026 at 1:11 AM

Thanks for this note, Cassius! Yes, I'm very glad for your opinionated-ness, as you put it. And I
wanted to share my papers as part of that project: I'm very interested in your feedback
(including objections), and I don't consider my interpretations of Epicurus to be the only
plausible ones.

I am a bit uncertain what you mean (both in this note and in some of the guiding posts on this
site) in distinguishing tranquility from happiness or pleasure. Tranquility is a pleasure but not
the only pleasure. At the same time (and here I'm wading into a perhaps controversial
interpretation), tranquility is the only pleasure upon which blessedness, i.e., a perfect or
complete life, is based.* I take this to be the straightforward reading of Letter to Menoeceus
128 and also to be clear from Principal Doctrines 3 and 20; if there were another pleasure that
could improve tranquility, a human life could never be perfect/complete (PD 20), and it couldn't
be the limit of the magnitude of pleasure (PD 3).

Perhaps what you mean is that the absence of pain will not be experienced as simply an
absence, both because it's itself good to experience, and because it'll almost always go along
with a number of other pleasures. So tranquility is the goal of life, but we don't need to rule out
everything else in order to focus on it. If that's what you mean, then yes, I agree.

PD 20 is a lode star for my (sometimes controversial) interpretation; I take very seriously the
argument that, for pleasure to ever be perfect, it must not be be additive. But if that's true,
then the prime directive is tranquility.

Great points about religion! Definitely with you on that; we need to take the gods seriously as
exemplars of happiness, whether they literally exist or not. (And certainly they don't affect us
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no matter what.)

More to say about death and sex/marriage, of course, but yes, I thought you'd be sympathetic
to my general approach (as I am to yours).

*I tend to refer to blessedness rather than happiness because "happiness" is quite nebulous.
"Blessedness" is a bit nebulous too but at least connotes the life of the gods. By the way, I think
Cicero's biggest mistake in On Moral Ends 2 is conflating the good with the goal of life; for
Epicurus, there are goods which don't contribute to the goal of life.

Post by “Cassius” of June 30, 2026 at 6:17 AM

Thanks Max. Here's one way to get at some of these issues:

If there are only two feelings, pleasure and pain, which seems well established in the texts by
Diogenes Laertius and by Torquatus in On Ends, then where does "Tranquility" fit into that
scheme, and how would you say Epicurus defined tranquility?

Of course we want to go to the texts and not to modern commentary, but the direction of this
question goes toward the analysis of David Sedley in his "Inferential Foundations of Epicurean
Ethics."

Post by “Godfrey” of July 1, 2026 at 12:27 AM

I'm not aware of the accepted interpretation of PD20. My personal understanding is that
Epicurus is simply pointing out that every human life has a natural limit. If we understand that
our lives are finite, then infinity becomes irrelevant and wishing for infinite time is an unnatural
desire. In my mind this is a continuation and elaboration of PD19.

Of course pondering infinity is a useful philosophical pursuit. But understanding that our lives
are just little blips in time is key for a proper perspective of the limits of our lives. Particularly in
a world with nothing supernatural and no afterlife.

Post by “Don” of July 1, 2026 at 11:22 AM
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(Sorry for the length of this. It grew in the telling, so to speak )

Again, welcome aboard our little boat here (in keeping with U163).

Quote from Max DuBoff

I might recommend Tim O'Keefe's Epicureanism book over DeWitt.

DeWitt can also sometimes be a slog in his writing styel and I've stated elsewhere that I don't
like his fondness for reading too much into scanty evidence. I use him sparingly myself, and I
like his academic papers much more than Epicurus and His Philosophy. Throwing no shade on
DeWitt's fans here, but I've always found him difficult to embrace. I give him 10/10 on his
passion for Epicurus though!

My go-to recommendation for anyone looking to delve into Epicureanism today as a lived
philosophy is Dr. Emil Austin's Living for Pleasure. Hands down. That's my current top of the list
for anyone curious about "What's this whole Epicurean thing about?" It was a pleasure getting
to talk with her on the podcast.

Thanks for the links to your papers. I found them interesting. I certainly agree that the ancient
Epicureans had sex, and I liked your mentions of Epicureans' marriage and long-term
relationships.

One related thing that hit me very recently is that, upon reading Gedney's recent Substack post
, he pointed out that Epicurus in his Will makes arrangements for the son and daughter of
Metrodorus which means/implies that Epicurus was the one who had responsibility for the
children so to be the one able to make this request. (The question remains: What happened to
their mother? But a woman wouldn't have had "custody" in ancient Greece anyway) I don't
mean to imply (necessarily) that Epicurus was playing tag with the kids when they were
younger, but he seems to have had a custodial/in loco parentis relationship to these children. If
he was helping to raise the children, it doesn't seem he'd disapprove of a relationship by which
children come into the world.

Quote from Max DuBoff

Tranquility is a pleasure but not the only pleasure. At the same time (and here I'm
wading into a perhaps controversial interpretation), tranquility is the only pleasure
upon which blessedness, i.e., a perfect or complete life, is based.* (*I tend to refer to
blessedness rather than happiness because "happiness" is quite nebulous.
"Blessedness" is a bit nebulous too but at least connotes the life of the gods.)

LOL I like your "perhaps" there...bring on the controversy as far as I'm concerned. Discussion
engenders understanding.

10https://www.epicureanfriends.com/thread/5151-welcome-max-duboff/

https://www.attalus.org/translate/epicurus.html
https://www.epicureanfriends.com/thread/5151-welcome-max-duboff/?postID=40428#post40428
https://www.untroubled.blog/p/translation-tuesday-the-letter-to?triedRedirect=true
https://www.epicureanfriends.com/thread/5151-welcome-max-duboff/


Quote from Max DuBoff

if there were another pleasure that could improve tranquility, a human life could never
be perfect/complete (PD 20), and it couldn't be the limit of the magnitude of pleasure
(PD 3).

To make sure I'm following your train and we're talking about the same things:

tranquility = ataraxia?
blessedness = makarios?
happiness = eudaimonia? (I personally like "well-being" rather than happiness)

Would you say those line up generally (FULLY realizing there's never a one-to-one)?

Let's see how far apart we actually are. I would agree that "tranquility" (to stick to English for a
moment) is the foundation upon which a life of blessedness or happiness is built. I understand
that ataraxia refers specifically (for Epicurus) to the absence (a-) of "disturbance" (tarakhe) in
the mind caused by fear of the gods, anxiety about death, worry about having "enough" and
what other people think, etc. To try to get a handle on this, I tried to go through and find all the
occurrences of the word and variants in the ancient texts a while ago. I was surprised at how
many times it comes up in the Letter to Herodotus, like " mental tranquillity means being
released from all these troubles and cherishing a continual remembrance of the highest and
most important truths." (10.82) So, if we free ourselves from those sources of pain, our
minds/souls/heart/psykhe become a solid foundation upon which to build our well-
being/blessedness. The seas calm, and we can sail our boat with confidence that we can
weather any storm because we KNOW gut-level what really matters, how much we really need
if worse comes to worst, and can effortlessly enjoy pleasures without frantically grasping for
them, fighting for prestige, glamor, riches, fame, constant luxuries.

It's not that other pleasures "improve" tranquility (ataraxia), it's that tranquility is the
foundation by which other pleasures can be experienced as good unadulterated by fear,
anxiety, disturbance.

Letter to Menoeceus 128 is very important. Completely agree. Here's my translation so readers
know to what we're referring:

Quote from Letter to Menoikeus, Don (trans.)

The steady contemplation of these things equips one to know how to decide all choice
and rejection for the health of the body and for the tranquility of the mind, (that is for
our physical and our mental existence), since this is the goal of a blessed life. For the
sake of this (i..e.,the health of the body and for the tranquility of the mind), we do
everything in order to neither be in bodily or mental pain nor to be in fear or dread; and

11https://www.epicureanfriends.com/thread/5151-welcome-max-duboff/

https://www.epicureanfriends.com/thread/5151-welcome-max-duboff/?postID=40434#post40434
https://www.epicureanfriends.com/thread/630-every-instance-of-ataraxia-eudaemonia-and-tranquilatas-in-a-core-epicurean-text/?postID=22794#post22794
https://www.epicureanfriends.com/thread/630-every-instance-of-ataraxia-eudaemonia-and-tranquilatas-in-a-core-epicurean-text/?postID=22794#post22794
https://www.epicureanfriends.com/thread/5151-welcome-max-duboff/


so, when once this has come into being around us, it sets free all of the calamity,
distress, and suffering of the mind, seeing that the living being has no need to go in
search of something that is lacking for the good of our mental and physical existence.
For it is then that we need pleasure, if we were to be in pain from the pleasure not
being present; but if we were to not be in pain, we no longer desire or beg for pleasure.
And this is why we say pleasure is the foundation (arkhe) and fulfillment (telos) of the
blessed life.

So, I read the "goal (telos) of a blessed life" is BOTH the health of the body and the tranquility
of the mind (ἐπὶ τὴν τοῦ σώματος ὑγίειαν καὶ τὴν <τῆς ψυχῆς> ἀταραξίαν). Plus pleasure is
the foundation and fulfillment again because there are only two feelings, and we eliminate
those sources of pain that we are able to. We seek for pleasure as the foundation (the cradle
analogy) and, when we eliminate pains, pleasure fills our blessed life to the brim.

I will add that Diogenes Laertius says that the Epicureans believed there were "Two sorts of
happiness (eudaimonia) can be conceived, the one the highest possible, such as the gods
enjoy, which cannot be augmented, the other admitting addition and subtraction of pleasures."
To me, this implies that the "highest well-being/happiness" is only enjoyed by the gods. We
mortals, while being able to approximate the blessed life of the gods will always have a well-
being that can be augmented by addition and subtraction of pleasures.

Quote from Max DuBoff

it couldn't be the limit of the magnitude of pleasure (PD 3).

PD3 doesn't say The limit of "tranquility" is the removal of all pains. It says the limit of pleasure
is the removal all pain. I won't belabor this, but if there are only two feelings - pleasure and pain
- if all of one is removed, you're left with the other.

I don't believe you can read the PDs in isolation. The original text didn't have versification, so I
encourage people to read "units" so to speak. I believe PD20 needs to be read in the context of
PD19, 20, 21, and 22. "Finite time and infinite time contain the same amount of pleasure (τὴν
ἡδονὴν)... The flesh assumes that the limits of pleasure (ἡδονῆς) are infinite, and that infinite
joy can be produced only through infinite time...You must reflect on the fundamental goal and
everything that is clear, to which opinions are referred; if you do not, all will be full of trouble
and confusion." To me, this again is hammering home the two feelings - pleasure and pain.
Pleasure is not infinite because its limit is the removal of all pain. Again, one is banished, the
other one fills that void. There's no vacuum in the feelings. We can feel pleasure (positive
affect) or pain (negative affect) when we're alive. There is no neutral state per Epicurus and it
seems modern neuropsychology.

Okay, I've rambled on long enough for now. Look forward to discussion from all.

12https://www.epicureanfriends.com/thread/5151-welcome-max-duboff/

https://www.epicureanfriends.com/thread/5151-welcome-max-duboff/?postID=40434#post40434
https://www.epicureanfriends.com/wcf/lexicon/entry/30-pd20/
https://www.epicureanfriends.com/wcf/lexicon/entry/29-pd19/
https://www.epicureanfriends.com/thread/5151-welcome-max-duboff/


Post by “Cassius” of July 1, 2026 at 6:09 PM

Quote from Don

PD3 doesn't say The limit of "tranquility" is the removal of all pains. It says the limit of
pleasure is the removal all pain. I won't belabor this, but if there are only two feelings -
pleasure and pain - if all of one is removed, you're left with the other.

This is a key observation and very well stated.

Of course, the advocates of "tranquility/ataraxia" as the ultimate goal, rather than happiness
based on pleasure as Diogenes of Oinoanda shouted about and Torquatus explains at length,
have plenty of arguments up their sleeves. One of the arguments to watch out for amounts to: "
It doesn't matter that PD3 refers to the limit of quantity of pleasure. Tranquility/ataraxia is not
pleasure at all - it's higher than and better than pleasure, and that's why it is the true goal of
Epicurean philosophy. After all, Epicurus says when all pain is gone we have no need of
pleasure -- so what else could he mean other than that tranquility / ataraxia is not a pleasure at
all?"

The key answer to that is to point out how the tranquility argument begins to expose itself as a
death cult argument. PD2 and Epicurus's foundational statements on death say that "Death is
nothing to us, for that which is dissolved is without sensation; and that which lacks sensation is
nothing to us."

Now you can quibble as well (certain people have no problem quibbling til the cows come
home) and say - well "pleasure" is not a "sensation" so that view doesn't count. Ataraxia /
Tranquility is not a sensation, but you can experience it while you are alive, and Epicurus is
really just channeling the Buddhists and Stoics and assorted ascetics by saying what a
wonderful thing it is to be numb.

That argument is nonsense, but if you're the type who reads the sweep of Epicurean texts
talking about pleasure, pleasure, pleasure, and there are only two feelings, but you can still
come back and say "Epicurus said the goal is ataraxia / tranquility" then your'e the type that
just likes to argue and not worry about reaching any productive conclusions. For some people,
the argument IS the goal. They could care less that there is absolutely no evidence of ancient
Epicureans living the kind of hermitic ascetic lifestyle that they are advocating.

"But Epicurus said all he needed was bread and water and a pot of cheese!" That's a nonsense
argument, and Don too has pointed out. It would be more persuasive to argue that Epicurus
needed that bread and water to feed his slaves and the accountants he would have needed to
manage his properties and handle the schools income and support of others.
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The Tranquility/Ataraxia/Ascetic construction of Epicurus is not credible, and no one in the
ancient world believed it or argued it. The ancient world understood him to be advocating
pleasure, in all its forms, and the best evidence is how the Epicureans lived their own lives.
There's not a documentable case anywhere of a single Epicurean setting out with a goal of
living as a celibate or in sackcloth and ashes or a hovel or a cave or in isolation or on bread and
water.

That entire approach is nonsense, even if it is the consensus of Academia.

Post by “Max DuBoff” of July 1, 2026 at 6:33 PM

Very interesting points, more later. In the meantime, Don, yes, I meant ataraxia by tranquility,
makarios for blessed, and eudaimonia for happiness (though I agree well-being is a solid term).

And yep, I like Austin's book a lot! (Plus I've benefited significantly from discussions with her.)
The only issue for someone looking to understand ancient Epicureanism is the lack of science;
but that's not a deficiency of the book, because her primary goal isn't to provide an introduction
to the ancient school.

I'm having a bit of trouble figuring out whether we disagree on the point about a blessed life. I
certainly agree that, once pain is absent there is only pleasure, so in that sense the absence of
pain is the best life. But the relevant point is that the absence of pain is the important part,
rather than any kind of quantity of pleasure or something like that. I'll think about this more
later and reread your comments, to see if there's something I'm missing.

Godfrey, a major theme of PD 18-21 (as I understand them) is that a finite life can be perfectly
good (pantelēs), i.e., unable to be improved in the respect in which it is good. PD 20 begins with
an argument about why an additive conception of pleasure can't meet that standard.

Post by “Cassius” of July 1, 2026 at 7:30 PM

Quote from Max DuBoff

.But the relevant point is that the absence of pain is the important part, rather than any
kind of quantity of pleasure or something like that.
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If taken literally, this would be a statement that "absence of pain" is a totally separate thing
from "any kind or quantity of pleasure" -- in other words - absence of pain is not pleasure at all.
Is that your view?

It would probably also be helpful to know more about what you mean in your words as the
"additive concept of pleasure." It would seem clear that Epicurus is saying that it is not
necessary to add ever-increasing quantities of pleasure ad infinitum to have a happy life. But
on the other hand he is also saying that pleasure alpha / omega / goal of life - that a life of
happiness is a life of pleasure - so obviously some measure of pleasure is involved.

How would you renconcile those perspectives?

Post by “Cassius” of July 1, 2026 at 7:43 PM

There are many ways at getting at some of these issues, some more mundane than others.
Here's a more real-world question:

Did Emily Austin make a mistake in entitling her book "Living For Pleasure?" Should she have
titled it "Living For Ataraxia/Tranquility"?

Post by “Don” of July 1, 2026 at 8:32 PM

Quote from Cassius

Did Emily Austin make a mistake in entitling her book "Living For Pleasure?" Should she
have titled it "Living For Ataraxia/Tranquility"?

As I remember, she insisted that "pleasure" be in the title.

Post by “wbernys” of July 1, 2026 at 9:56 PM
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Hello Max DuBoff, sorry for not saying hi earlier but happy to have you here! Your articles look
great, by the way, just read them, and match my own thoughts. Do you know (or are allowed to
share) if Emily Austin has any new works on Epicurus coming out? I really enjoyed her book and
hoped she would do more!

From my own understanding on the whole tranquility vs pleasure issue, i personally take
naming pleasure as the highest good as an example of intellectual bravery of Epicurus, in not
using terms with empty meaning, or dancing around the actual reasons people pursue things,
this is what Epicurus really hated.

The funniest example of this is how the other philosophies try to justify friendship, for us it's
easy, because it brings us pleasure to have someone who cares about us and we can trust, but
Seneca has to dance around this, saying it's for "the purpose of practicing friendships, in order
that his noble qualities may not lie dormant...he may have someone by whose sickbed he
himself may sit or whom he may himself release when that person is held prisoner by hostile
hands." and Aristotle says true friendship is just a "respect between two people for their virtue".
Which is rather laughably ad hoc and clearly trying to find a justification for friendship in their
rather unhuman ethical frameworks.

I spoke with Martin about this sort of bravery, basically that Epicurus could have used any
similar term like Tranquility or flourishing, but these terms are empty if they don't grasp at
what we really want from these, Pleasure.

It is the pleasure we get from tranquility and flourishing that we want from it, same with
friendship, not them by themselves. So it is pleasure we want, and is the ultimate goal, not just
tranquility, although it is a great pleasure.

Similar with using "Virtue" or "Honor" as an empty term, if not connected with the pleasure
they bring. It's meaningless if not connectced with pleasure.

Quote from Cassius

Did Emily Austin make a mistake in entitling her book "Living For Pleasure?" Should she
have titled it "Living For Ataraxia/Tranquility"?

Of course not! Like i said intellectual bravery requires naming pleasure, not just tranquility by
itself, as the true goal, and am happy Epicurus does so. But she goes on the first chapter to say
"Epicurus considers that stable anxiety free state the ultimate pleasure, we'll call it tranquility,
although Epicurus wrote in Greek, so he called it Ataraxia"

So pleasure is clearly the absolute goal, but mostly defined the absence of distrubance, which
is itself a pleasure. I don't think ultimate pleasure, but certainly a pleasure worth pursuing, like
all others if not outweighted by pain.
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Post by “Godfrey” of July 2, 2026 at 1:26 AM

Quote from Max DuBoff

a major theme of PD 18-21 (as I understand them) is that a finite life can be perfectly
good (pantelēs), i.e., unable to be improved in the respect in which it is good. PD 20
begins with an argument about why an additive conception of pleasure can't meet that
standard

PD20. The flesh assumes that the limits of joy are infinite, and that infinite joy can be produced
only through infinite time.... (Saint-Andre translation)

Max DuBoff , is this the extent of the beginning of PD20 that you're referring to? I'm reading
this as dealing specifically with pleasures of the flesh and infinite time. So if I'm understanding
you correctly, you're considering these specific pleasures as additive, since no physical
pleasure can last more than a relatively short time. This would be very similar to the Cyrenaic
point of view as I understand it. Am I following your logic correctly?

