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In full -fledged practical wisdom the correct conception of doing well. with 

the understanding that the worthwhileness that it embraces is pre-eminent, 
is so ingrained into one's motivational make-up that when an action is 
singled out as doing well . any attractions that alternatives might have are 
seen as having no bearing on the question what to do. An incontinent or 
continent person has a flawed approximation to practical wisdom . He has. 
in a way. a correct conception of doing well . and appli es that conception to 
particular predicaments; but he reveals ihal his resemblance to a possessor 
of full -Hedged practical wisdom is only partial by the fact that he is swayed 
by the attractions of alternatives to what he (in a way) knows to be doing 
welL It helps to make this idea of a Hawed approXimation to practical wisdom 
intelligible if we take continence and incontinence to characterise people 
who are on their way to acquiring vir tue. There are genuine attractions in 

some courses of action that virtue requires us to renounce. and the 
renunciation is not compensated in kind by the course of virtue;4 l so it is 
only to be expected that there should be stages of moral development at 
which an appreciation. of sor ts. of virtue's requirements. and even of their 

status as pre-eminent. does not yet have its full motivational reali s<Jtion. the 
capacity to be unmoved by competing attractions. Apart from the int r insic 
interest of the conceptual puzzle about its possibilit y. then. we can attribute 
lo incontinence a more systemettic signif icance in Aristotle's expositi on of 
his moral psychology: reflection on the nature of the flaw in incontinence (or 
continence) can help us to understand what these states fall short of. the inti-
mate inl,•gration of conccpttwl thought ;md moulded incli nation that 
makes up Ari stotle's picture of full -fledged virtue of character.''' 

requires a cnJ!nitivc or perceptual difference hctwt'CII a rnnlim·ut pl.'rsou ami an 
iucontinrut person: but that is a misundcrstauding. The pcrrrptual difference that 
Is needed is between a virtuous pcr.;on on the one side and. iudiiTcrcnlly. a 
continent or ineoutinent person on the other: this leaves it npcu what determines 
whether someone who is tempted astray. thereby showing that he does not fully 
share a virtuous person's view or his situalion. acts on the tempt a lion or not.) 

42 Sec Wiggins [691]. 41 Sec Burnyeatls119). 

6 
The inferential foundations of 
Epicurean ethics 

DAVID SEULEY 

1 An outlin e of Epicurean ethics' 
Pleasure. according to Epicurus. is the single positive value. or 'end', 

towards whose attainment and maximisati on all human and animal life is 
geared. An ideal Epicurean life gains its disti nctive flavour from an orches-
trated set of calculations aimed at that result. balancing in particular the rel-
ative contributions of bodily and mental pleasures. and. wit hin those 
categories. of two distinct types. 'kinetic' and 'katastematic' pleasures. 
Bodily feeling is in a way focal. since mental pleasure and pain consist ulti -
mately in satisfaction and dissatisfacti on respectively about bodily feeling. 
For instance. the greatest mental pain. fear. is primarily the expectation of 
future bodily pain (which is the main ground. and a mistaken one. for the 
fear of death). And the greatestmcnt<tl pleasure lies in confidence that bodily 
pain can continue indcli ni tcly to be avoided or overcome. But although 
mental feelings ultimately depend on bodily ones. and not vice versa. mental 
feelings arc a more powerful factor in the overall quality of a life. Someone 
in bodily pain- which may be unavoidable - can outweigh it by the mental 
act of reliving past pleasures and anticipating future ones. lt is this ability to 
range over past and future that gives mental feeli ng its greater power. But 
misused, especially when people fear everlasting torture after death. it can 

equally well become a greater evil than its bodily counterpart. 
Katastemalic pleasure is the absence of pain. The bodil y version of it is 

call ed 'painl essness' (aponia). the mental version 'tranquillity' (ataraxia, 

literull y 'non-disturbance' ). Tranquillity depends above all on an under-
slanding of the universe. which will show that contrary to the beliefs of 