PD20 cont'd: ...But the mind, thinking through the goal and limits of the flesh and dissolving
fears about eternity, produces a complete way of life and therefore has no need of infinite
time....

For me, combining these two portions is simply saying that the body, or our instincts, desire to
live forever or at least as long as possible. But if we understand the philosophy of Epicurus then
we understand that we are finite beings who occupy but a tiny portion of infinite time, and that
the rest of eternity doesn't concern us as we will be dead and therefore have no way to
experience it. I also see this complete PD as a refutation of the Cyrenaic conception of pleasure.

Is this at all helpful with parsing this PD as we each understand it?

Post by “Don” of July 2, 2026 at 7:21 AM

Quote from Cassius

Tranquility/Ataraxia/Ascetic construction

I think it's a jump to always immediately go from discussion of the importance of
tranquility/ataraxia to seeing this as an endorsement of asceticism. I don't necessarily see
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people who write "tranquility is the ultimate pleasure" or "tranquility is the goal" to also always
be saying "Epicurus said that it is vital to live like an ascetic hermit in a cave and never
experience any source of pain ever." I also don't always see this same implication by those who
talk of absence of pain but that's another thread.

I deeply respect your passion and think I understand the reasons you see this as a slippery
slope, but ataraxia/tranquility IS fundamental to Epicurus' philosophy. Freedom from anxiety is
absolutely foundational to Epicurus' philosophy. I would prefer Dr. Austin not use "ultimate
pleasure" to describe tranquility. I'd prefer "foundational pleasure" or some other adjective, but
she does an excellent job in putting that in context throughout her book.

Epicurus himself writes to Herodotus that "mental tranquillity means being released from all
these troubles and cherishing a continual remembrance of the highest and most important
truths." And "we must not suppose that our treatment of these matters fails of accuracy, so far
as it is needful to ensure our tranquillity (ataraxia) and blessedness (makarios)." To Pythocles,
he writes "if you fight against clear evidence, you never can enjoy genuine tranquility
(ataraxia)." So, tranquility, peace of mind, freedom from anxiety IS foundational. Yes, it's
foundational because it is pleasurable to experience tranquility, but it is also foundational
because it sets the stage for every other aspect of the blessed life as well.

Post by “Cassius” of July 2, 2026 at 8:04 AM

Quote from Don

So, tranquility, peace of mind, freedom from anxiety IS foundational.

I never said it was not foundational or fundamental and I agree with you that it is. But
foundational and fundamental are very different from "the goal." Those who push something
other than pleasure as "the goal" know this very well. Food is foundational and fundamental.
Water is foundational and fundamental. Air is foundational and fundamental. But neither food,
water, or air are the goals of life. We do not live to eat, drink, or breathe, we eat, drink, and
breathe in order to live.

The arguments I am targeting are those by people who are affirmatively taking the time to
aswsert to others that Epicurus clearly held tranquility to overrideall other concerns. It certainly
does not. As Max's own topics point out, we will sometimes die for friends, even though that
does not bring us tranquility. We sometimes have sex, and pursue marriage and children, even
though those are far from tranquil activities.
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Add to the common sense the clear statements in the texts, to which we could add many more
than these, including other sections of the letter to Menoeceus - but these are among the most
clear:

As Torquatus said,

The problem before us then is, what is the climax and standard of things good, and this in the
opinion of all philosophers must needs be such that we are bound to test all things by it, but the
standard itself by nothing. Epicurus places this standard in pleasure, which he lays down to be
the supreme good, while pain is the supreme evil; and he founds his proof of this on the
following considerations.

As Diogenes of Oinonada said in Fragment 32

If, gentlemen, the point at issue between these people and us involved inquiry into «what is the
means of happiness?» and they wanted to say «the virtues» (which would actually be true), it
would be unnecessary to take any other step than to agree with them about this, without more
ado. But since, as I say, the issue is not «what is the means of happiness?» but «what is
happiness and what is the ultimate goal of our nature?», I say both now and always, shouting
out loudly to all Greeks and non-Greeks, that pleasure is the end of the best mode of life, while
the virtues, which are inopportunely messed about by these people (being transferred from the
place of the means to that of the end), are in no way an end, but the means to the end.

And as Torquatus stated in the quote that is currently on the top page of the site:

If then even the glory of the Virtues, on which all the other philosophers love to expatiate so
eloquently, has in the last resort no meaning unless it be based on Pleasure, whereas Pleasure
is the only thing that is intrinsically attractive and alluring, it cannot be doubted that Pleasure is
the one supreme and final Good and that a life of happiness is nothing else than a life of
Pleasure."

So to be clear I am not accusing any particular individuals of bad faith. But I am accusing these
arguments of being absurd and malicious when made in the philosophical context by
professionals who should know better. Advocating this position as if they could divine Epicurus'
true intent from one short letter better than than Cicero and Diogenes Laertius and Lucretius
and even Epicurus himself in other quotations available to us is absurd. DeWitt doesn't come to
this conclusion, Gosling and Taylor don't come to this conclusion in their extensive analysis of
the katastematic and kinetic pleasure debate (which Emily Austin endorses, even aside from
her choice of naming her book) and neither else who is trying to be fair to Epicurus and look at
all the evidence.

If this debate had no consequences we could easily put it aside and go along to get along. But it
is not only slanderous but offensive to think that Epicurus devoted his life to achieving
"tranquility'' or "absence of pain" in the way that these words are understood today. In the end
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that's my real beef. The road is open foradvocates of something other than pleasure to go
further and explain how there are only two feelings, and that Epicurus used words (like "gods")
very precisely and in unconventional ways. The could explain in detail that "tranqulity" is but
one of many pleasures, and that "absence of pain" means something much different than
"nothingness." But in almost every case they fail to do any of that, even while knowing -- as
anyone of reasonable intelligence would -- that these words are far more associated wiith
resignation, withdrawal, acceptance and asceticism than they are with how Epicurus taught and
lived his life

The implication that Epicurean philosophy teaches resignation, withdrawal, acceptance and
asceticism is not only wrong but its also insulting, offensive, and slanderous. People who
respect Epicurus as a real person for his real contributions ought to come to his defense, as
Cosma Raimondi did , or Torquatus or Diogenes of Oinoanda or Lucian did. In Lucian's words,
they should be happy to 'strike a blow for Epicurus" in defending him when he is attacked and
his life's work is transformed into the opposite of what he taught.

Post by “Max DuBoff” of July 2, 2026 at 8:59 AM

Ohhhh, yes, I wasn't denying that the absence of pain (i.e., tranquility and the asence of bodily
pain) is pleasure. The question is, in large part, what "pleasure" means. What it doesn't mean
(in my view) is that tranquility feels great in the way that caviar or a beautiful view does.
Epicurus doesn't have a preset idea of pleasure, shared with everyone else, that he then
asserts ataraxia is an example of. Rather, he thinks pleasure is the good, but he has a
distinctive idea of what pleasure means. It is very clear that the good is pleasure and vice
versa, but it is not at all clear waht pleasure(s) actually determine a blessed life. Only the
absence of pain does that; but he expects that lots of other pleasures will be present in a
blessed life.

Two of my more complicated views (can say more later):

1) in Epicurus's epistemology, a pleasure is whatever plays the functional role of appearing
good to us and motivating us to pursue it (DL 10.33, pathos is one of the criteria)

2) Epicurus is a hedonist because he thinks only pleasures appear good to us evidently [i.e.,
with enargeia]

Post by “Max DuBoff” of July 2, 2026 at 9:00 AM
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Quote from wbernys

Do you know (or are allowed to share) if Emily Austin has any new works on Epicurus
coming out? I really enjoyed her book and hoped she would do more!

She's writing a book on Epicurus for the Routledge Philosophers series.

Post by “Cassius” of July 2, 2026 at 9:09 AM

Quote from Max DuBoff

Two of my more complicated views (can say more later

You certainly can! No time limits are ticking, and your patience and attention to detail is
appreciated! I presume I can speak for most everyone that we appreciate your being here and
engaging. 

Post by “wbernys” of July 2, 2026 at 9:13 AM

Quote from Max DuBoff

What it doesn't mean (in my view) is that tranquility feels great in the way that caviar
or a beautiful view does.

I would slightly disagree, caviar and a beautiful view do feel great in the same way as
tranquility, afterall pleasure reach it's limit in removing pain, it's just that tranquility (like all
mental feelings) last a lot longer and are more intense because of it being affected by past,
present, and future, and thus more important.

Good to hear Austin is working on something!

Post by “Cassius” of July 2, 2026 at 9:18 AM
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Quote from Max DuBoff

It is very clear that the good is pleasure and vice versa, but it is not at all clear waht
pleasure(s) actually determine a blessed life. Only the absence of pain does that; but
he expects that lots of other pleasures will be present in a blessed life.

As to what plesaures actually determine a blessed life, I think I recall Gosling & Taylor
examining that at length in "The Greeks On Pleasure" in their chapter on the
katastematic/kinetic issue, and concluding that there is nothing mysterious at all about these
pleasures, as they include all the normal and ordinary pleasures of regular human life.

As to how "absence of pain" plays into that, it clearly can't mean "total absence of pain in every
aspect of life," if we are to accept (as we should) that Epicurus considered himself to be happy
even during his last days of extreme physical pain. On the other hand, if "absence of pain"
simply means "pleasure" as Torquatus insists to Cicero repeatedly that it does, then there's no
issue, as Epicurus tells us that his mental pleasures from friends and philosophy outweighed
the physical pains.

On Ends Book Two, 9 : Cicero: “…[B]ut unless you are extraordinarily obstinate you are
bound to admit that 'freedom from pain' does not mean the same thing as 'pleasure.'”
Torquatus: “Well but on this point you will find me obstinate, for it is as true as any proposition
can be.”

Post by “Cassius” of July 2, 2026 at 9:47 AM

Quote from wbernys

I would slightly disagree, caviar and a beautiful view do feel great in the same way as
tranquility, afterall pleasure reach it's limit in removing pain,

I have the same reaction, Wbernys, and I would be alert to the direction that some writers seem
to take that tranquility does not only not "feel great" -- but that tranquility is not a "feeling" at
all. That's how "they" (not referring here to Max) argue that tranquility is not a feeling at all.

This is no doubt a complex subject, so I think one of the ways to help sort it out is to play out
the logic ruthlessly, and see if the logic results in an absurd conclusion. The Epicurean texts are
replete with references to not even being able to know what good is without reference to the
normal sensory pleasures of life, so if we hold fast to that and rule out any construction that the
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Epicureans didn't really care about normal pleasures because all they wanted is "tranquility,"
that should be a good way of avoiding an absurd result.

The common sense "pleasure means all types of pleasure" perspective can easily accomodate
the value of tranquility as one among many important pleasures, but the "tranquility above all"
perspective cannot coexist with the great weight of the authoritative records. Had "tranqulity
above all" really been Epicurus' teaching, the Ciceros and Plutarchs and Epictetuses of the
world would never had raised a finger to oppose him.

Post by “Pacatus” of July 2, 2026 at 1:11 PM

Quote from Cassius

I would be alert to the direction that some writers seem to take that tranquility does
not only not "feel great" -- but that tranquility is not a "feeling" at all. That's how "they"
(not referring here to Max) argue that tranquility is not a feeling at all.

Maybe “tranquillity” (which seems to be the dominant translation of ἀταραξία) is a translation
subject to too much distortion, often taken as an unfeeling state. I think that Don and I have
both used “equanimity” – but that seems to come up against your point here as well.

Since ταραχή is (an unpleasant) disturbance or unease in the mind (such as anxiety), it seems
to clearly fall within Epicurus’ understanding of pain – in this case, mental as opposed to
physical. Though it certainly can – and perhaps most often does – present somatically as well;
in fact, I would suggest that the psyche/soma connection works both ways, and that physical
pain can also cause ταραχή – which is why that is something that Epicurus deals with (contra,
at least in terms of emphasis, the Cyrenaics).

For me, “serenity” seems more of a feeling state – of which, among its synonyms, Wordhippo
includes “a mildly euphoric feeling” (albeit only after a pleasurable experience, which seems to
me an unnecessary limitation). Or, perhaps, just “pleasant mind” – or even “enjoyable mind.”
[Though ἀταραξία is rendered in the negative – so maybe just “untroubled.”]

I’m sure somebody here can come up with a better solution, so I’ll end this meandering with
??? …. 

Post by “Don” of July 2, 2026 at 2:30 PM
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Quote from Cassius

Epicurus considered himself to be happy even during his last days of extreme physical
pain. ..., as Epicurus tells us that his mental pleasures from friends and philosophy
outweighed the physical pains.

Slight quibble: he didn't write that his mental pleasures outweighed the physical pains, but he
did write that he could contend with his pains with the mental pleasure of his memories:
ἀντιπαρετάττετο "metaphorical, hold one's ground against, Epicur.Fr.138: abs., stand in hostile
array" (LSJ) I like the image of drawing up battle lines against your pain.

Post by “Godfrey” of July 2, 2026 at 4:15 PM

I feel the need at this point to add in my reading of some of the PDs, which when carefully
considered (at least to me), delve into further parsing pleasure as intensity, duration and
location. All pleasure is pleasure, full stop. The way to differentiate between various pleasures
is not by attempting to rank the pleasures but by looking closely at their intensity, location and
duration. For example:

PD09. If every pleasure were condensed and were present at the same time and in the whole of
one's nature or its primary parts, then the pleasures would never differ from one another.

Post by “Cassius” of July 2, 2026 at 4:47 PM

Quote from Godfrey

All pleasure is pleasure, full stop. The way to differentiate between various pleasures is
not by attempting to rank the pleasures but by looking closely at their intensity,
location and duration.

I always "like" it when you call our attention to PD09 on this topic. In this case I have a
comment in regard to "All pleasure is pleasure, full stop." That very simple sentence stands at
the top of a mountain of specific questions. Yes, I agree, all pleasure is pleasure - but what does
that mean? I think the answer is that this is a clear instance in which Epicurus (when he says
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things like this) is talking conceptually, and saying that the common element in all pleasures is
that we find them desirable. That leaves a universe of various ways in which mental and bodily
pleasures differ from each other, all while remaining desirable.

PD09 gives us firm evidence that Epicurus was not a dunderhead and that the fully understood
that all pleasures are not the same in every respect. The concept of pleasure is extremely
broad, and that is why it is broad enough to contain "tranquilty" within it. But the reverse is not
true - there are many pleasures that are not 'tranquil". That's in large part why the category
term to describe what is desirable in life is "Pleasure," not "tranquility" or "true pleasure" or
"worthy pleasure" or "fancy pleasure" or "simple pleasure" or "abiding pleasure" or any other
term that places a qualifier on pleasure.

Post by “Max DuBoff” of July 3, 2026 at 7:33 AM

Quote from Don

Quote from Cassius

Epicurus considered himself to be happy even during his last days of extreme
physical pain. ..., as Epicurus tells us that his mental pleasures from friends and
philosophy outweighed the physical pains.

Slight quibble: he didn't write that his mental pleasures outweighed the physical pains,
but he did write that he could contend with his pains with the mental pleasure of his
memories: ἀντιπαρετάττετο "metaphorical, hold one's ground against, Epicur.Fr.138:
abs., stand in hostile array" (LSJ) I like the image of drawing up battle lines against your
pain.

Thanks for this point, Don. Antiparatattesthai is markedly military language, evoking a battle
line and the presence of an enemy. It derives from paratattein, which refers to arranging battle
lines. Antiparatattesthai is perhaps best translated as “to be drawn up in battle array against.”
It's rare outside of a military context is rare (to my knowledge, the only parallel roughly
contemporary to Epicurus is Aeschines, Against Ctesiphon 257), and the military connotation
remains very strong.

Warren, following Long and Sedley and influenced by Cicero’s term compensabatur in Fin. 2.96,
translate antiparatattesthai in DL 10.22 as “counterbalance.” I have two objections to a
translation of DL 10.22 based on compensabatur. The first is that it doesn't do justice to the
military connotation at all. The second is that compensabatur appears in Fin. 2, which is
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obviously polemical and does not clearly reflect Epicurean views, unlike Fin. 1, which does
appear to try to represent Epicurean views accurately.

Post by “Max DuBoff” of July 3, 2026 at 7:50 AM

Quote from Godfrey

I feel the need at this point to add in my reading of some of the PDs, which when
carefully considered (at least to me), delve into further parsing pleasure as intensity,
duration and location. All pleasure is pleasure, full stop. The way to differentiate
between various pleasures is not by attempting to rank the pleasures but by looking
closely at their intensity, location and duration. For example:

PD09. If every pleasure were condensed and were present at the same time and in the
whole of one's nature or its primary parts, then the pleasures would never differ from
one another.

Thanks for this idea. Although I largely agree with Cassius just below, it's good that you raised
this, because one of the biggest developments in 20th-century scholarship on Epicurus was less
attention paid to PD 9. I don't mean to necessarily say that's a good or bad thing; but Rist and
Diano, for example, placed a lot of weight on it, and scholars rarely do now. I'm with Cassius,
though: saying that all pleasure would be indistinguishable if (somehow) combined doesn't
mean all pleasure is indistinguishable now.

Side note: anyone who can read Italian should check out Carlo Diano. He's super interesting but
not widely remembered outside of Italy (except for his influence on Rist, but his interpretations
are often more interesting than Rist's imo). His papers on Epicureanism were collected in the
1974 volume Scritti Epicurei--though I admit it might be a bit tough to find without a university
library (and I haven't been able to find a digital copy).

Post by “Max DuBoff” of July 3, 2026 at 8:27 AM

Quote from wbernys
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So pleasure is clearly the absolute goal, but mostly defined the absence of distrubance,
which is itself a pleasure. I don't think ultimate pleasure, but certainly a pleasure worth
pursuing, like all others if not outweighted by pain.

I've now reread the thread, and I'm going to respond to a number of posts, but I think it'd be
more helpful to write a few paragraphs than respond to individual points. If there's an individual
point from upthread which you think is important for the conversation but which I don't address
here, please do feel free to reraise it.

I think wbernys's point quoted above (first sentence) is closest to my own view. Let me lay out
some of my interpretation of Epicurus.

It's clear from the Letter to Menoeceus that pleasure is the good. Anything good is such that we
should pursue it (DL 10.33; Men. 128-130). But there are lots of pleasures. So how do we know
which to pursue? This is where blessedness comes in. All pleasures are choiceworthy (by which
I just mean to-be-chosen, or, there's sufficient justification to pursue them), but only some
pleasures lead to blessedness. This is Cicero's crucial mistake. In On Moral Ends he assumes
that the good simply is the summum bonum, i.e., what leads to blessedness. But Epicurus has
an entirely different assumption: there are goods that don't contribute to blessedness, and
some goods that actively impede blessedness. So it's important to ask, on top of what is good
(i.e., pleasure), what we should actually pursue, because we can't pursue all the goods (not just
because we don't have time/space, but because some goods preclude other goods).

When I emphasize tranquility, it's in this context. PD 25 is the lode star of my interpretation: "If
you do not, on every occasion, refer each of your actions to the goal of nature, but instead stop
short at something else when making either avoidance or pursuit, your actions will not follow
arguments" (trans. Inwood and Gerson, with my modifications). I understand "the goal of
nature" as particularly connoting katastematic pleasure (following the use of this term in Men.
133 and VS 25, where it most naturally refers to katastematic pleasure).

So, all pleasure is good and is worthy of pursuit. When figuring out what to do, figure out first
and foremost what will lead to blessedness, which Epicurus identifies as tranquility. One should
only pursue other pleasures when they do not interfere with blessedness.

But why is tranquility the pleasure that confers a blessed life? Epicurus, like many Greek
philosophers, thinks that a good life is a perfect life (pantelēs; PD 20, 21; Pyth. 116). It's not
clear to me exactly why he holds this assumption (very curious for your thoughts; I think this is
one of the big puzzles of his ethics, for which we don't have extant sources). "Perfect" in this
sense means "not able to be made better, in the respect in which it's good." But pleasure fits a
bit awkwardly with this assumption. Lots of pleasures are good additively: when I eat ice cream,
it's always better if I eat more ice cream (other things being equal, which, to be fair, they're
not). Or it's always better if I'm looking at a beautiful view for longer, and looking at more
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beautiful views. So these kinds of pleasures can never support a perfect life.

Tranquility is blessedness because it's the only pleasure that can be perfect in this sense.
That's why PD 3 speaks of the "limit of the magnitude of pleasures"; once pain is absent,
pleasure cannot be made better in the respect in which it's good. If blessedness were based at
all on goods like ice cream or beautiful views, it'd never be able to be made perfect, because
we could always have more ice cream or beautiful views. Blessedness/tranquility isn't best
because it allows for ice cream or beautiful views to be enjoyed painlessly (in my view); it's best
because it's the only pleasure that allows for a perfect life, and a good life must be a perfect
life. Nonetheless, tranquility as a matter of fact allows us to enjoy many other pleasures
painlessly, and that's great. We very much welcome those pleasures, even though they don't
have a role in making our lives blessed.

This all leaves open what the relationship is between kinetic and katastematic pleasure. I
should note that there are substantively different views of the relationship between kinetic and
katastematic pleasure, and of what pleasure is. Cassius was raising Gosling and Taylor, who
argue that kinetic and katastematic pleasure are two ways of describing the same thing. This is
controversial (and not my view), but it's certainly a view with plenty of interesting arguments in
its favor. I'm going to crib a footnote from one of my drafts to show how I classify the different
views of katastematic pleasure:

The most influential view is that katastematic pleasure is the unimpeded atomic condition of
the mind or body, and pain is a disturbance to this condition (Diano 1974a: 45-47; 1974b: 82-
90; 1974c: 168-170; Rist 1972: 102-114, 170-172; Purinton 1993: 306-307; Wolfsdorf 2013:
162; Arenson 2019: 85-108). Others consider kinetic and katastematic pleasure to be different
ways of describing the same phenomenon (Gosling and Taylor 1982: 365-396; Hossenfelder
1986: 255-258; Striker 1993: 17; Nikolsky 2001). Others consider katastematic pleasure to be
the intentional object of a mental state (Tsouna 1985: 151-155; Purinton 1993: 283-291, 300-
302; Erler and Schofield 1999: 655-657; Splawn 2002: 476-481). Mitsis (1988) considers
katastematic pleasure to be the fulfillment of needs.

Post by “Max DuBoff” of July 3, 2026 at 8:31 AM

Quote from Max DuBoff

Quote from Don
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Quote from Cassius

Epicurus considered himself to be happy even during his last days of
extreme physical pain. ..., as Epicurus tells us that his mental
pleasures from friends and philosophy outweighed the physical pains.

Slight quibble: he didn't write that his mental pleasures outweighed the
physical pains, but he did write that he could contend with his pains with the
mental pleasure of his memories: ἀντιπαρετάττετο "metaphorical, hold one's
ground against, Epicur.Fr.138: abs., stand in hostile array" (LSJ) I like the image
of drawing up battle lines against your pain.

Thanks for this point, Don. Antiparatattesthai is markedly military language, evoking a
battle line and the presence of an enemy. It derives from paratattein, which refers to
arranging battle lines. Antiparatattesthai is perhaps best translated as “to be drawn up
in battle array against.” It's rare outside of a military context is rare (to my knowledge,
the only parallel roughly contemporary to Epicurus is Aeschines, Against Ctesiphon
257), and the military connotation remains very strong.

Warren, following Long and Sedley and influenced by Cicero’s term compensabatur in
Fin. 2.96, translate antiparatattesthai in DL 10.22 as “counterbalance.” I have two
objections to a translation of DL 10.22 based on compensabatur. The first is that it
doesn't do justice to the military connotation at all. The second is that compensabatur
appears in Fin. 2, which is obviously polemical and does not clearly reflect Epicurean
views, unlike Fin. 1, which does appear to try to represent Epicurean views accurately.

Oops, I forgot to mention: I designate "resistance"/"resist" to translate antiparatattesthai. It's
not a literal translation (it's impossible to capture the full context in one word), but it does
preserve the military context. (I owe this suggestion to Inwood.)

Post by “Cassius” of July 3, 2026 at 9:58 AM

Quote from Max DuBoff

I understand "the goal of nature" as particularly connoting katastematic pleasure
(following the use of this term in Men. 133 and VS 25, where it most naturally refers to
katastematic pleasure).
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If there were a fate it would be that we would once again be going down the
Katastematic/Kinetic rabbit hole and all that it entails. DeWitt, Gosling and Taylor, Emily Austin,
and Boris Nikolsky can be lined up military-style against virtually the entire rest of academia,
with one side incorporating joy and delight along with tranquility into the wider concept of
pleasure as all that is desirable, and one side narrowing the goal by elevating "tranquility" to
the only thing that is really worthwhile and the only reason we need "pleasure" in the first
place.

Max, do you see the lines dividing differently? It will be useful to go through detailed argument
but I suspect it would be more efficient to state the end-points as soon as possible. Surely the
ancient world did not require battalions of experts to understand Epicurus, or he would not
have been so popular (and hated) so we ought to be able to describe the conclusions in human
form too.

Post by “Cassius” of July 3, 2026 at 10:05 AM

Quote from Max DuBoff

So, all pleasure is good and is worthy of pursuit. When figuring out what to do, figure
out first and foremost what will lead to blessedness, which Epicurus identifies as
tranquility. One should only pursue other pleasures when they do not interfere with
blessedness.

One way of summarily getting to the conclusion would be to go back to my eariler question:
was Emily Austin's book misnamed? Your comment would imply that to be accurate to Epicurus
it should have titled it "Living for Tranquility"? Or perhaps maybe "Living for Pleasure Means
Living For Tranqility"?

Post by “Cassius” of July 3, 2026 at 10:33 AM

Another direct question that would be helpful to answer:

Just as we question as to "flourishing," what exactly does "tranquility" mean and what does it
entail?
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In short, what Max do you think at that a person is doing while they are tranquil?

Also, do you agree with a statement Don in an earlier post that he believes tranquility is
specifically defined in terms of a lack of fear of gods and of death?

What specific improvement or advancement in a person's life arises from holding "tranquility"
to be the goal rather than the ordinary calculus of evaluating pleasures vs pains?

Post by “Cassius” of July 3, 2026 at 11:35 AM

Here's another example I just noted from the signature line used by Elli, one of our members
from Greece:

Should we tell her that that's not accurate, and that she should change it to:

Beauty and virtue and such are worthy of honor, if they bring tranquility, but if not then bid
them farewell.

Post by “Don” of July 3, 2026 at 12:29 PM

Quote from Cassius

what exactly does "tranquility" mean and what does it entail?

Epicurus, Letter to Herodotus (DL 10.82; Hicks via Perseus): [82] But mental tranquillity
(ataraxia) means being released from all these troubles and cherishing a continual
remembrance of the highest and most important truths.

[82] ἡ δὲ ἀταραξία τὸ τούτων πάντων ἀπολελύσθαι καὶ συνεχῆ μνήμην ἔχειν τῶν ὅλων καὶ
κυριωτάτων.

Post by “wbernys” of July 3, 2026 at 3:25 PM
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Quote from Cassius

with one side incorporating joy and delight along with tranquility into the wider concept
of pleasure as all that is desirable,

This is a great summarization of my views, along with what I believe Epicurus believed.

Someone feeling perpetual joy or delight is not in any way inferior or superior to feeling
constant Serenity or Tranquility. Both are equally Pleaseant. Kinetic and Katastematic pleasures
are variations of pleasure. Pretty sure this is Austin's view and Gosling and Taylor's as well.
They are variations of the same condition, Epicurus recognized this variation (Dissgreeing with
Kolosky) but didn't consider it a huge deal.

This is why Tranquility is not the absolute goal, but any continuous Pleaseant state, whethe it
be either constant Tranquility/Serenity or Joy/Delight.

Although I think practically Epicurus more so focused on what prevents tranquility when we rest
(our fears and vices). But as he says in PD 10, if one removes these fears and vices by constant
debauchery or joy, it's equally valid.

Do you agree Max DuBoff?

Quote from Max DuBoff

Epicurus, like many Greek philosophers, thinks that a good life is a perfect life
(pantelēs; PD 20, 21; Pyth. 116). It's not clear to me exactly why he holds this
assumption (very curious for your thoughts; I think this is one of the big puzzles of his
ethics, for which we don't have extant sources).

I think this is because of the dominance of Plato, he wants to respond to the Platonic objection
that the good life can't be one filled with pleasure because pleasure doesn't have a perfectly
attainable limit for humans to reach. So the good must be perfect was the accepted belief.

Epicurus responds that Pleasure can be perfect (in removing all pain, often thought the neutral
state) and afterwards admits only variation. Just as the Stoic sage may vary in different
qualities (rich/poor, young/old, Greek/Non-Greek), but not be more wise, pleasure varies in
state to state (Joy/Tranquility), but not be more perfect.

Post by “Cassius” of July 3, 2026 at 4:07 PM
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Quote from wbernys

Epicurus responds that Pleasure can be perfect (in removing all pain, often thought the
neutral state) and afterwards admits only variation. Just as the Stoic sage may vary in
different qualities (rich/poor, young/old, Greek/Non-Greek), but not be more wise,
pleasure varies in state to state (Joy/Tranquility), but not be more perfect.

I agree withj wbernys here and this is why I would say that once you focus on the logic
implications of the foundattional premise that there are only two feelings, it makes perfect
sense that the best state is going to be one of pure pleasure accompanied by no pain. Such a
goal serves as a target to emulate and aspire to, just as the Epicurean theory of gods provides
that target of what the best life would be -- which is much as is stated by Torquatus in the line
we quote often:

Quote

[40] XII. Again, the truth that pleasure is the supreme good can be most easily
apprehended from the following consideration. Let us imagine an individual in the
enjoyment of pleasures great, numerous and constant, both mental and bodily, with no
pain to thwart or threaten them; I ask what circumstances can we describe as more
excellent than these or more desirable? A man whose circumstances are such must
needs possess, as well as other things, a robust mind subject to no fear of death or
pain, because death is apart from sensation, and pain when lasting is usually slight,
when oppressive is of short duration, so that its temporariness reconciles us to its
intensity, and its slightness to its continuance.

[41] When in addition we suppose that such a man is in no awe of the influence of the
gods, and does not allow his past pleasures to slip away, but takes delight in constantly
recalling them, what circumstance is it possible to add to these, to make his condition
better?

Which answers the question:
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... there being no mystery to setting out total absence of pain / perfect pleasure as the
theoretical goal, as that conclusion is clearly and logically compelled by the two feelings
doctrine, in the same way that the observation that everything in the universe is ultimately
composed of bodies and space rules out the presence of supernatural gods.

The difficulty is not that this two-feelings doctrine is unclear. Cicero allows Torquatus to spell it
out plainly, Diogenes of Laertius cites it clearly, it is embedded into the fabric of much core
Epicurean doctrine. Every ancient student of Epicurus would be expected to know it. The
difficulty is that since the suppression of the school, and as part of that project, anti-Epicureans
have been trying to make Epicurus into a Stoic and reconcile him with mainstream Greek
philosophy by placing an attitude / single feeling (tranquility) as the ultimate goal of life. This
deprecates pleasure into a tool which is to be discarded as soon the unthreatening goal of
absence of pain is achieved.

If one focuses on the very clear big picture it is obvious that the theoretical best life is one
composed solely of pleasures with no presence of pain. Epicurus knew that we as mortals can't
reach that state, just as he could not cure his kidney disease, but the essential thing for a
philosophy to do is to set forth the goal - the target to which we aspire. "Pleasure" - complete
and unadulterated, but not specific in kind, as we are individuals - is the goal. This perspective
answers those who like Plato in Philebus or Seneca assert that those who hold to "additive
theories of pleasure" are being illogical. It's no harder for an Epicurean to deal with the
difficulties of reaching pure pleasure than it is for a Stoic or Platonist to deal with he difficulties
of reaching pure virtue. And in fact it's a whole lot easier, because pleasure actually exists, and
Platonic ideals and Supernatural gods don't.

Post by “Godfrey” of July 3, 2026 at 9:31 PM

Quote from Max DuBoff

34https://www.epicureanfriends.com/thread/5151-welcome-max-duboff/

https://www.epicureanfriends.com/wcf/attachment/6350-image-png/
https://www.epicureanfriends.com/wcf/attachment/6350-image-png/
https://www.epicureanfriends.com/wcf/attachment/6350-image-png/
https://www.epicureanfriends.com/wcf/lexicon/entry/62-philebus/
https://www.epicureanfriends.com/thread/5151-welcome-max-duboff/?postID=40510#post40510
https://www.epicureanfriends.com/thread/5151-welcome-max-duboff/


But why is tranquility the pleasure that confers a blessed life? Epicurus, like many
Greek philosophers, thinks that a good life is a perfect life (pantelēs; PD 20, 21; Pyth.
116). It's not clear to me exactly why he holds this assumption (very curious for your
thoughts; I think this is one of the big puzzles of his ethics, for which we don't have
extant sources). "Perfect" in this sense means "not able to be made better, in the
respect in which it's good." But pleasure fits a bit awkwardly with this assumption.

Quote from wbernys

Someone feeling perpetual joy or delight is not in any way inferior or superior to feeling
constant Serenity or Tranquility. Both are equally Pleaseant. Kinetic and Katastematic
pleasures are variations of pleasure. Pretty sure this is Austin's view and Gosling and
Taylor's as well. They are variations of the same condition, Epicurus recognized this
variation (Dissgreeing with Kolosky) but didn't consider it a huge deal.

This is why Tranquility is not the absolute goal, but any continuous Pleaseant state,
whethe it be either constant Tranquility/Serenity or Joy/Delight.

Quote from wbernys

I think this is because of the dominance of Plato, he wants to respond to the Platonic
objection that the good life can't be one filled with pleasure because pleasure doesn't
have a perfectly attainable limit for humans to reach. So the good must be perfect was
the accepted belief.

Epicurus responds that Pleasure can be perfect (in removing all pain, often thought the
neutral state) and afterwards admits only variation. Just as the Stoic sage may vary in
different qualities (rich/poor, young/old, Greek/Non-Greek), but not be more wise,
pleasure varies in state to state (Joy/Tranquility), but not be more perfect

Regarding pantelēs: I'm quite ignorant of the nuances of Greek (not just the nuances, most of
it) but I see from Nate Bartman's compilation of PD translations that translations of PD21 are
fairly evenly divided by translating it as perfect and as complete. In my mind there's a
significant difference between these two words, at least in English. "Perfect" seems to have
platonic connotations of an ideal state, a state that doesn't empirically exist. "Complete," on
the other hand, implies something that one can judge for oneself. I'm curious what the thoughts
of those with knowledge of the Greek make of this....

I agree with the middle quote from wbernys . This is in fact a perfect (pun intended) example of
why it's important to acknowledge the parsing of pleasure into intensity, location and duration,
at least in my way of thinking. The only definitive difference between kinetic and katastematic
pleasures is duration: katastematic duration is extended, kinetic duration is short. Both kinetic
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and katastematic can vary in intensity and location. Having said that, I consider katastematic
pleasures to be mental, but there are also kinetic mental pleasures. And both kinetic and
katastematic pleasures can cover the full range of intensities. This aids in personal choice of
pleasures based on desires in particular circumstances, without concerns over an idealized
ranking.

Quite an enjoyable and thought provoking thread!

Post by “Don” of July 3, 2026 at 11:08 PM

Quote from Godfrey

"Perfect" seems to have platonic connotations of an ideal state, a state that doesn't
empirically exist. "Complete," on the other hand, implies something that one can judge
for oneself.

I personally like something like "complete" to riff on the connotation of "all (pan-) goals (telos)
have been met or achieved." There's nothing lacking, which I realize form an English semantic
perspective, you could use "perfect." But to me, "perfect" leaves the door open for the potential
for that Platonic ideal concept to creep in.

Post by “Don” of July 4, 2026 at 12:13 AM

Max DuBoff : I want to really emphasize that I greatly appreciate your willingness to engage on
these topics. This thread has grown WAY beyond a "Welcome Max DuBoff"  so this has been
both intellectually stimulating and fun. Thank you.

Quote from Max DuBoff

I think it'd be more helpful to write a few paragraphs than respond to individual points.

Agreed. I like your approach. I may ramble here, but I'll try and respond to your points and see
where we may differ and where it may end up we have the same interpretation but different
words. Possibly?
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Quote from Max DuBoff

In On Moral Ends he assumes that the good simply is the summum bonum, i.e., what
leads to blessedness. But Epicurus has an entirely different assumption: there are
goods that don't contribute to blessedness, and some goods that actively impede
blessedness.

So, my understanding of Cicero (On Ends, 1.42) and Aristotle (Nichomachean Ethics is that the
summum bonum / telos / τἀγαθόν is that to which all actions and decisions point. It is the final
answer of asking people "But why did you do that?":

Quote

...the Good is That at which all things aim.” ~Aristotle

"...it clearly follows that actions are right and praiseworthy only as being a means to
the attainment of a life of pleasure. But that which is not itself a means to anything
else, but to which all else is a means, is what the Greeks term the Telos, the highest,
ultimate or final Good. It must therefore be admitted that the Chief Good is to live
agreeably. " ~Cicero (via the character of Torquatus)

If one keeps asking the question of someone, "Why did you do that? Why did you make that
choice?" The final answer (from a psychological hedonist approach if we want to go there) is "It
gave me pleasure." So, that is why pleasure is the summum bonum / telos / τἀγαθόν. It is "That
at which all things aim."