1 This chapter is ｬ｡ｲｾｴｴ•ｬｹ＠ idt•ntiral to om• with tht· ｾｩｬｮｬｬＧ＠ title printed in c;. 
<:ianllillltuni and l\t. t;i1:anh' (t•tltl.). l il'il'11rt'is11w !lll'l'<l ,. ,..,,,,,,,, Ｈｎ｡ｰｫｾＮ＠ I <J<Jhl. 
npart from the addition of the Introductory ｾ･｣ｬｩｯｮＮｬｮ＠ this section! shall not (with 
one exception) quote chapter amlvcrst•. The primary sources can be found in Long 

and Ａ｜ Ｈ •､ｩ･ｾ ﾷ＠ (71'1(. ｾｾＮＲＱ Ｍ Ｚ［Ｎ＠
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the ignorant it is unthreatening: and this is. strictly speaking. the sole 
justifi cation for studying physics. Kinetic pleasure is the process of 
stimulation by which you either arrive at static pleasure, such as by drink-
ing when thirsty. or 'vary' it, such as by drinking when not thirsty. There 
are mental as well as bodily ki netic pleasures. which may include the 'joy' 
of resolving a philosophical doubt or holding a fru itfu l discussion with 
fri ends. Kinetic pleasures have no incremental value: they arc said not to 
increase pleasure beyond the painleSs state. but only to vary it. 
Nevertheless. Epicurus does apparently consider them a vital part of the 
good lire. This is particularly because the mental pleasure which serves to 
outweigh present pain will inevitably consist iri reliving past killl'li c plea-
sures and anticipating future ones: they alone have the varie ty 1 hat 
makes this possible. So a successful Epicurean life cannot be m onotonous. 
but must be textured by regular kinetic pleasures. ln the letter written on 
his deathbed. llpicurus claimed that despite the intense bodi ly pains this 
was the happiest day of his life. because of all the past joys of phil osoph-
ical discussion that he could relive. 

At the ｳ ｴｾｲｮ ｣＠ li111c. these kinetic pleasures must be carefully managed. 
Some desires arc natural. others empty. The la tter, for example thirst f()r 
honours. should not be indulged. because their salisfacl ion will bring either 
no pleasure or at all events a preponderuncc of pain over pleasure. Even of 
the natural ones. some arc non-necessary. For instance. the desire for food is 
necessary. but the desire for luxurious food is not. In order to be maximally 
independent of fortune. it is important to stick primarily to the satisfaction 
of natural and necessary desires. But occasional indulgt•nce in those kinetic 
pleasures which are natural but non-necessary has a part to play. so long as 
you do not become dependent on them. True to this principle. Epicurean 
communities lived on simple fare. and even trained themselves in asceticism. 
but held occasional banquets. 

But how was communal living itself justified? As readers of Plato and 
Aristotle know well. ancient ethics does not problernalisc altruism as such. 
but does seck the rnorali(Jundations of two specific f(mns of altruism: justice, 
i.e. respecting the interests of your fellow-citizens. and fri endship. Given that 
Epicurean hedonism is egoistic-thatall your choices as an agent aim at your 
own pleasure - is it possible to put someone else's pleasure before your own? 

Epicurus analyses justi ce not as an absolute value but as a contracltwl 
rclal ion between fell ow-eH izens. its precise character engendered by current 
social circumstances. Somelimcs it proves mutually advantageous lo abstain 
from forms of behaviour which harm others. in return for a like undertaking 
from them. So long as such a contract proves socially advantageous. it is cor-
rectly call ed 'justice'. ll imposes no moral obligation as such. and 1 he ground 
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for respecting it is egoistic - that even if you commit an injustice with 
impunity. the lingering fear of being found ou t will disrupt your tranquillity. 
With regard to his own philosophical community. Epicurus attached positive 
value to justice and to the specil1c laws which enforced it. not because 
philosophers need any restraint from wrongdoing but because they need 
protection from the harm that others might in£1ict. 'Do not take part in poli-
tics' was a celebrated Epicurean injunction: political ambition was seen as a 
misguided and self-defeating quest for personal security. But the school nev-
ertheless upheld the need for legal and political institutions. and sought to 
work within their framework. 

Where the political l ife fail s to deli ver personal securi ty, friendship can 
succeed. The very foundation of the Epirurean philosophical comnHmily 
was fri endship. And the mutual dealings of Epicurus and his contemporaries 
within the school were held up as an ideal model of fri endship by their suc-
cessors. Unlike justice. fr iendship is held to have intrinsic value- meaning 
not that it is valuable independently of pleasure. but that it is intrinsically 
pleasant. not merely instrumentally pleasant li ke justice. Moreover. the plea-
sure lies in altruistic acts of fri endship, not merely in the benefits received by 
way of reciprocation. 