I would also agree that all pleasures are by nature good. If actions, thoughts, memories, bring
pleasure, that is good by Epicurus' definition. Pleasure = good; pain = bad.

Quote from Max DuBoff

But Epicurus has an entirely different assumption: there are goods that don't contribute
to blessedness, and some goods that actively impede blessedness. So it's important to
ask, on top of what is good (i.e., pleasure), what we should actually pursue, because we
can't pursue all the goods (not just because we don't have time/space, but because
some goods preclude other goods).

I don't know if I agree that Epicurus has an entirely different assumption. I read Epicurus as still
accepting the challenge of identifying "That at which all things aim." He identifies pleasure as
"That at which all things aim." He also says that some pleasures bring more pain than pleasure
in the end (ex., endless drinking bouts, constant revels, etc.). He's not saying these are not
pleasurable, but having insatiable appetites for them is detrimental to your physical health and
mental tranquility, the goal of a blessed life (Men.128)
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Quote from Max DuBoff

When I emphasize tranquility, it's in this context. PD 25 is the lode star of my
interpretation: "If you do not, on every occasion, refer each of your actions to the goal
of nature, but instead stop short at something else when making either avoidance or
pursuit, your actions will not follow arguments" (trans. Inwood and Gerson, with my
modifications). I understand "the goal of nature" as particularly connoting katastematic
pleasure (following the use of this term in Men. 133 and VS 25, where it most naturally
refers to katastematic pleasure).

Why do you understand "the goal of nature" as particularly connoting katastematic pleasure?
I've translated that in Men. 133 as "one who has rationally determined the τέλος of one's
natural state" which I take "the natural state" to be pleasure, one's telos is to pursue pleasure.
And, if I understand your previous posts, you equate "pleasure" in this sense specifically with
tranquility, correct? VS25 is interesting, but I don't see how katastematic pleasure plays into
that "goals of nature" VS25: Poverty is great wealth if measured by the goals of nature, and
wealth is abject poverty if not limited by the goals of nature. I suppose it could with the same
sentiment in Lucretius (5.1117-1119, emphasis added) when he talks about a "mind content":

Yet were man to steer
His life by sounder reasoning, he'd own
Abounding riches, if with mind content
He lived by thrift; for never, as I guess,
Is there a lack of little in the world.

To me, the goal of nature / telos / summum bonum is to live pleasurably and, yes, to have a
blessed life. I agree that tranquility is a vital component of the pleasurable, blessed life, but,
again, Epicurus specifically says in Men. 128 that "The steady contemplation of these facts (the
categorization of desires) enables you to understand everything that you accept or reject in
terms of the health of the body and the serenity of the soul — since that is the goal of a
completely happy life." (St. Andre trans.) Both bodily health and a tranquil mind are the goal of
a complete blessed' life.

To single out tranquility as THE blessed life leaves out the first part: "health of the body." Why
isn't that as important as tranquility? I would propose that maybe "the health of the body" is
the other katastematic pleasure of aponia by another name? It seems me that the pleasure of
those endless drinking bouts is not choice-worthy because it would be detrimental to health of
the body AND the serenity of the mind. PD5 plays a role here, too, in describing how to live a
pleasurable life which doesn't specifically cite tranquility (although I can see that it could be
implied if one is living wisely, justly, and nobly since "The greatest fruit of justice is serenity
(ataraxia)." (U519)

Quote from Max DuBoff
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Lots of pleasures are good additively: when I eat ice cream, it's always better if I eat
more ice cream (other things being equal, which, to be fair, they're not). ... So these
kinds of pleasures can never support a perfect life.

Your ice cream analogy, to me, breaks down along these lines, too. The idea that pleasures are
good additively breaks down the same as endless drinking bouts. That also seems like Plato's
argument as to why pleasure can't be The Good.

Epicurus drank with his friends, he wrote a whole work titles Symposium where they talked
about wine and sex. I can easily see Epicurus saying a short drinking bout or a single drinking
bout can be cautiously engaged in. It's the endless string that's leads to pain. Same with ice
cream. A little is tasty, more and more leads to indigestion and pain. This is where prudence is
the most important instrumental virtue. To know when to stop a given pleasure before it turns
to pain is an application of practical wisdom.

I'm going to leave any deeper look at katastematic and kinetic pleasure for the light of day. I
think it's a useful categorization or at least interesting. If Epicurus thought it was important
enough to point out, that's good enough for me to try and get a handle on it. (There are some
who think Epicurus didn't even teach this, but I can't agree with that direction.)

I don't know if this is illuminating for my position, but this is what I get for putting this off until
late at night.

Post by “Cassius” of July 4, 2026 at 8:54 AM

Here are several specific questions which as I see it call for addressing in order to see the
implications of what Max is advocating:

1. Where is the textual basis for "some goods don't contribute to blessedness"? Is there a
passage where Epicurus says a specific pleasure fails to count toward the blessed life
merely because it is gradable/additive?

2. As Don has asked, why does the Letter to Menoeceus 128 name "health of the body AND
tranquility of the mind" jointly as the goal, if tranquility alone confers blessedness?

3. Does the "additive, therefore excluded from blessedness" rule apply to friendship? PD27
says friendship is the greatest of "all the things which wisdom acquires to produce the
blessedness of the complete life." Friendship is not katastematic — more friends,
deeper friendship, would seem "additive" by Max's own logic. So: does friendship confer
blessedness (per PD27) or not (per Max's exclusion rule)? If friendship only confers
blessedness instrumentally, by producing tranquility, why does PD27 say "produces the
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blessedness," not "protects tranquility"?
4. Would a tranquil person with no friends, no joys, no positive pleasures — just an

undisturbed, empty mind — count as having achieved the blessed life in full?
5. What would Max tell someone to do differently if someone were to accept Max's

contention and prioritize tranquility over pleasure? In a concrete choice between two
options, would "refer each of your actions to the goal of nature" (which Max alleges to be
tranquility) ever recommend something different from "weigh total pleasure against total
pain under a simple and straightforward ordinary calculation"?

Post by “Don” of July 4, 2026 at 9:14 AM

Since Cassius brings up PD27, I thought it might be instructive if we all refresh our minds on
what it says (using St. Andre English trans):

Of all the things that wisdom provides for the complete happiness of one's entire life, by far the
greatest is friendship.

ὧν ἡ σοφία παρασκευάζεται εἰς τὴν τοῦ ὅλου βίου μακαριότητα πολὺ μέγιστόν ἐστιν ἡ τῆς
φιλίας κτῆσις.

The original does use μακαριότητα "blessedness" (directly related to μακάριος etc.)

This could be referring to friendship as a result of one's wise choices. The PD could be
reworded/paraphrased as "Friendship is the greatest thing that wisdom provides for one's
entire blessed life."

Post by “Cassius” of July 4, 2026 at 9:24 AM

Thanks for the translation comment Don. The PD, on any translation, says that of all the things
wisdom prepares or provides toward a blessed life, friendship is by far the greatest. Not a good
and useful means among equally-good means — the single greatest one.

Friendship is, by Maxs's account, additive in exactly the way ice cream and a fine view of the
sky are additive. More trust, more years, more depth is always better, other things being equal.
If additive goods are structurally barred from contributing to a "perfect" or "complete" life, and
only katastematic pleasure can clear that bar, I don't see why wisdom would single out an
additive good as its single greatest tool for reaching blessedness. Does "additive" really
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disqualify a good from being central to the blessed life, or doesn't it?

Post by “Don” of July 4, 2026 at 9:24 AM

Quote from Cassius

4. Would a tranquil person with no friends, no joys, no positive pleasures — just an
undisturbed, empty mind — count as having achieved the blessed life in full?

By definition, someone with a tranquil mind is experiencing pleasure. We're also not only minds
but bodies. There's no way to have "tranquility" in one's mind without a body, one is a physical
sensing being to be tranquil in the first place. While I think I understand what you're getting at,
#4 seems to be a little bit of a straw man. Having no friends and no other pleasure wouldn't
lead to tranquility, with no friends, there's no security or support, leading to more anxiety. For
my understanding of the philosophy, a primary purpose of a tranquil mind, free from anxiety
and fear and worry, is to more fully experience every other choiceworthy pleasure and to make
prudent decisions on what those are. PD27 states that friendship is the wisdom, wise choices,
leads to friendship. A wise, tranquil person is likely to have friendships.

Post by “Don” of July 4, 2026 at 9:30 AM

Quote from Cassius

Friendship is, by Maxs's account, additive in exactly the way ice cream and a fine view
are additive. More trust, more years, more depth is always better, other things being
equal. If additive goods are structurally barred from contributing to a "perfect" or
"complete" life, and only katastematic pleasure can clear that bar, I don't see why
wisdom would single out an additive good as its single greatest tool for reaching
blessedness. Does "additive" really disqualify a good from being central to the blessed
life, or doesn't it?

By additive, I take it he means more and more can be added, but adding more and more friends
doesn't seem to me to be in the same category as eating more and more ice cream. Eating
more and more ice cream or wine or fish leads inexorably to pain and indigestion. Making more
and deeper friendships leads to more security, more pleasurable memories, more support. More
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friends also varies the pleasure of friendship.

Post by “Don” of July 4, 2026 at 9:36 AM

FWIW, here's a post I did on katastematic pleasure, specifically looking at aponia:

Post
RE: Neither "ataraxia" nor "not ataraxia", but "Joy as the goal"

Great thought-provoking posts, @Matteng and @wbernys . I'll address a couple points in a bit.

For me, there has to be something to the fact that aponia and aponos, in regular popular
ancient usage, meant things like non-exertion, laziness; without toil or trouble,free from the
necessity of labour. The adverb aponōs shows up in Herodotus as "without trouble":

[…]

I know Epicurus redefined some words to fit his philosophy, but they were all still in the
semantic range of the popular usage.…

Don
May 3, 2026 at 7:35 AM

Post by “Kalosyni” of July 4, 2026 at 9:48 AM

I am a little late in joining this discussion, and may or may not say much more.

I object to using the word tranquility for the following reasons:

Translating the ancient Greek concept of ataraxia as strictly "tranquility" is considered
somewhat inaccurate because "tranquility" implies a passive, serene, or meditative state of
inner peace . By contrast, ataraxia is a highly active, unshakeable state of mental resilience.

Using the word tranquility misses the true essence of the term for several reasons. 1) The
Etymology is Negative -- the word is formed using an alpha-privative (a prefix meaning
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"without") attached to the Greek verb tarassein, meaning "to disturb, trouble, or agitate". It
literally translates to "un-troubledness" or "imperturbability" rather than a positive state of
calm. 2) Dynamic Resilience vs. Static Quiet: Tranquility evokes images of a quiet, peaceful
room or a silent lake . Ataraxia , as used by Hellenistic philosophies like Epicureanism and
Stoicism, is a robust, dynamic equilibrium that allows an individual to remain steadfast even
when facing external chaos or extreme emotional triggers. 3) Active Engagement: to the
ancient Greeks, ataraxia wasn't about completely removing oneself from the world (which
tranquility implies) . It was about actively managing and overcoming unfounded anxieties and
destructive passions so you can live a flourishing life, often referred to as eudaimonia. 4)
Absence of Disturbance: The closest equivalent is "imperturbability" or "unperturbedness". It
describes a condition where the mind refuses to be shaken or agitated by the fear of death,
gods, or future pain.

Ideas of some kind of a "perfect telos" cannot get one to the happy life. This is creating an
abstraction beyond "honey is sweet, and snow is white" and it is dancing around with Plato's
perfect forms.

The pleasant and pleasurable life is made complete by: 1) following what nature provides (the
inborn sense of feeling pleasure and pain), and 2) applying prudence when making choices as
to what to do and what to avoid (choosing what leads to longterm health of the body and
happiness of the soul) and 3) discarding "empty" and futile opinions which lead to great pains,
and 4) developing a mental state of resiliency (not disturbed by fears of death or the gods)

When one applies all these practices, the happy life is made complete now --- and this will be
the blessedness of living like a god among men.

Post by “Cassius” of July 4, 2026 at 10:33 AM

Quote from Don

. For my understanding of the philosophy, a primary purpose of a tranquil mind, free
from anxiety and fear and worry, is to more fully experience every other choiceworthy
pleasure and to make prudent decisions on what those are

Agreed!

Quote from Kalosyni

By contrast, ataraxia is a highly active, unshakeable state of mental resilience.
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I agree with your contention, but I also think this is exactly what is in dispute. Neither of these
terms have readily-understandable meanings in English beyond "calmness" at best.

The major purpose of EpicureanFriends is to make Epicurean philosophy understandable and
useful for living people today. Epicurus definitely sometimes uses words differently. We have to
explain that when Epicurus was refering to gods he was not referring to something
supernatural. We have to explain that when Epicurus referred to pleasure he meant all that is
desirable, not just stimulation. Those are explanations which are not particularly difficult and
readily understandable. If someone wants to go on a campaign to assert that "tranqullity or
ataraxia implies a full complete active life full of ordinary pleasures experienced calmly" then
that in my mind is a much harder lift. it might be doable, but it's far beyond the differentiation
of meaning that Epicurus gave to gods or pleasure. And the best evidence of that is that most
academicians make no effort in that regard. They simply cite ataraxia or tranquility without
further explanation as if it is self-evident that we are talking Buddhism or Stoicism.

Quote from Kalosyni

Active Engagement: To the ancient Greeks, ataraxia wasn't about completely removing
oneself from the world (which tranquility implies) . It was about actively managing and
overcoming unfounded anxieties and destructive passions so you can live a flourishing
life, often referred to as eudaimonia.

I would love for that definition of ataraxia to be true, but I am unaware of any authoritative
source that would make that statement easy to argue and explain persuasively. Reference to
"flourishing" and the like is, as we've discussed, largely a weasel word way of discussing it. In
contrast, pleasure is something we feel without need for outside or academic explanation. Even
Epicurus' extension of pleasure to "all that is desirable" (pleasure is the absence of pain) is
readily understandable if we stop forcing other contradictory philosophies into the mix and
simply look to sensations, pleasure and pain, and anticipations for direct evidence of what is
desirable.

Post by “Don” of July 4, 2026 at 10:48 AM

Quote from Cassius

when Epicurus referred to pleasure he meant all that is desirable... Even Epicurus'
extension of pleasure to "all that is desirable"
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I'd be careful with that phrasing. Empty desires are still "desirable." Or are you citing a specific
text that I forgot? By pleasure he meant all that is pleasurable (yes, maybe that's a tautology),
all that gives pleasure and not pain.

Post by “Cassius” of July 4, 2026 at 10:53 AM

Quote from Don

I'd be careful with that phrasing. Empty desires are still "desirable." By pleasure he
meant all that is pleasurable (yes, maybe that's a tautology), all that gives pleasure
and not pain.

We're packing a lot into this conversaton already so I'll see about addressing that (whether
empty desires are still pleasurable, even though they bring more pain in the end than pleasure)
elsewhere rather than start a new line of citations, but your point is well taken. Every time we
stray from focusing on "pleasure" there are new explanations required, and that is one of the
major themes of this whole conversation.

Post by “Don” of July 4, 2026 at 11:06 AM

Quote from Cassius

We're packing a lot into this conversaton already

 LOL Ya think so?

We have to be careful and not conflate pleasures with desires. There are not necessary,
natural, and empty pleasures. There are necessary, natural, and empty desires.

Anything that brings pleasure is good, but some pleasures are not worthy to be chosen due to
the pain they bring in their wake.

Post by “Pacatus” of July 5, 2026 at 12:28 PM
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Quote from Cassius

We have to explain that when Epicurus was refering to gods he was referring to
something supernatural

You meant "not supernatural," yes? 

Quote from Cassius

We have to explain that when Epicurus referred to pleasure he meant all that is
desirable, not just stimulation.

I get what you’re trying to say here, but aren’t all pleasures (and pains), physical and mental –
stimulated by sense experience, αἴσθησῐς? As are πᾰ́θη and even προλήψεις? As are desires?

Pleasure includes everything and anything that “feels good” – even a self-righteous pat-on-the-
back by a Stoic that thinks pleasure and virtue are dichotomous guides.

Post by “Cassius” of July 5, 2026 at 2:06 PM

Quote from Pacatus

You meant "not supernatural," yes? 

Thank you! My typing is terrible

Post by “Max DuBoff” of July 5, 2026 at 2:33 PM

Quote from Cassius

Quote from Max DuBoff
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I understand "the goal of nature" as particularly connoting katastematic
pleasure (following the use of this term in Men. 133 and VS 25, where it most
naturally refers to katastematic pleasure).

If there were a fate it would be that we would once again be going down the
Katastematic/Kinetic rabbit hole and all that it entails. DeWitt, Gosling and Taylor, Emily
Austin, and Boris Nikolsky can be lined up military-style against virtually the entire rest
of academia, with one side incorporating joy and delight along with tranquility into the
wider concept of pleasure as all that is desirable, and one side narrowing the goal by
elevating "tranquility" to the only thing that is really worthwhile and the only reason we
need "pleasure" in the first place.

Max, do you see the lines dividing differently? It will be useful to go through detailed
argument but I suspect it would be more efficient to state the end-points as soon as
possible. Surely the ancient world did not require battalions of experts to understand
Epicurus, or he would not have been so popular (and hated) so we ought to be able to
describe the conclusions in human form too.

Certainly, I agree it's a rabbit hole (one I spent quite a while going back and forth on as I wrote
my dissertation, and which I'll continue to wade into in the future). I don't actually know that
Austin supports that position; I'll have to look back at her book but I don't currently have it with
me. As I noted above I think there are four major positions of katastematic pleasure:

1) Unimpeded atomic condition (which fits closely with, but doesn't entail, the Rist/Diano view
that all kinetic pleasure supervenes on katastematic pleasure)

2) No real distinction with kinetic

3) Intentional state

4) Just fulfillment of needs

Post by “Max DuBoff” of July 5, 2026 at 2:35 PM

Quote from Cassius

Quote from Max DuBoff
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So, all pleasure is good and is worthy of pursuit. When figuring out what to do,
figure out first and foremost what will lead to blessedness, which Epicurus
identifies as tranquility. One should only pursue other pleasures when they do
not interfere with blessedness.

One way of summarily getting to the conclusion would be to go back to my eariler
question: was Emily Austin's book misnamed? Your comment would imply that to be
accurate to Epicurus it should have titled it "Living for Tranquility"? Or perhaps maybe
"Living for Pleasure Means Living For Tranqility"?

Yes, the latter one.

I also hold the view (which I'm sure you'll disagree with) that Epicurus is a value dualist (sensual
stimulation and the absence of pain are both good but don't share anything besides that they
appear good and we should therefore pursue them). So I think he could've called the absence
of pain something other than pleasure and his view would've been fine. But he did consider it a
pleasure, and I have an account of why (namely, because a pleasure is what plays a certain
functional role in his epistemology--appearing good to us and motivating us to pursue it).

Post by “Max DuBoff” of July 5, 2026 at 2:40 PM

Quote from Cassius

Another direct question that would be helpful to answer:

Just as we question as to "flourishing," what exactly does "tranquility" mean and what
does it entail?

In short, what Max do you think at that a person is doing while they are tranquil?

Also, do you agree with a statement Don in an earlier post that he believes tranquility
is specifically defined in terms of a lack of fear of gods and of death?

What specific improvement or advancement in a person's life arises from holding
"tranquility" to be the goal rather than the ordinary calculus of evaluating pleasures vs
pains?
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Here's what the goal means: actively enjoying the absence of pain (that's good in and of itself),
and enjoying a variety of other pleasures painlessly. Epicurus thinks that anyone who enjoys
tranquility will also be enjoying a variety of other pleasures. But the thing is, if you take the
other pleasures to be primary, you might lose out on tranquility, but other pleasures don't
mean so much without tranquility (because the other pleasures are likely to bring pain along
with them--those pleasures won't be stable).

No, tranquility must be the absence of all fears.* Epicurus identified fear of the gods and of
death as particularly common fears, so he devoted a lot of attention to them. But there are
plenty of other fears.

*I've been struggling recently with fear of future pain. As KD 4 notes, fatal pain will be short;
but it'll be bad when it happens, so it seems like the sage should justifiably fear it in the
meantime, thus disturbing the sage's tranquility.

Post by “Max DuBoff” of July 5, 2026 at 2:42 PM

Quote from Cassius

Here's another example I just noted from the signature line used by Elli, one of our
members from Greece:

Should we tell her that that's not accurate, and that she should change it to:

Beauty and virtue and such are worthy of honor, if they bring tranquility, but if not then
bid them farewell.

Hmm, no, I think there's still a misunderstanding. All pleasure is good, full stop.

When we deliberate (which happens quite frequently, of course), we need to figure out which
pleasures to prioritize, and we do so based on the pleasure that makes for the best life. That's
ataraxia (and aponia). Sometimes when Epicurus says "pleasure" he has in mind all pleasure;
sometimes he's most interested in the highest pleasure.

Post by “Max DuBoff” of July 5, 2026 at 2:46 PM
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Quote from wbernys

Quote from Cassius

with one side incorporating joy and delight along with tranquility into the wider
concept of pleasure as all that is desirable,

This is a great summarization of my views, along with what I believe Epicurus believed.

Someone feeling perpetual joy or delight is not in any way inferior or superior to feeling
constant Serenity or Tranquility. Both are equally Pleaseant. Kinetic and Katastematic
pleasures are variations of pleasure. Pretty sure this is Austin's view and Gosling and
Taylor's as well. They are variations of the same condition, Epicurus recognized this
variation (Dissgreeing with Kolosky) but didn't consider it a huge deal.

This is why Tranquility is not the absolute goal, but any continuous Pleaseant state,
whethe it be either constant Tranquility/Serenity or Joy/Delight.

Although I think practically Epicurus more so focused on what prevents tranquility when
we rest (our fears and vices). But as he says in PD 10, if one removes these fears and
vices by constant debauchery or joy, it's equally valid.

Do you agree Max DuBoff?

Display More 

Ahh, no, I disagree, for a pretty simple reason: feeling perpetual joy or delight is quite
consistent with having lots of fear and pain. So the pleasure isn't pure/unmixed. (The uses of
this term are a little unclear, but it does seem to play a role.)

If, for the sake of argument, someone could just have kinetic pleasure all the time, it's a good
question whether that'd be desirable; I think yes (based on KD 10). But that's not the world we
live in, because as a matter of fact kinetic pleasures do bring fears and pains. So maybe this is
a theoretical/actual world dispute.

Post by “Max DuBoff” of July 5, 2026 at 2:50 PM

Quote from Cassius
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... there being no mystery to setting out total absence of pain / perfect pleasure as the
theoretical goal, as that conclusion is clearly and logically compelled by the two
feelings doctrine, in the same way that the observation that everything in the universe
is ultimately composed of bodies and space rules out the presence of supernatural
gods.

Ahh, but Epicurus seems to be saying that a blessed life is attainable, and a blessed life is
marked by the absence of pain. He's not merely saying that the absence of pain is a goal that
we'll never reach (Men. 135 seems pretty clear on this). So we need to explain how, whatever
his understanding of the absence of pain/blessed life is, real people can reach it.

Post by “Max DuBoff” of July 5, 2026 at 2:57 PM

Quote from Godfrey

Regarding pantelēs: I'm quite ignorant of the nuances of Greek (not just the nuances,
most of it) but I see from Nate Bartman's compilation of PD translations that
translations of PD21 are fairly evenly divided by translating it as perfect and as
complete. In my mind there's a significant difference between these two words, at least
in English. "Perfect" seems to have platonic connotations of an ideal state, a state that
doesn't empirically exist. "Complete," on the other hand, implies something that one
can judge for oneself. I'm curious what the thoughts of those with knowledge of the
Greek make of this....

Yes, both "perfect" and "complete" are good translations. Neither is better supported by the
Greek. The reason I use "perfect" is because David Sedley understands "complete" in a
temporal sense, i.e., as a complete temporally extended life. I think (agreeing with Rosenbaum
and Mitsis) that Epicurean blessedness is complete at every moment.

As to your other points, a couple notes:

DL 10.136 indicates that there are mental katastematic, mental kinetic, bodily katastematic,
and bodily kinetic pleasures. DL 10.137 indicates that the mental ones are better (within each
category).

I don't think there's any way for katastematic pleasure to have intensity, because if so it
couldn't be perfect at every moment (we could always imagine that it could be a bit more
intense).
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Post by “Cassius” of July 5, 2026 at 3:05 PM

As to Emily Austin, here's footnote 8 from Chapter 4 of Living For Pleasure

   

Post by “Max DuBoff” of July 5, 2026 at 3:11 PM

Quote from Don

Agreed. I like your approach. I may ramble here, but I'll try and respond to your points
and see where we may differ and where it may end up we have the same interpretation
but different words. Possibly?

Yes, it's been a great thread!

Ok, a few responses to your points:

Yes, pleasure for Epicurus is the summum bonum in terms of explaining all actions--everything
we do points to pleasure. That part is totally fine, and Cicero is right when he attributes that
claim to Epicurus.

The reason to understand "goal of nature" as katastematic pleasure is that otherwise it
wouldn't be helpful at all. There are all kinds of pleasures that lead to lots of pain, so someone
who looks only to pleasure won't be able to live well. To actually live well, you need to look to
pleasure with an eye to minimizing pain--which is seeking katastematic pleasure. Plus, in Men.
131 he quite clearly says "pleasure is the goal" indicates katastematic pleasure, and what really
seems to be katastematic pleasure is the "goal of a blessed life" in Men. 128.
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Yeah, when I say tranquility or ataraxia I don't mean to exclude aponia. Epicurus clearly thinks
they go together (though this creates problems for him). My speculative view is that aponia is a
problem for ataraxia because bodily pain creates justified fear about the future, which is painful
and thereby interrupts ataraxia. But the relationship between aponia and ataraxia is pretty
vexed; a lot depends on your interpretation of KD 18 and of Plutarch, Non Posse 1089d. I have
an unpublished paper dealing with some of these issues but not giving a full account of the
problem.

The point about ice cream is that, if (this is impossible, but for the sake of argument) ice cream
never started causing pain if we ate too much, it'd be good forever, always good to have more
of it. And Epicurus thinks that that kind of good can't be the foundation for a blessed life. It's
not clear why.

(By the way, unrelatedly, I usually use KD for Key Doctrines/Kuriai Doxai because I like that it's
the same acronym in English and Greek; but I was using PD upthread and that's totally cool too.
So I might just flit between them.)

Post by “Max DuBoff” of July 5, 2026 at 3:16 PM

Quote from Cassius

Just FYI as to Emily Austin, footnote 8 from Chapter 4 of Living For Pleasure

Ahh, good, thanks! Yeah that's quite different from my view. (I'm also not sure it's exactly
Arenson's view, because she thinks any painless non-restorative pleasure is katastematic, e.g.,
looking at a beautiful sunset. I'm also not sure it's the best guide to G&T's view, because for
them kinetic and katastematic pleasure are different ways of describing things, so the
painlessness part is what makes it katastematic. But I'd have to look back at them. I generally
deemphasize the restoration/variation material; but there's certainly a good argument for
foregrounding it, as Arenson does.)

Post by “Max DuBoff” of July 5, 2026 at 3:19 PM

Quote from Cassius
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Thanks for the translation comment Don. The PD, on any translation, says that of all the
things wisdom prepares or provides toward a blessed life, friendship is by far the
greatest. Not a good and useful means among equally-good means — the single
greatest one.

Friendship is, by Maxs's account, additive in exactly the way ice cream and a fine view
of the sky are additive. More trust, more years, more depth is always better, other
things being equal. If additive goods are structurally barred from contributing to a
"perfect" or "complete" life, and only katastematic pleasure can clear that bar, I don't
see why wisdom would single out an additive good as its single greatest tool for
reaching blessedness. Does "additive" really disqualify a good from being central to the
blessed life, or doesn't it?

Ahh, interesting, No, I'd say the most important thing about friendship is that it's an insurance
policy against hardship, so it allows us not to be afraid about the future. It directly contributes
to katastematic pleasure by removing fear for the future. Pleasant experiences with friends are
nice in and of themselves, and they contribute to blessedness by providing material for
antiparatattesthai (pain management).

Post by “Max DuBoff” of July 5, 2026 at 3:27 PM

Quote from Cassius

Here are several specific questions which as I see it call for addressing in order to see
the implications of what Max is advocating:

1. Where is the textual basis for "some goods don't contribute to blessedness"? Is
there a passage where Epicurus says a specific pleasure fails to count toward the
blessed life merely because it is gradable/additive?

2. As Don has asked, why does the Letter to Menoeceus 128 name "health of the
body AND tranquility of the mind" jointly as the goal, if tranquility alone confers
blessedness?

3. Does the "additive, therefore excluded from blessedness" rule apply to
friendship? PD27 says friendship is the greatest of "all the things which wisdom
acquires to produce the blessedness of the complete life." Friendship is not
katastematic — more friends, deeper friendship, would seem "additive" by Max's
own logic. So: does friendship confer blessedness (per PD27) or not (per Max's
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exclusion rule)? If friendship only confers blessedness instrumentally, by
producing tranquility, why does PD27 say "produces the blessedness," not
"protects tranquility"?

4. Would a tranquil person with no friends, no joys, no positive pleasures — just an
undisturbed, empty mind — count as having achieved the blessed life in full?

5. What would Max tell someone to do differently if someone were to accept Max's
contention and prioritize tranquility over pleasure? In a concrete choice between
two options, would "refer each of your actions to the goal of nature" (which Max
alleges to be tranquility) ever recommend something different from "weigh total
pleasure against total pain under a simple and straightforward ordinary
calculation"?

Thanks, Cassius! Great questions:

1) KD 20, where the flesh's understanding of pleasure is deemed incorrect for a good life. Also
Men. 128 is good evidence--after describing what must be katastematic pleasure, he says "the
animal is not in a position to go after some need nor to seek something else to complete the
good of the body and the soul." Plus I think this is clear from KD 3.

2) This was a misunderstanding which I addressed elsewhere--ataraxia and aponia go together,
Epicurus thinks. But the evidence on this is conflicted, because DL 10.136 says mental
pleasures are better than bodily ones, and KD 18 seems to indicate that bodily katastematic
pleasure is necessary but not sufficient for mental katastematic pleasure. (And Non Posse
1089d, which probably quotes Epicurus's On the Goal, seems similar to KD 18 but is pretty
unclear.)

3) Friendship contributes to blessedness, but not simply through pleasant experiences (just
addressed that in last reply).

4) As I understand Epicurus: Yes in theory, but this could never actually happen. (Purinton
addresses this question interestingly in his 1993 paper, as you probably know. Not saying I
agree with him, but he raises and answers the question most clearly in the literature.)

5) I don't understand how someone could "weigh total pleasure against total pain under a
simple and straightforward ordinary calculation"--because what weight would we assign to
katastematic pleasure in relation to kinetic pleasure? It has no numerical value. (Now, you
might disagree if you go for a G&T/Nikolsky position; but even if you agree with them, it's not
clear how to decide between pleasures that are both kinetic and katastematic and those that
are just kinetic; so we still need to prioritize katastematic.)

Post by “Max DuBoff” of July 5, 2026 at 3:31 PM
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Quote from Cassius

Quote from Kalosyni

By contrast, ataraxia is a highly active, unshakeable state of mental resilience.

I agree with your contention, but I also think this is exactly what is in dispute. Neither of
these terms have readily-understandable meanings in English beyond "calmness" at
best.

Definitely appreciate your points a lot, Kalosyni, and I think a lot of what you're saying is just
about what connotations there are in English. But Cassius is right: we need to have specialized
understandings of words in mind when we're approaching Epicurus (not that they're unrelated
to the plain meanings of words--they're not--but the plain meanings don't exhaust what they
mean to Epicurus; and he does this quite clearly in Men. 131).

Post by “Max DuBoff” of July 5, 2026 at 3:35 PM

Quote from Don

Quote from Cassius

We're packing a lot into this conversaton already

 LOL Ya think so?

We have to be careful and not conflate pleasures with desires. There are not
necessary, natural, and empty pleasures. There are necessary, natural, and empty
desires.

Anything that brings pleasure is good, but some pleasures are not worthy to be chosen
due to the pain they bring in their wake.

100% agree with this, Don.

Also, in response to Pacatus, yes, pleasures/pain (i.e., pathē in the epistemological sense) are
closely linked to sense-perceptions (aisthēseis). That has to be true even for katastematic
pleasures.
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Post by “Godfrey” of July 5, 2026 at 4:05 PM

Quote from Max DuBoff

I don't think there's any way for katastematic pleasure to have intensity, because if so
it couldn't be perfect at every moment (we could always imagine that it could be a bit
more intense

This is an intriguing comment!

A pleasure with no intensity would, to me, describe a neutral state, which of course doesn't
exist for Epicurus in the pleasure/pain relationship. This is why I prefer "complete" to "perfect".
To my understanding a pleasure or pain requires all three components of intensity, location and
duration: if any one of these doesn't apply, how can a pleasure or pain be experienced?
Further, to my way of thinking a katastematic pleasure can vary in intensity, say from
contentment to joy.

On a related note, I'm not clear as to what constitutes a bodily katastematic pleasure. Or
possibly any katastematic pleasure.... It would seem to me to be a matter of duration, of being
"lasting". This gets into the squishy question of what is meant by "lasting". Eternal? Being
around longer than most pleasures? Persisting regardless of any external circumstances or new
information?

Being now a "senior citizen", it's become quite apparent to me that all bodily pleasures and
pains come and go. This is the lens through which I view bodily katastematic feelings with
suspicion, but of course it may have nothing to do with that I suppose. Does it have to to with a
material world in which everything is ultimately physical?

Post by “Cassius” of July 5, 2026 at 4:25 PM

Thank you Max for all the detailed responses!

Post by “Cassius” of July 5, 2026 at 8:29 PM
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Max, thank you for working through all of this so carefully.

On the question Would a tranquil person with no friends, no joys, no positive pleasures — just
an undisturbed, empty mind — count as having achieved the blessed life in full?, you wrote:

Quote from Max DuBoff

4) As I understand Epicurus: Yes in theory, but this could never actually happen.

I don't think that the "in theory" gives us a clear answer as to what your position really is.
You've just told us that your definition of blessedness, taken on its own terms, is fully satisfied
by a life with no friends, no joy, no positive pleasure of any kind — nothing but an undisturbed
absence of pain. The only thing keeping that from being your actual recommendation is a claim
that it can't happen in practice, not a principled reason why it shouldn't count as the best
possible life if it did. That's a strange place for a consistent theory of the good life to land. If
your account of blessedness doesn't care whether the life it's describing contains anything
anyone would actually want, in what sense is it still a theory of human flourishing rather than
an edge case your chosen framework happens to generate?

On the textual basis for "some goods don't contribute to blessedness" — you cited PD20, Men.
128, and PD03. But don't those passages actually establish that once pain is removed, there is
no further need to seek anything more. That's a claim about cessation of motivation. What your
position would need to show is the stronger claim that additional pleasures, once had, don't
count toward the blessedness already achieved. Those are two different claims. "I don't need to
look for more" is not the same as "if more comes anyway, it doesn't add to my good."

On friendship, you said its contribution to blessedness runs through security against future fear.
But doesn't that just relocate the problem rather than solve it? More security, and a richer stock
of memories to draw on, would seem to be exactly as "additive" as more ice cream. Is there a
natural limit to how much friendship or security is "enough," past which more of it stops
contributing to blessedness, the way Epicurus treats natural and necessary desire as self-
limiting? If there is such a limit for friendship, I'd like to hear what it is and where it comes from.
If there isn't, then I don't see how friendship escapes the very rule you're using to exclude other
additive pleasures from counting.

On what you would actually tell someone to do differently, I am looking for a concrete case
where "refer your actions to the goal of nature as tranquility" and "weigh total pleasure against
total pain" would recommend different choices. You answered by questioning whether
katastematic and kinetic pleasure share a common scale at all. That doesn't answer the
question I asked. Can you give me one actual choice where your priority rule and the ordinary
whole-life pleasure-pain calculus come apart? If you can't produce one, I think that's itself
telling us something: that this may be a dispute over which word gets to be called "the goal,"
and not a dispute that changes a single thing about how a person should actually live.
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Last thing: you've now told me twice, in almost the same words, that you don't know why an
additive pleasure can't be the foundation of a blessed life. That's not a side issue - it seems like
the foundation of your priority for tranquility. Everything else in your position rests on it. It
seems to me that since Epicurus says that he would not know what good is without a list of
what is essentially additive pleasures, additive pleasures - normal sensory pleasures including
joy and delight - are a very clear foundation for a "blessed life" or "eudaemonia" or "happiness"
or whatever other word we want to use to describe the real goal that normal people are looking
to hear about.

Post by “Don” of July 5, 2026 at 10:14 PM

Quote from Cassius

do you agree with a statement Don in an earlier post that he believes tranquility is
specifically defined in terms of a lack of fear of gods and of death?

Quote from Max DuBoff

No, tranquility must be the absence of all fears.* Epicurus identified fear of the gods
and of death as particularly common fears, so he devoted a lot of attention to them.
But there are plenty of other fears.

*I've been struggling recently with fear of future pain. As KD 4 notes, fatal pain will be
short; but it'll be bad when it happens, so it seems like the sage should justifiably fear it
in the meantime, thus disturbing the sage's tranquility.

If I'm being invoked, I feel I need to expand my thoughts on this. Cassius , what I think you're
referring to is this below where I wrote:

Quote from Don

I understand that ataraxia refers specifically (for Epicurus) to the absence (a-) of
"disturbance" (tarakhe) in the mind caused by fear of the gods, anxiety about death,
worry about having "enough" and what other people think, etc.