L<tter Epicureans were pressed by their crit ics for a more precise reconcil-
iation of fri endship with egoism. and developed the position as follows.2 

According to one group. il is indeed for our own pleasure that we form 
friendships. and it is as a means to this. not ulti mately for our friends" sake. 
that we share their pleasure and place it on a par with our own. A second 
group veered away from egoism: although friendship starts out as descri bed 
by the first group. the outcome is something irreducibly altruistic. whereby 
we come to desire our friends" pleasure purely for their own sakes. A third 
group sought to rehabilitate egoism: the second group is right. but with the 
addition that fri endship is a symmetrical contract. analogous to justice: each 
fri end is committed to loving the other for the other's own sake. This third 
version can claim to be the most successful in harmonising Epicureanism's 
two dellning ethical concerns: egoisti c hedonism. and the cult of friendship. 

That. viewed panoramicall y, is Epicurean ethics. a practical and theoret-
ical approach to human life and conduct which won itself innumerable 
adherents over many centuries. But in the traditi on founded by Plato and 
Aristotle ethical systems were not simply unveiled as pre-constructed 
wholcs: they were dialcct.i cally worked out and defended. Does Epicurean 
ethics fall outside that tradition? Such a conclusion would be surprising. in 
view of the ri gorous argumentation which underli es the school's work in its 

2 Ciccro. dr ｆｩｮｩｬｭｾ＠ (Fin.) r.66- 7o. 
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2 Ciccro. dr ｆｩｮｩｬｭｾ＠ (Fin.) r.66- 7o. 
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other main areas. physics and epistemology. fn what foll ows. I shall seck to 

reconstruct the inferential framework on which Epicurean ethics was 
constructed. 

2 The physics-ethics analogy 

Thanks to the survival of Epicurus' Letter to Herodotus. and to 
Lucretius' expansion and supplementation of its <trgumcnts. it is possible to 
discern a clear argumentative structure in. Epicurean physics. especially in 
its fir st. foundation a I moves. 1 My thesis will be th<tt the found<1tions of 
Epicurean ethics had a closely analogous structure. 

After st<lling his principles ubout criteria, Bpicurus' physical expose argues 
that whatever the universe consists of must exist for all lime. The argument 
is scrupulously worded so as not to presuppose any answer to the next ques-
tion, what it is that the universe does consist of.4 This strictly linear develop-
ment, whereby nothing must be presupposed before it has been formally 
established. is a guiding principle of Epicurus' entire enterprise. rt is strongly 
present in Epicurus' own text. although unfortunately it is often neglected by 
Lucretius. whose more rhetorical exposition leads him to smuggle in advance 
references to the atomic structure of matter almost from thr ｯ ｵｴ ｳ･ｴＮｾ＠ The 
principle carries with it a further requirement. The opening ｳ ｴ＼ｾｴ ｣ｭ｣ ｮｴ＠ of 
what the universe consist.<> of must confine itself to what is self-evident. i.e. 
undcrivatively known and. it is hoped. unchallengeable. What Epicurus does 
at this stage is to map out the universe inlo two items which he hopes indu-
bitably both have independent (or per se) existence. These arc. in fact. bodies 
and space. They arc dclibcrdtcly introduced as quite unrclined nolions.c• 

1 The main texts are Epicurus. Letter to Herodotus 38-41 and Lucrcllus 1.149- fi 34. Cf. 
also Long and Scdley [719]. §§4-8. 

4 This point Is wry wdlmadc by Brunschwig [ 92o1. wlw obscrws I hat t lw argumcnl 
that thl'fl'l'UII hl'IW uddition tour subtraction from the sum total (/A'/ler to 
1/crodotus J<J). since there is nothing outside it. carefully avoids specifying this ns 
body or space. whereas on later occasions (see Lucretius II .JOJ- 7. 111.Xofi- 18). 
when body and space have been introduced. the same argument is pcrmitlcd to 
specify them. 