I'll freely admit that "etc." is doing a lot of heaving lifting.

As for a what Epicurus thinks is covered under ataraxia, he says in the Letter to Herodotus: "
mental tranquillity (ataraxia) means being released from all these troubles and cherishing a

59https://www.epicureanfriends.com/thread/5151-welcome-max-duboff/

https://www.epicureanfriends.com/thread/5151-welcome-max-duboff/?postID=40554#post40554
https://www.epicureanfriends.com/wcf/user/1-cassius/
https://www.epicureanfriends.com/thread/5151-welcome-max-duboff/


continual remembrance of the highest and most important truths." (10.82) The "all these
troubles" refers back to 10.81 to his assertion that "the greatest anxiety (τάραχος) of the
human mind arises through the belief that the heavenly bodies are blessed and indestructible,
and that at the same time they have volitions and actions and causality inconsistent with this
belief ; ... if men do not set bounds to their terror, they endure as much or even more intense
anxiety (ταραχὴν) than the man whose views on these matters are quite vague." This is similar
to the Letter to Pythocles where Epicurus writes (DL 10.85): "In the first place, remember that,
like everything else, knowledge of celestial phenomena, whether taken along with other things
or in isolation, has no other end in view than peace of mind (ἀταραξίαν) and firm conviction."
So, getting a firm understanding and belief that celestial phenomena are not caused by
supernatural forces has the goal of peace of mind/ataraxia.

As Max DuBoff points out, "Epicurus identified fear of the gods and of death as particularly
common fears, so he devoted a lot of attention to them." I would say he devoted a lot of
attention to them because he identified them as the most important and detrimental
disturbances to our minds. The first big hurdle we have to get over to establish ataraxia.
Getting a correct perspective on the gods and not fearing them comes first in Principal
Doctrines, first in the Vatican Sayings, first in the Letter to Menoikeus, first in the
Tetrapharmakos. I would say he placed paramount importance of ridding ourselves of those
fears and anxieties of the gods and death and related topics like supernatural causes of
celestial phenomena, divine punishment, etc.

Yes, I agree there are plenty of other fears and anxieties, and I would agree Epicurus tries to
teach how to alleviate them. So, yes, ataraxia could include the eradication of fears and
anxieties both at the level of gods and death but also at the level of less significant or
overwhelming sources of pains.

He tries to eliminate or alleviate, for example, fear of future pain by his living example of his
last days and the observations of "pain is short if..." But he also tries to get us to replace fear
and anxiety with prudence, virtuous behavior, wise choices. If we fear what might happen to
our loved ones after die, make plans for what happens after we die. If we fear retribution from
enemies, try to not make enemies or stay away from them. All this would contribute to a stable
peace of mind that we are doing, have done, or will do everything within our power to trust that
the pleasures we have now continue into the future.

So, for his at least, I would say ataraxia includes freedom from fear and anxiety writ large; with
the caveat that the BIG ONES are death and the supernatural gods.

Post by “Max DuBoff” of July 7, 2026 at 1:13 PM
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Quote from Godfrey

Quote from Max DuBoff

I don't think there's any way for katastematic pleasure to have intensity,
because if so it couldn't be perfect at every moment (we could always imagine
that it could be a bit more intense

This is an intriguing comment!

A pleasure with no intensity would, to me, describe a neutral state, which of course
doesn't exist for Epicurus in the pleasure/pain relationship. This is why I prefer
"complete" to "perfect". To my understanding a pleasure or pain requires all three
components of intensity, location and duration: if any one of these doesn't apply, how
can a pleasure or pain be experienced? Further, to my way of thinking a katastematic
pleasure can vary in intensity, say from contentment to joy.

On a related note, I'm not clear as to what constitutes a bodily katastematic pleasure.
Or possibly any katastematic pleasure.... It would seem to me to be a matter of
duration, of being "lasting". This gets into the squishy question of what is meant by
"lasting". Eternal? Being around longer than most pleasures? Persisting regardless of
any external circumstances or new information?

Being now a "senior citizen", it's become quite apparent to me that all bodily pleasures
and pains come and go. This is the lens through which I view bodily katastematic
feelings with suspicion, but of course it may have nothing to do with that I suppose.
Does it have to to with a material world in which everything is ultimately physical?

To be clear, katastematic pleasure is experienced; but, by saying it has no intensity, I mean
that it couldn't be made stronger or weaker. It just is or is not present.

For someone who thinks contentment or joy is a katastematic pleasure, my claim doesn't make
much sense. So you need to maintain that katastematic pleasure has intensity; but then I'm not
sure how you can maintain that katastematic pleasure is complete. You'll probably need to go
for a Rist-style explanation that all that matters is that painless has more spatial extension than
pain.* I think this view has other problems, namely, that it clashes with PD 3 (on Rist's view, the
blessed state isn't the complete removal of pain).

You're right to ask what a katastematic pleasure is. My view is that only ataraxia and aponia
are katastematic pleasures. The simple reason is there's no evidence for anything else being
one. These are the only katastematic pleasures listed in DL 10.136 and Men. 128 (the former
explicitly indicates they're called katastematic, and they must be in the latter).
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*Rist, Epicurus: An Introduction, p. 110: "Similarly when Epicurus said on his last day that,
although his bodily pains were now intense, yet he was still enjoying happiness, he must have
meant, in terms of the atomic theory, that, although he was suffering in some of his bodily
structures, yet the atomic compounds in his mind and in the rest of his body, the vast majority,
that is, of his atomic structures, were free from pain and thus enjoying the supreme happiness."

Post by “Max DuBoff” of July 7, 2026 at 1:22 PM

Quote from Cassius

I don't think that the "in theory" gives us a clear answer as to what your position really
is. You've just told us that your definition of blessedness, taken on its own terms, is
fully satisfied by a life with no friends, no joy, no positive pleasure of any kind —
nothing but an undisturbed absence of pain. The only thing keeping that from being
your actual recommendation is a claim that it can't happen in practice, not a principled
reason why it shouldn't count as the best possible life if it did. That's a strange place for
a consistent theory of the good life to land. If your account of blessedness doesn't care
whether the life it's describing contains anything anyone would actually want, in what
sense is it still a theory of human flourishing rather than an edge case your chosen
framework happens to generate?

On the textual basis for "some goods don't contribute to blessedness" — you cited
PD20, Men. 128, and PD03. But don't those passages actually establish that once pain
is removed, there is no further need to seek anything more. That's a claim about
cessation of motivation. What your position would need to show is the stronger claim
that additional pleasures, once had, don't count toward the blessedness already
achieved. Those are two different claims. "I don't need to look for more" is not the
same as "if more comes anyway, it doesn't add to my good."

Helpful points, indeed! Splitting this into two parts.

Wait, no, all pleasures always motivate us to pursuit them--that's true for pleasures that don't
contribute to blessedness just as much as it is for those that do. So what keeps us from having
that bare life is that we're very motivated to seek out all kinds of pleasures (as long as they
don't interfere with ataraxia/aponia). (Warren doesn't recognize this in Facing Death; that's why
he worries, around pp. 200-212, that an Epicurean will have no reason to live on once they
achieve blessedness. The reason to keep living is exactly the reason to achieve blessedness:
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because all pleasure motivates us to pursue it, and that's true whether we're already blessed or
not.)

So when I say it wouldn't happen in practice, I don't just mean it's extremely unlike to happen; I
mean that the kind of person who's going to achieve blessedness won't let it happen.

This response sets up for responding to your second paragraph above. There's no need to seek
more, but we want more (i.e., we want kinetic pleasures even once we've achieve katastematic
pleasure--in addition to wanting to maintain katastematic pleasure). PD 18 clearly states that
pleasure is only varied, not increased, once we have the absence of pain. So I think I'm on firm
ground in saying that further pains don't contribute to blessedness, i.e., don't increase pleasure
beyond its maximum (the maximum which is noted in PD 3).

Post by “Max DuBoff” of July 7, 2026 at 1:32 PM

Quote from Cassius

On friendship, you said its contribution to blessedness runs through security against
future fear. But doesn't that just relocate the problem rather than solve it? More
security, and a richer stock of memories to draw on, would seem to be exactly as
"additive" as more ice cream. Is there a natural limit to how much friendship or security
is "enough," past which more of it stops contributing to blessedness, the way Epicurus
treats natural and necessary desire as self-limiting? If there is such a limit for
friendship, I'd like to hear what it is and where it comes from. If there isn't, then I don't
see how friendship escapes the very rule you're using to exclude other additive
pleasures from counting.

On what you would actually tell someone to do differently, I am looking for a concrete
case where "refer your actions to the goal of nature as tranquility" and "weigh total
pleasure against total pain" would recommend different choices. You answered by
questioning whether katastematic and kinetic pleasure share a common scale at all.
That doesn't answer the question I asked. Can you give me one actual choice where
your priority rule and the ordinary whole-life pleasure-pain calculus come apart? If you
can't produce one, I think that's itself telling us something: that this may be a dispute
over which word gets to be called "the goal," and not a dispute that changes a single
thing about how a person should actually live.

Last thing: you've now told me twice, in almost the same words, that you don't know
why an additive pleasure can't be the foundation of a blessed life. That's not a side
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issue - it seems like the foundation of your priority for tranquility. Everything else in
your position rests on it. It seems to me that since Epicurus says that he would not
know what good is without a list of what is essentially additive pleasures, additive
pleasures - normal sensory pleasures including joy and delight - are a very clear
foundation for a "blessed life" or "eudaemonia" or "happiness" or whatever other word
we want to use to describe the real goal that normal people are looking to hear about.

Friendship isn't a pleasure, i.e., intrinsic good; friendship is an instrumental good. So it's not
subject to the same problems. Epicurus praises friendship because it's an extremely important
instrumental good; and it frequently provides intrinsic goods.

The limit of security is not being afraid anymore.

Ok, I'm not sure this is what you mean, but here's an attempt at a case where "refer your
actions to the goal of nature as tranquility" and "weigh total pleasure against total pain" make
different recommendations. Consider an exceptionally good Twentieth meal. If I eat
moderately, I'll have 10 units of kinetic pleasure and 0 units of pain. If I eat excessively, I'll
really appreciate the flavor of this exceptionally fine vegan cheese, so I'll have 30 units of
kinetic pleasure but 3 units of pain. "Refer your actions to the goal of nature as tranquility"
indicates I should eat moderately, because I want to minimize pain. "Weigh total pleasure
against total pain" indicates I should eat excessively, because the pleasure far outweighs the
pain. (The only way this wouldn't happen is if we add a whole extra rule about minimizing pain;
but then we're basically at the other standard.)

Yeah, I take that passage from Epicurus's On the Goal to be a statement about hedonism:
experience shows us what's good, and kinetic pleasures contribute to showing that pleasure is
the good. What I don't understand is why Epicurus is committed to the claim that a blessed life
must be a complete/perfect life. Given that assumption, it's quite clear why he thinks additive
pleasures can't make a life blessed (because it'll never be complete/perfect).

Post by “Cassius” of July 7, 2026 at 1:43 PM

Quote from Max DuBoff

. So I think I'm on firm ground in saying that further pains don't contribute to
blessedness, i.e., don't increase pleasure beyond its maximum (the maximum which is
noted in PD 3)

Max I presume the underline "pains" I underlined there is a typo?
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Post by “Cassius” of July 7, 2026 at 2:16 PM

Max,

The twentieth-meal example is very useful.

Let me restate it to make sure I have it right: given a choice between 10 units of pleasure/0
pain and 30 units of pleasure/3 pain, "refer your actions to the goal of nature as tranquility"
tells you to take the first option — forfeiting 17 units of net pleasure - solely to avoid the 3 units
of pain.

Is that a fair restatement of your own answer?

So you're saying that on your view, no amount of net pleasure gained can outweigh even a
modest amount of pain accepted to get it. That's the "even a small amount of pain is too much
to pay for a large amount of pleasure" position I've been thinking your view amounts to. Is that
correct?

As to what that would mean, Epicurus wrote on his last day, in real physical agony, that the joy
of memory and friendship that day outweighed (or arrayed against in the military metaphor)
the pain in his body. This is a direct claim that a great pleasure was worth to him a very great
pain, in full net balance. Regardless about what we think of whether he changed his calculation
as the pain got worse (which would be entirely reasonable to do), Epicurus did not avoid or
forfeit those pleasures in advance just because great pain was involved.

Your rule would have told Epicurus in advance never to have made the friendships at all, since
every friendship carries the certainty of future grief — real pain — in exchange for something
"merely additive" and therefore, on your account, not counting toward blessedness. Do you
accept that consequence?

Second thing, maybe even more important. You've now stated at least twice that you don't
know why Epicurus would be committed to the claim that a blessed life has to be complete or
perfect in the Platonic sense. Everything you're saying after that , that additive pleasures can't
confer blessedness, friendship is instrumental rather than itself a pleasure/good , seems built
entirely on that starting point. If you can't explain that reasoning, why would we find it
persuasive to overturn all the many statements commending Pleasure as the goal?

As to friendship, PD27 doesn't call friendship just a useful tool alongside the virtues — it calls it
"far the greatest" of the things which "produce the blessedness of the complete life." If
friendship is instrumental the way courage or prudence are instrumental, why does Epicurus
single it out instead of listing it among them? I think Epicurus is telling us the pleasure of
friendship is a major part of what a full life is made of, not that it's a mechanism that
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occasionally throws off some pleasant ("nice") side effects.

I don't think "tranquility as prime directive" survives contact with either the deathbed letter or
PD27. I'd like to hear you take those two head-on., because that's what is of most benefit to the
forum - providing understandable answers that are of practical use to the kind of normal people
to whom Epicurus appealed in the ancient world. It can't have required a degree in philosophy
to understand Epicurus in the ancient world, and it can't require that now.

As Cassius Longinus said himself to Cicero,

... For it is hard to convince men that “the good is to be chosen for its own sake”; but that
pleasure and tranquillity of mind is acquired by virtue, justice, and the good is both true and
demonstrable. Why, Epicurus himself, from whom all the Catiuses and Amafiniuses in the world,
incompetent translators of terms as they are, derive their origin, lays it down that “to live a life
of pleasure is impossible without living a life of virtue and justice.”

Why pleasure AND tranquility? Are you saying that as with the title to "Living For Pleasure,"
Cassius Longinus should have written "but that pleasure (and by that i mean tranquility) is
acquired by virtue, justice, and the good is both true and demonstrable?"

Catius and Amafinius may not have been the smoothest of translators of images vs. spectres,
but is it really likely they too missed something as basic as not understanding the right priority
between pleasure and tranquility?

Post by “Max DuBoff” of July 7, 2026 at 3:25 PM

Quote from Cassius

Quote from Max DuBoff

. So I think I'm on firm ground in saying that further pains don't contribute to
blessedness, i.e., don't increase pleasure beyond its maximum (the maximum
which is noted in PD 3)

Max I presume the underline "pains" I underlined there is a typo?

Yes, that should read "pleasure."

Post by “Max DuBoff” of July 7, 2026 at 3:34 PM
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Quote from Cassius

Max,

The twentieth-meal example is very useful.

Let me restate it to make sure I have it right: given a choice between 10 units of
pleasure/0 pain and 30 units of pleasure/3 pain, "refer your actions to the goal of
nature as tranquility" tells you to take the first option — forfeiting 17 units of net
pleasure - solely to avoid the 3 units of pain.

Is that a fair restatement of your own answer?

So you're saying that on your view, no amount of net pleasure gained can outweigh
even a modest amount of pain accepted to get it. That's the "even a small amount of
pain is too much to pay for a large amount of pleasure" position I've been thinking your
view amounts to. Is that correct?

As to what that would mean, Epicurus wrote on his last day, in real physical agony, that
the joy of memory and friendship that day outweighed (or arrayed against in the
military metaphor) the pain in his body. This is a direct claim that a great pleasure was
worth to him a very great pain, in full net balance. Regardless about what we think of
whether he changed his calculation as the pain got worse (which would be entirely
reasonable to do), Epicurus did not avoid or forfeit those pleasures in advance just
because great pain was involved.

Display More 

Excellent point, this is really helpful.

No, I want to nuance my previous point: choose against pain if it'll interfere with enjoying
katastematic pleasure. It's totally fine to accept some pain if it promotes katastematic pleasure.
That's why we should run some risks for the sake of friendship (VS 28). And if there's a pain
that won't interfere with enjoying katastematic pleasure (because anticipation/recollection
allows us to manage it, and it doesn't prevent the fulfillment of our needs), it's fine to accept
that pain. That's why junk food (which doesn't satisfy hunger) is a problem even if it's very
pleasurable, but overeating a bit of something nutritious could be ok.

But in general, yes: don't take on risky kinetic pleasures, which might foreseeably prevent
enjoying katastematic pleasure.

Post by “Max DuBoff” of July 7, 2026 at 3:40 PM
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Quote from Cassius

Your rule would have told Epicurus in advance never to have made the friendships at
all, since every friendship carries the certainty of future grief — real pain — in
exchange for something "merely additive" and therefore, on your account, not counting
toward blessedness. Do you accept that consequence?

...

As to friendship, PD27 doesn't call friendship just a useful tool alongside the virtues —
it calls it "far the greatest" of the things which "produce the blessedness of the
complete life." If friendship is instrumental the way courage or prudence are
instrumental, why does Epicurus single it out instead of listing it among them? I think
Epicurus is telling us the pleasure of friendship is a major part of what a full life is made
of, not that it's a mechanism that occasionally throws off some pleasant ("nice") side
effects.

Friendship is important for blessedness. It's an extremely important instrumental good, so it's
worth taking on pain (and risk of pain) for it, not because it's intrinsically valuable, but because
it's the best way to achieve the highest pleasure.

What role does the pleasure of friendship play in constituting blessedness, in your view? (Your
view might be a bit similar to Alex Gillham's in his 2018 dissertation; he thinks Epicurus's view
of happiness isn't about well-being.) The problem for friendship is that if it's a kinetic pleasure,
it's not clear how it can contribute to blessedness; and if it's a katastematic pleasure, it's not
clear what it has to do with the absence of pain.

Post by “Max DuBoff” of July 7, 2026 at 3:55 PM

Quote from Cassius

As to what that would mean, Epicurus wrote on his last day, in real physical agony, that
the joy of memory and friendship that day outweighed (or arrayed against in the
military metaphor) the pain in his body. This is a direct claim that a great pleasure was
worth to him a very great pain, in full net balance. Regardless about what we think of
whether he changed his calculation as the pain got worse (which would be entirely
reasonable to do), Epicurus did not avoid or forfeit those pleasures in advance just
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because great pain was involved.

...

Second thing, maybe even more important. You've now stated at least twice that you
don't know why Epicurus would be committed to the claim that a blessed life has to be
complete or perfect in the Platonic sense. Everything you're saying after that , that
additive pleasures can't confer blessedness, friendship is instrumental rather than itself
a pleasure/good , seems built entirely on that starting point. If you can't explain that
reasoning, why would we find it persuasive to overturn all the many statements
commending Pleasure as the goal?

...

I don't think "tranquility as prime directive" survives contact with either the deathbed
letter or PD27. I'd like to hear you take those two head-on., because that's what is of
most benefit to the forum - providing understandable answers that are of practical use
to the kind of normal people to whom Epicurus appealed in the ancient world. It can't
have required a degree in philosophy to understand Epicurus in the ancient world, and
it can't require that now.

[helpful material about Cassius Longinus and Cicero]

Display More 

Yes, I've been really struggling with the deathbed letter recently (as I think I said upthread). But
my basic response will be: it's because the pain doesn't get in the way of blessedness. The
question is always whether pain interferes with blessedness, not simply whether pain is
present. (I develop this sort of approach in my paper on self-sacrifice as well.) Thanks for the
opportunity to clarify my approach to pain in the example I offered; I wasn't careful enough to
indicate the question of whether foreseen pain is likely to interfere with blessedness. In cases
where pain won't interfere with blessedness, I don't think the two decision standards are
different. Epicurus does claim to have tranquility in the deathbed letter, so this isn't a case of
tranquility conflicting with other goods (although it might still be hard to explain how he's able
to maintain tranquility).

I think the evidence that Epicurus believed a complete life can't get any better is clear; I don't
know how else to interpret KD 3, 18, and 20-21, and Men. 128 and 131. And again, we don't
need to overturn any statements saying that pleasure is the good or the goal, because
katastematic pleasure is a pleasure. Saying that pleasure is the good/goal doesn't give us any
guidance, in itself, on which pleasures to pursue. And Epicurus certainly doesn't want us to
pursue all pleasures equally (a Cyrenaic-style position). He thinks we should be discriminating
when it comes to pleasures.
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My short answer to the material about Cassius Longinus and Cicero is that tranquility is a
pleasure, so it's always proper when someone speaks of pleasure as the good. We ranks goods,
but what's the most important good is one of the goods.

So, to sum up, the "tranquility as prime directive" view is only a view about which pleasures to
pursue; it's not to deny that Epicurus is a hedonist.

(Separately, I think Epicurus should've embraced value dualism rather than hedonism, arguing
that the absence of pain and pleasure are both intrinsic goods; but my interpretation above
stands even without this point.)

Post by “Max DuBoff” of July 7, 2026 at 3:58 PM

Quote from Max DuBoff

No, I want to nuance my previous point: choose against pain if it'll interfere with
enjoying katastematic pleasure. It's totally fine to accept some pain if it promotes
katastematic pleasure. That's why we should run some risks for the sake of friendship
(VS 28). And if there's a pain that won't interfere with enjoying katastematic pleasure
(because anticipation/recollection allows us to manage it, and it doesn't prevent the
fulfillment of our needs), it's fine to accept that pain. That's why junk food (which
doesn't satisfy hunger) is a problem even if it's very pleasurable, but overeating a bit of
something nutritious could be ok.

But in general, yes: don't take on risky kinetic pleasures, which might foreseeably
prevent enjoying katastematic pleasure.

I've been uneasy with this claim for a few years now. It seems to create a problem for lots of
everyday activities, such as driving for a vacation (vacation is unnecessary fun, and driving is
risky because accidents are common). I realize my interpretation is radical here. But I can't
understand what else KD 3, 18, and 20-21 and Men. 128 and 131 might mean.

Post by “Cassius” of July 7, 2026 at 4:33 PM

Max:
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On the "interference" test: You've now said the rule isn't "always avoid pain," it's "avoid pain
that interferes with enjoying katastematic pleasure." And that pain which doesn't interfere with
katastematic pleasure because anticipation or recollection lets you manage it is fine to accept.

But what does "interfere" actually mean?

If "interferes" means displaces katastematic pleasure at that moment, since you agree that
pleasure and pain are exhaustive and mutually exclusive — then I don't see that you are saying
anything new. Every pain "interferes" with tranquility by definition, and that takes us back to
giving up 17 units of pleasure to avoid 3 units of pain.

But if "interferes" means something like "disrupts" a settled state going forward, as a stomach
ache from overeating does, then what you're describing is just prudence: weighing a pain
against a pleasure with practical wisdom managing the accounting. That's not a rule that
competes with "weigh total pleasure against total pain." That is weighing total pleasure against
total pain, with prudence doing what Epicurus always said it does and it's the ordinary
Epicurean calculus of pleasure and pain that anyone can understand.

So which is it? If it's the second, I don't think 'refer to tranquility' names a rule distinct from
ordinary pleasure/pain calculus anymore — you've just brought back prudence in under a
different name.

Now let's move to blessedness — I'll just say that I think your entire framework is wrong, and
here is why. Epicurus' work must be taken as a whole and assembled logically without leaving
out any of the key premises. Just like there are only bodies and space in the universe, there are
only two feelings given by nature to decide what to choose and what to avoid. It is as
inconceivable that we are going to end up with a goal other than the positive goal that nature
gave us - pleasure - as it would be for anything in the universe to be supernatural, or consist of
something other than bodies and space. But that's exactly what it appears to me the
"Tranquility" argument does - it sets out a goal higher than and different from pleasure.

"Blessedness" or "Happiness" isn't a separate ingredient that only certain approved pleasures
are allowed to contribute to. It's the character of a whole life, built from every pleasure in it —
kinetic and katastematic together, held across memory, present experience, and anticipation.
Nothing in the text requires sorting pleasures into a "counts" bin and a "doesn't count" bin
before happiness can emerge from the mix. Friendship contributes to blessedness by being one
of the richest sources of pleasure there is, whether that pleasure is 'active' (joy of company,
conversation, shared meals, aid given and received) or 'stable' (confidence that comes from
knowing help is there if you need it). There's no dilemma to resolve, because nothing forces
friendship or any other active or stable pleasure to be only one or the other before it's allowed
to count.

The dilemma only feels forced on you because it's built on the same premise you've already
told me twice you can't ground in Epicurus — that a pleasure must be complete/perfect to
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confer blessedness. Based on that, you think the kinetic pleasures Epicurus talks so much about
are structurally locked out from contributing to happiness. Drop that premise and the dilemma
dissolves along with it.

Much of this goes back to the debate that others like Gosling & Taylor and Nikolsky have stated
in much more detail. Your argument requires what I would say is unjustified emphasis of
"stable" pleasures over the "active" pleasures that Epicurus indeed took note of, but for which
his most devoted followers wrote and acted as if it was of no consequence, and for which there
would be no real argument at all but for these passages such as PD3, PD18, PD20, and
Menoeceus 128, which can all be given complete and consistent meaning without any such
construction.

In my view this argument and many others are best settled by looking at the lives of the
ancient Epicureans as they are recorded to have lived them. When I look at the life of Epicurus I
see a man who devoted his life to campaigning as energetically as he could for what he saw
was both the truth and a better way of life that rejects the claims of supernatural religion. He
certainly knew that that path might well cost him a great deal of pain, and even his life, but he
lived it anyway, and considered himself happy, even though the "tranquility" argument would
have led him to take an entirely different course.

Your rule licenses risks taken to secure the tranquility of yourself or your friends already inside
your circle. It doesn't explain why the Epicureans wrote and erected inscriptions and
campaigned publicly, for strangers who owed them nothing and could offer them no security in
return, against the most powerful religious and philosophical authorities of their day. That's not
friendship-insurance. Those are choices made by men who had a clear idea of happiness that
they thought was worth pursuing regardless of what it cost them.

Note: I posted this before seeing posts 84 and 85, but I'll comment on them as needed later.

Post by “Cassius” of July 7, 2026 at 4:48 PM

The vacation example is useful to discuss. You've told us that on your own reading that small
ordinary statistically real risks taken for an "unnecessary" pleasure can't be justified. You admit
that this troubles you, but that you can't find another way to read PD3/18/20-21 and
Men.128/131.

I'd ask you to consider the possibility that this is the texts correcting themselves. When a
sincere, careful interpretation produces a result even its author finds radical and troubling,
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that's usually evidence against one of his premises. We've already identified the likely origin of
your problem - the completeness requirement that you've twice said you can't ground in
Epicurus.

Epicurus taught people who drove no cars but rode roads and sailed seas that were, if anything,
more dangerous than a modern highway, and nothing in the record suggests he told them not
to travel to see a friend.

As to the deathbed letter - saying the pain "doesn't interfere with blessedness" because
Epicurus reports being happy - that's a conclusion, not a test. This tells us the rule after the
fact, but gives no way to predict a result before the fact. What would you have said in advance,
not knowing the outcome, about whether that pain would interfere?

Is the position you're defending your account of what Epicurus's texts actually say, or is it your
own preferred view? You say that Epicurus should have been something other than what he
was.

People here on this thread need to understand clearly to what extent you yourself admit that
your argument is not required by the texts themselves.

Quote from Max DuBoff

(Separately, I think Epicurus should've embraced value dualism rather than hedonism,
arguing that the absence of pain and pleasure are both intrinsic goods; but my
interpretation above stands even without this point.)

Post by “Max DuBoff” of July 7, 2026 at 4:55 PM

Thanks, Cassius--great points. I don't think the textual evidence supports the G&T/Nikolsky
interpretation, but I grant that your arguments are quite plausible if they're right.

Pleasure and pain are mutually exclusive at the same time and in the same respect, but one
can experience both in different respects. "Interfere" could mean distracting ourselves from
pain, and/or it could mean being able to experience katastematic pleasure even though we're
also experiencing pain. My (extremely controversial) view is that bodily katastematic pleasure
is only the fulfillment of needs. And (less controversially) I'm sympathetic to Long and Sedley's
distraction model of recollection/anticipation. To experience katastematic pleasure is just to
sense the absence of pain and recognize it as good; it doesn't require a positive sensation
beyond that.
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I apologize if I'm not being clear, but let me try this again: the problem with "weigh total
pleasure against total pain" is that it doesn't say anything about the absence of pain. But the
absence of pain is really important, not just some general ideaof pleasure. The absence of pain
is a pleasure, and our understanding of pleasure needs to give a large role to the absence of
pain, as do our decision standards. "Weigh total pleasure against total pain" licenses a life with
lots of pain, and it doesn't provide any way to criticize a raucous banqueter who has just a bit
more pleasure than pain in their life, or someone who goes into politics because they think it'll
be fun.

Your point about the variety of ways that friendship might contribute to blessedness is fair. My
biggest point, throughout all of this, is that there's no way to "count up" katastematic pleasure.
You can look at a whole life and the balance of pleasure or pain, but what that requires doing is
basically ignoring katastematic pleasure. There are interpretations that make this move make
sense; but when I read several of the core sources, the absence of pain plays such a crucial
role, and it's really important to accommodate that role (or totally reinterpret those sources,
but I'm not sure how one would do so).

I've really appreciated this discussion--your ideas are always keen.

Post by “Max DuBoff” of July 7, 2026 at 5:03 PM

Quote from Cassius

The vacation example is useful to discuss. You've told us that on your own reading that
small ordinary statistically real risks taken for an "unnecessary" pleasure can't be
justified. You admit that this troubles you, but that you can't find another way to read
PD3/18/20-21 and Men.128/131.

I'd ask you to consider the possibility that this is the texts correcting themselves. When
a sincere, careful interpretation produces a result even its author finds radical and
troubling, that's usually evidence against one of his premises. We've already identified
the likely origin of your problem - the completeness requirement that you've twice said
you can't ground in Epicurus.

Epicurus taught people who drove no cars but rode roads and sailed seas that were, if
anything, more dangerous than a modern highway, and nothing in the record suggests
he told them not to travel to see a friend.
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As to the deathbed letter - saying the pain "doesn't interfere with blessedness" because
Epicurus reports being happy - that's a conclusion, not a test. This tells us the rule after
the fact, but gives no way to predict a result before the fact. What would you have said
in advance, not knowing the outcome, about whether that pain would interfere?

Is the position you're defending your account of what Epicurus's texts actually say, or is
it your own preferred view? You say that Epicurus should have been something other
than what he was.

People here on this thread need to understand clearly to what extent you yourself
admit that your argument is not required by the texts themselves.

Quote from Max DuBoff

(Separately, I think Epicurus should've embraced value dualism rather than
hedonism, arguing that the absence of pain and pleasure are both intrinsic
goods; but my interpretation above stands even without this point.)

Display More 

As I said above, "I think the evidence that Epicurus believed a complete life can't get any better
is clear; I don't know how else to interpret KD 3, 18, and 20-21, and Men. 128 and 131." To
reiterate, I think there's strong evidence that Epicurus thought this; I personally don't know why
he was so committed to it. But that doesn't change that, as far as we can tell, he was really
committed to it. I don't necessarily disagree with your point about reaching an implausible
interpretation; but, at least as things stand now, your approach seems to me to have more
problems.

Well, Epicurus's deathbed letter gives evidence that, in other cases of extreme pain, that pain
won't interfere with blessedness. (Ditto for the, perhaps implausible, claim in Diogenes Laertius
that the sage will be happy under torture.) If I didn't have this evidence, I'd predict that that
pain would interfere with blessedness; and I worry that it does despite the claim that it doesn't.
But I really believe Epicurus thought the pain didn't interfere, and the challenge is explaining
why.

For almost the entire thread, I've been saying my interpretation of Epicurus himself. The
comment about what I think he should've said was my own position, different than Epicurus's.
The rest of my points are all my interpretation of Epicurus.

Post by “Don” of July 7, 2026 at 6:42 PM
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Quote from Max DuBoff

Alex Gillham's in his 2018 dissertation

Eudaimonia and the Best Life: Epicurus' Objective Goods Perfectionism
In this dissertation, I argue that there is a standard reading of Epicurus’ ethics (SRE). The thesis
of SRE is that Epicurus is both a hedonist and monist…
docs.lib.purdue.edu

Also

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/362560907_How_Are_Friends_and_Friendship_Worthwhile_to_the_Advanced_Epicurean

Post by “Don” of July 8, 2026 at 12:00 AM

Quote from Max DuBoff

"I think the evidence that Epicurus believed a complete life can't get any better is clear;
I don't know how else to interpret KD 3, 18, and 20-21, and Men. 128 and 131." To
reiterate, I think there's strong evidence that Epicurus thought this; I personally don't
know why he was so committed to it. But that doesn't change that, as far as we can
tell, he was really committed to it. I don't necessarily disagree with your point about
reaching an implausible interpretation; but, at least as things stand now, your approach
seems to me to have more problems.

I always appreciate it when references to specific texts are given. It provides assurance that
we're all looking at the same thing, although interpretation/translations sometimes/often differ.

In your assertion that "the evidence that Epicurus believed a complete life can't get any better
is clear" you refer to those specific texts. Here's my take and a little of why I'm not entirely
onboard with your interpretation.

To my understanding:

KD3 is Epicurus statement as to why pleasure CAN be the summum bonum against other
schools' assertion that pleasure is inexhaustible or never able to be satisfied and therefore
cannot be the telos. There IS a limit to pleasure, and it is the “The removal of all feeling of pain
... Wherever a pleasurable feeling is present, for as long as it is present, there is neither a
feeling of pain nor a feeling of distress, nor both together.” (Inwood & Gerson (1994)) I think a
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key phrase there is "for as long as it is present." To me, this echoes Diogenes Laertius' "Two
sorts of happiness (eudaimonia) can be conceived, the one the highest possible, such as the
gods enjoy, which cannot be augmented, the other admitting addition and subtraction of
pleasures." (10.121) I've always added "such as mortals enjoy" to the end in my mind; BUT
Epicurus did say clearly that we can "live as a god among humans" (Men. 135) BUT we are not
gods. That's also clear. Epicurus did not teach some kind of apotheosis from what I have read.
We're still mortal. We still die. I will admit that there is a tension between living "as a god" and
being mortal.

KD18 covers both physical and mental pleasures. Satisfying physical pleasures, per this KD,
doesn't bring increase but only brings diversification/ variation / embellishment, depending on
the translation of ποικίλλω. I like Epicurus' use of this word in that it evokes the various colors
in a work of embroidery or other cunning workmanship. That's a poignant metaphorical
connotation. The limit of mental pleasures in KD18 are specifically said to be due to reflecting
on these bodily pleasures and sensations related to them and also having a eradicated "the
greatest fears" to which I'm equating the fears of death, the gods, divine wrath: the first two
KDs and VSs and first two lines of the Tetrapharmakos.

KD20 & 21: Again, this is Epicurus emphasizing how pleasure has a limit and why it can be the
summum bonum. The "perfect way of life (I&G)/ complete life (Long) / complete way of life (S-
A)" τὸν παντελῆ βίον (ton pantele bion) still to me evokes a life in which all goals are
accomplished, in this case, the limits of pleasure have been achieved. But is it the
understanding that pleasure is the telos along with the eradication of the fundamental fears of
death and the gods that makes that "pantele" life or the actual elimination of all pain? I don't
think Epicurus teaches that ALL pain can be eradicated from the life of the mortal human. He
certainly couldn't do it, but he could do battle against physical pain and his greatest fears were
eradicated, root and branch, from his mind. KD21 reinforces that what we REALLY need, at our
most basic level, is limited. We can add variation of pleasures, but we don't NEED them. I think
this is illustrated by Epicurus' periodic fasting and eating minimally so he KNEW what he
needed to live pleasurably. So, if the going ever got tough, he knew exactly what was
necessary for him.

I'm not going into Menoikeus since I think I've addressed that before. One other item I wanted
to touch briefly on is:

Quote from Max DuBoff

Well, Epicurus's deathbed letter gives evidence that, in other cases of extreme pain,
that pain won't interfere with blessedness. (Ditto for the, perhaps implausible, claim in
Diogenes Laertius that the sage will be happy under torture.) If I didn't have this
evidence, I'd predict that that pain would interfere with blessedness; and I worry that it
does despite the claim that it doesn't. But I really believe Epicurus thought the pain
didn't interfere, and the challenge is explaining why.
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The problem people express with the "happy under torture" phrase (and it must be something
Epicurus taught because it comes up in multiple sources) is that Epicurus, to my reading, never
meant the sage would be joyous or giddy or happy in the common effervescent way we
sometimes think of that. Diogenes Laertius uses "eudaimonia" that slippery, untranslatable,
multivalent word. To me, and I admit this is likely idiosyncratic, the only reason I can think that
a sage could have eudaimonia on the rack is if it means they could feel they did everything
they could to have avoided this outcome. They would be in extreme pain, crying out, no
question. If they were doing it to protect a friend, if they knew they had done everything to
avoid it, they would still have an underlying sense of well-being and maybe that they had lived
well and that the pain couldn't go on forever. They're not happy happy joy joy. But they have
some perspective to give them some kind of "eudaimonia." And we're also talking a "sage"
here, not your average student of the philosophy. Is some of this hyperbole to give the student
confidence, to illustrate "here's the kind of mental fortitude you can get from following this
path." Likely. But I'd rather take this idea of the sage rather than the Stoic sage who can't be
concerned if his wife and children die in a war and who takes no more concern for a dead child
than a broken cup.

Post by “Cassius” of July 8, 2026 at 7:28 AM

I agree with Don's post, and in addition specifically on the issue of whether Epicurus was
understood in the ancient world to be a "value dualist," I would cite what I see as a very clear
refutation of any idea that "absence of pain" is something different and better than pleasure:

Quote from On Ends Book Two, 9 :

Cicero: “…[B]ut unless you are extraordinarily obstinate you are bound to admit that
'freedom from pain' does not mean the same thing as 'pleasure.'”

Torquatus: “Well but on this point you will find me obstinate, for it is as true as any
proposition can be.”

Post by “Max DuBoff” of July 8, 2026 at 8:44 AM

Thanks for these points, Don and Cassius! Cassius, to be clear, I really was not saying Epicurus
is (or was ever understood to be) a value dualist. I was providing a friendly amendment to his
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view. On Moral Ends 2.9 is a very interesting passage, about which I have a lot of thoughts. But
indeed, it shouldn't be taken to mean that all pleasure is absence of pain, because it conflicts
with 1.37: "For we don’t pursue only this pleasure which excites our nature itself by some
pleasantness and is apprehended by the senses along with a certain pleasantness, but we
regard as greatest that pleasure which is apprehended once all pain has been removed" (my
translation).

Thanks for those interpretations, Don! Those definitely make sense. My main concern is that,
when you say these passages are trying to show that pleasure is the goal, the features they're
pointing to are characteristic of katastematic pleasure, not of kinetic pleasure. Now, if you have
a G&T/Nikolsky view, pointing to katastematic pleasure is enough to show it's kinetic too.
Kinetic pleasure doesn't have a limit, but katastematic pleasure does. (That's one of the
challenges to G&T's view.)

Post by “Cassius” of July 8, 2026 at 10:04 AM

Quote from Max DuBoff

But indeed, it shouldn't be taken to mean that all pleasure is absence of pain, because
it conflicts with 1.37: "For we don’t pursue only this pleasure which excites our nature
itself by some pleasantness and is apprehended by the senses along with a certain
pleasantness, but we regard as greatest that pleasure which is apprehended once all
pain has been removed" (my translation).

Max, as you might expect, I will say that there's no conflict between these statemens of
Torquatus at all.

Here's Torquatus in 1.37 (Reid translation): "we look upon the greatest pleasure as that which
is enjoyed when all pain is removed. Now inasmuch as whenever we are released from pain, we
rejoice in the mere emancipation and freedom from all annoyance, and everything whereat we
rejoice is equivalent to pleasure... therefore the complete termed pleasure."

He isn't asserting two competing goods, including a higher one with a completeness
requirement. He's applying a general principle that everything at which we rejoice is equivalent
to pleasure, and this leads him to conclude that release from pain simply is pleasure.

That's the identical point made at 2.9-11 ("freedom from pain does not mean the same thing as
pleasure" / "Clearly the same, and indeed the greatest"). It's not a rival claim to 2.9-11 — it's
the same claim.
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Then Torquatus removes any doubt in the very next sentence, 1.38: "Epicurus thinks that the
highest degree of pleasure is defined by the removal of all pain, so that pleasure may
afterwards exhibit diversities and differences but is incapable of increase or extension."

That's the whole point - incapable of increase is a "hitting a ceiling" quantity claim, not a claim
about which pleasures are eligible to count toward blessedness.

The same highest state is explicitly said to still exhibit "diversities and differences." If kinetic
pleasures were structurally locked out as composing blessedness the way your reading needs
them to be, there'd be nothing left for that phrase to refer to. The variety has to be the sensory
pleasure from earlier in 1.37 — now understood as filling the ceiling, not excluded from it.
This is exactly the point of PD18: "The pleasure in the flesh is not increased when once the pain
due to want is removed, but is only varied." Same two points are made: quantity (has a limit)
and content (keeps varying). There's no third perspective from which some pleasures count
toward a blessed life but other can't.

So I don't think 1.37 conflicts with 2.9 at all. Once "greatest" is read correctly, both passages
say the same thing. The conflict arises only if you import an absolutist premise and read
"greatest" as "the only thing that qualifies" - - which the text doesn't say, and which 1.38 rules
out in the very next line.

When Torquatus calls the pain-free state "the highest pleasure possible" in 1.38, he
immediately says it can still "exhibit diversities and differences." What do you think that variety
consists of, if not the sensory/kinetic pleasures your theory excludes from conferring
blessedness?

All this comes in the context of:

Quote

[40] XII. Again, the truth that pleasure is the supreme good can be most easily
apprehended from the following consideration. Let us imagine an individual in the
enjoyment of pleasures great, numerous and constant, both mental and bodily, with no
pain to thwart or threaten them; I ask what circumstances can we describe as more
excellent than these or more desirable? A man whose circumstances are such must
needs possess, as well as other things, a robust mind subject to no fear of death or
pain, because death is apart from sensation, and pain when lasting is usually slight,
when oppressive is of short duration, so that its temporariness reconciles us to its
intensity, and its slightness to its continuance.

Post by “Max DuBoff” of July 8, 2026 at 6:13 PM
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Ahh, good, yes. Your interpretation is certainly a plausible one. But Torquatus's argument in
1.37, as I understand it, is trying to show that katastematic pleasure is a pleasure. He uses that
general principle to make this conclusion. We rejoice at katastematic pleasure; therefore it's a
pleasure. (He also thinks this is true for kinetic pleasure, but he doesn't need to say it because
it's obvious.) The "equivalent to" in the translation you cited isn't in the Latin (omne autem id,
quo gaudemus, voluptas est).

My translation is: "For—since, once we are deprived of pain, we rejoice in that very freedom
and absence of all pain, and moreover everything in which we rejoice is a pleasure, as
everything by which we’re displeased is a pain—the absence of all pain has been rightly called
'pleasure.'"

Woolf's translation is: "Now everything in which one takes delight is a pleasure (just as
everything that distresses one is a pain). And so every release from pain is rightly termed a
pleasure."

(Woolf translates "every release" rather than "all pain" and I think he's incorrect; my version is
also in several other translations.)

I'm not sure we disagree on the variation point. Kinetic pleasures are variation no matter
whether they're separate from katastematic pleasure in any meaningful sense. Either way they
make things different without increasing the total quantity of pleasure.

Post by “Don” of July 8, 2026 at 10:36 PM

FWIW, here are two threads from a few years ago where the katastematic discussion was taking
place:

Post
RE: Is pleasure as the natural goal of life falsifiable?

As long as we're soapboxing...

I feel I should stand up for ataraxia in the face of Cassius's withering attack...

Although it may end up that we're not as far apart as it may at first seem since that seems to
end up being the case on many occasions in the past. Even so...

Starting at the beginning, let me address a couple of @A_Gardner 's points and then @Cassius
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's posts.

[…]

No question. And Epicurus addresses this exact thing, especially in the letter to Menoikeus, in
the lines about…

Don
February 9, 2023 at 12:03 AM
Thread
Confidence in Katastematic Pleasure

This thread grows out of another thread, specifically my "soapboxing" posts that were a
response to @A_Gardner and @Cassius where I "took a stand for ataraxia."

For those who don't want too much review, my primary contentions were:

1. Epicurus advocates strengthening a quiet, calm, anxiety-free mind.
2. Equanimity/tranquility/ataraxia is available at all times, even under duress and trying

circumstances.
3. IF we can cultivate ataraxia, we have a much better chance of making a good choice to

remove,
…

Don
February 10, 2023 at 11:00 PM

I think I still generally agree with what I posted over there in 2023.

Post by “Cassius” of July 9, 2026 at 1:31 PM

I just posted this in another thread, but since it is directly applicable to this discussion I'll
duplicate it. Max, would you disagree with this summary? (As we all know these engines like to
tell us what we want to hear, so let's presume this has been talking to me and has picked up
my biases. Even so, is it wrong?)
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Pleasure (ἡδονή, hēdonē) is the term the Principal Doctrines are built around. It is named
repeatedly and functions throughout as the explicit standard by which choice, avoidance, and
the good life are judged. Happiness in the strict sense — εὐδαιμονία (eudaimonia) — does not
appear as a noun anywhere in the text. Where the Doctrines gesture toward that idea, they use
μακάριος / μακαριότης (“blessed” / “blessedness” — PD 1, PD 27), not eudaimonia.

Tranquility is a more complicated case than a simple presence/absence question. The abstract
noun ἀταραξία does not appear as a headline term the way ἡδονή does. But a cognate of it is
the organizing term of an entire doctrine: PD 17 — “The just person is the most undisturbed
(ἀταρακτότατος), but the unjust person is full of the greatest disturbance (ταραχή).” That is
not a passing phrase; the whole doctrine is built on that contrast. So it would be wrong to say
the concept of undisturbedness never appears as a central term in the Doctrines — it is central
to PD 17 specifically.

What is accurate is a claim about frequency and rank, not absence. Pleasure is named as the
criterion of choice and avoidance in over a dozen doctrines (PD 3, 5, 8–10, 18–21, 25–26,
29–30, 40). Undisturbedness in this technical sense surfaces explicitly only once, in PD 17. And
nowhere — including PD 17 — is it treated as a good in its own right or ranked above pleasure.
In PD 17 it describes a consequence of justice, and justice is itself instrumental to living
pleasantly (PD 5). Tranquility is never the measuring stick; pleasure remains that throughout.

For example:

PD 3: “The limit of the magnitude of pleasures is the removal of all pain.”
PD 5: “It is impossible to live pleasantly without living prudently, honorably, and justly…
and impossible to live prudently, honorably, and justly without living pleasantly.”
PD 17: “The just man is most free from trouble, the unjust most full of trouble.”
PD 18: “The pleasure in the flesh is not increased, when once the pain due to want is
removed, but is only varied.”
PD 27: “Of all the things which wisdom acquires to produce the blessedness of the
complete life, far the greatest is the possession of friendship.”
PD 29–30: classify desires by whether their non-fulfillment produces pain.

Aponia (ἀπονία, absence of bodily pain) follows the same pattern as undisturbedness: it is not
put forward as an independent goal-term. Instead, the Doctrines repeatedly define the limit of
pleasure as the removal of pain (PD 3), keeping pleasure — not the absence of pain by itself —
as the operative standard.

Concept Presence in the Principal Doctrines

Pleasure (hēdonē) Frequent; explicit criterion of choice and
avoidance
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Concept Presence in the Principal Doctrines
Pain (algos, ponos, etc.) Frequent; defines the limit of pleasure
Happiness (eudaimonia) Absent as a noun
Undisturbed/disturbance (
ἀτάρακτος/ταραχή)

Present once, as the organizing term of PD 17
— never ranked above pleasure

Blessed/blessedness (
makarios/makariotēs) Present (PD 1, PD 27)

Where later interpreters and many modern summaries treat ataraxia as Epicurus’s stated goal,
the Doctrines give that reading a real but narrow foothold — PD 17 — rather than the broad
support it’s often assumed to have. The dominant, explicit standard throughout the Principal
Doctrines is pleasure. Tranquility appears, but only once, only in service of that standard, and
never above it.

Post by “Cassius” of July 10, 2026 at 11:54 AM

This has been a very long thread but I think we got to this point without including the argument
that meets Max's concern about why Epicurus was concerned about "perfect" or the limit of
pleasure: He needed a response to the argument that Plato had made (repeated by Seneca
later, which is evidence of its concern) that that which is not perfect cannot be the highest
good.

Plato's Philebus

The Platonic argument against pleasure based on “limits” is important enough that it needs to
be referenced immediately. Unfortunately this topic would consume a long discussion in itself,
but here is an excerpt from Philebus as a finding aid to the full discussion where the argument
can be researched:

SOCRATES: I omit ten thousand other things, such as beauty and health and strength, and the
many beauties and high perfections of the soul: O my beautiful Philebus, the goddess,
methinks, seeing the universal wantonness and wickedness of all things, and that there was in
them no limit to pleasures and self-indulgence, devised the limit of law and order, whereby,
as you say, Philebus, she torments, or as I maintain, delivers the soul. — What think you,
Protarchus?
…
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SOCRATES: Have pleasure and pain a limit, or do they belong to the class which
admits of more and less?

PHILEBUS: They belong to the class which admits of more, Socrates; for pleasure would not be
perfectly good if she were not infinite in quantity and degree.

SOCRATES: Nor would pain, Philebus, be perfectly evil. And therefore the infinite cannot be that
element which imparts to pleasure some degree of good. But now — admitting, if you like, that
pleasure is of the nature of the infinite — in which of the aforesaid classes, O Protarchus and
Philebus, can we without irreverence place wisdom and knowledge and mind? And let us be
careful, for I think that the danger will be very serious if we err on this point.

PHILEBUS: You magnify, Socrates, the importance of your favourite god.

SOCRATES: And you, my friend, are also magnifying your favourite goddess; but still I must beg
you to answer the question.
…

SOCRATES: And whence comes that soul, my dear Protarchus, unless the body of the universe,
which contains elements like those in our bodies but in every way fairer, had also a soul? Can
there be another source?

PROTARCHUS: Clearly, Socrates, that is the only source.

SOCRATES: Why, yes, Protarchus; for surely we cannot imagine that of the four classes, the
finite, the infinite, the composition of the two, and the cause, the fourth, which enters into all
things, giving to our bodies souls, and the art of self-management, and of healing disease, and
operating in other ways to heal and organize, having too all the attributes of wisdom; — we
cannot, I say, imagine that whereas the self-same elements exist, both in the entire heaven and
in great provinces of the heaven, only fairer and purer, this last should not also in that higher
sphere have designed the noblest and fairest things?

PROTARCHUS: Such a supposition is quite unreasonable.

SOCRATES: Then if this be denied, should we not be wise in adopting the other view and
maintaining that there is in the universe a mighty infinite and an adequate limit, of which we
have often spoken, as well as a presiding cause of no mean power, which orders and arranges
years and seasons and months, and may be justly called wisdom and mind?

PROTARCHUS: Most justly.

Seneca's Quotations

We can find the same point made by Seneca in the following letters:
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Quote

Quote Seneca’s Letters – Book I – Letter XVI: This also is a saying of Epicurus: “If you
live according to nature, you will never be poor; if you live according to
opinion, you will never be rich.” Nature’s wants are slight; the demands of opinion
are boundless. Suppose that the property of many millionaires is heaped up in your
possession. Assume that fortune carries you far beyond the limits of a private income,
decks you with gold, clothes you in purple, and brings you to such a degree of luxury
and wealth that you can bury the earth under your marble floors; that you may not only
possess, but tread upon, riches. Add statues, paintings, and whatever any art has
devised for the luxury; you will only learn from such things to crave still greater.
Natural desires are limited; but those which spring from false opinion can
have no stopping point. The false has no limits.

Quote

Quote Seneca’s Letters – To Lucilius – 66.45: “What can be added to that which is
perfect? Nothing otherwise that was not perfect to which something has been added.
Nor can anything be added to virtue, either, for if anything can be added thereto, it
must have contained a defect. Honour, also, permits of no addition; for it is honourable
because of the very qualities which I have mentioned.[5] What then? Do you think that
propriety, justice, lawfulness, do not also belong to the same type, and that they are
kept within fixed limits? The ability to increase is proof that a thing is still
imperfect.”“THE ABILITY TO INCREASE IS PROOF THAT A THING IS IMPERFECT.”

Additional citations here:

The Full Cup Model: Pleasure, Purity, and the Limit That Answers Plato
An analysis of the Epicurean 'fullness of pleasure' model -- showing that the doctrines of
painlessness, the limit of pleasure, and the terms ataraxia and…
epicurustoday.com

Post by “Max DuBoff” of July 13, 2026 at 11:56 AM

Quote from Cassius
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What is accurate is a claim about frequency and rank, not absence. Pleasure is named
as the criterion of choice and avoidance in over a dozen doctrines (PD 3, 5, 8–10,
18–21, 25–26, 29–30, 40). Undisturbedness in this technical sense surfaces explicitly
only once, in PD 17. And nowhere — including PD 17 — is it treated as a good in its own
right or ranked above pleasure. In PD 17 it describes a consequence of justice, and
justice is itself instrumental to living pleasantly (PD 5). Tranquility is never the
measuring stick; pleasure remains that throughout. ...

Where later interpreters and many modern summaries treat ataraxia as Epicurus’s
stated goal, the Doctrines give that reading a real but narrow foothold — PD 17 —
rather than the broad support it’s often assumed to have. The dominant, explicit
standard throughout the Principal Doctrines is pleasure. Tranquility appears, but only
once, only in service of that standard, and never above it.

This generally seems right, but what it misses is that the absence of pain is a pleasure
according to Epicurus. So it's pleasure vs. ataraxia for Epicurus; it's a question of how ataraxia
fits into the landscape of pleasures. We need to ask and answer that question in order to figure
out what to actually pursue, among the many pleasures that call out to us. I never wanted to
deny that, for Epicurus, pleasure is the goal. What I do claim is that, for Epicurus, only some
pleasures (katastematic ones) determine whether a life is blessed--and that's because the
absence of pain is the only pleasure that can be complete.

Now, regarding your point about Plato and Seneca, what you quoted doesn't appear to be an
argument that the best good has to be complete/perfect, but certainly Seneca thinks that and
Plato (elsewhere) probably thinks that. Aristotle is a clear source for this view as well (one a
swallow doesn't make a spring, in Nicomachean Ethics 1). So there were lots of folks who
thought it. But hedonism doesn't require this view; the Cyrenaics adopted hedonism and
rejected the claim that a good life is a complete/perfect one. See Diogenes Laertius 2.87 and
2.91 for the mainstream Cyrenaic position (trans. White):

"They also maintain that the end differs from happiness: the end is a particular pleasure, and
happiness is the aggregate consisting of particular pleasures, which include both past pleasures
and ones to come."

"They hold that a wise man’s life is not entirely pleasant, nor a foolish man’s entirely painful,
only mostly so. It is enough if someone stays focused on the pleasures he encounters one by
one."

By the way, Sextus Empiricus is clear that Pyrrhonist ataraxia isn't the complete lack of pain (
Outlines of Pyrrhonism 1.29-30).

To be clear, though, I think Epicurus absolutely endorsed the claim that a good (i.e., blessed)
life is a perfect/complete one. But that was a choice. And it's a choice that fits uncomfortably
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with hedonism. Personally, I'm very convinced that Epicurus was right about hedonism and
right that the absence of pain is a pleasure. I'm less convinced he was right that a blessed life is
a perfect/complete life.

Post by “Max DuBoff” of July 13, 2026 at 11:59 AM

Don what you said in that older thread seems generally right to me--thanks for mentioning it
here. I especially agree with the point that tranquility is a pleasure, among other pleasures, but
which is more worthy of pursuit, and other pleasures are added to a blessed life on top of it.

I might disagree about exactly how much ataraxia is under our control--it's quite unclear, I'd
say. Clearly there are some sources saying we can have it under many different circumstances;
but PD 4 seems to imply that fatal pains might be pretty rough for a short time, and there's the
evidence in DL 10 that not all circumstances can lead to a good life.
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