< Lucrctlus· arguments ngainst absolute generation and destruction (1.149- 2fi4) 
contaiu numerous advance references to the atomic struclure of matter. P.plntrus 
(/A'Itt•r to Hmnlotus Jll) had said tlw l if there were absolute gencmliou 'uolhlng 
would need a seed'. referring to biological seeds. Lucre! ius repeats 1 his remark 
(J.Jfio). bul as ｨｩｾ＠ Hrjtumcnts continue the 'scc•ds' rCliUired gradually lak<• on the 
prolill•ul' aloms(scl'. fon·xample. 167- 71. 17fi-7. 1X:;. 1HH <JI, .!.1.1). 

" There W<IS no safe generic word for 'space'ln ordinary usage. and Epicmus had to 
coin his own technical term 'intangible nature· (altaJJfl<7s plwsis). whose specific 
guises arc 'place· when occupied. 'void' when unoccupied. and ·space' (rlliim) 
when bodies pass through it. At utta to Herodollls ]<J. when lies! introducing 
space. he call s it 'place. which w<' name "void" and "room" nnd "intans:ihlc 
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What we shall see in the ensuing moves is a gradual sharpening up of both. so 
that in the end we can be certain just how it is that they jointly constitute 
the universe. What makes bodies and space the natural choice. r think. is 
that bodies are the things which have obviously independent existence: and, 
since th<tt independence is most evident in their ability to move in space. the 
bits of space which they vacate as they move must exist independently of 

them. 
Space at this stage. then. is simply what the bodies are in, and what they 

move through. The technical notion of pure void or vacuum begins to 
emerge with a series of arguments which almost cert ainly followed. 
although Lucrctius for his own pu rposcs takes them earlier. 7 In these argu-
ments it is shown that such phenomena as moti on and permeation depend 
on the existence of unoccupied portions of space. As for body, it remains for 
now largely unanalysed. beyond a set of arguments to show that it must 
exist microscopically as well as macroscopically: its underlying atomic 
structure cannot be demonstrated until il has been shown that body and 
space are the sole constituents of the universe. And the next move is to 
show just that. First. body and space arc analysed as contradictory oppo-
sites: this is the positi ve proof thal they arc not only irreducibly distinct but 
also jointly exhaustive. There then follows a supplementary argument. in 
which all other contenders ror per se ex is I cnce- including properties. events 
and time - are wri tten off as secondary attributes. parasitic on body and/or 
space. Only now that it is fully established can the body-space dualism-be 
deployed to show that at the lowest level of analysis there wil l be not only 
portions of empty space uninterrupted by body but also portions of body 
uninterrupted by cm ply space- and I hercfore. since there is no third thjng. 

nature'". thus leading with lhc most f<tmiliar term. and equating it with the others 
without at this stage <.tlsn differentiating their functions. For the reading of the tcxl. 
and the interpret<ttinn uf Epicurus' terms for ｾｰ＼ｴ｣｣Ｎ＠ ｾ｣｣＠ Scdlcy [ <Jl.<J)or Long <tnd 

Scdley 17•91 §s. 
i Lucre!ius 1.265- 4 17. Following his disproors of absolute generation and 

destruction (1.149- 264). Lucretius omits Epicurus· arguments for the impossibility 
of subtraction from or addition to the universe. which he no doubt found far too 
abstruse for his purposes because of their rcfusallo name body and space (see note 
4 above). He moves directly to the <trguments for the existence of microscopic body 
und those for vacuum (1.2fir;- 4 t 71. the former scrviug the useful protreptic role of 
introducing to Mcmmius 1 he idea of tht• non-cvidcnl(l.l.fl7- 7<>l. This need was no 
doubt more urgent in" Roman context than for Epicurus· more physically attuned 
rcadl:rship. so it would not be surp1 isiug to lind Lul·rctius bringiug it ｦｯｲｷ［ｾｲ､＠ in the 
order of exposition. And his text ut the cud of this se<"! ion suggests that he did. He 
shows some ｡ｷ｡ｲ･ｮ｣ｾｳ＠ that hl' has lost I he prupl'r S{'<!llt'nrr: he amumucrs I hat 
there are lots more arguments avaihtblc for the existence of void ( 1.398-417). then 
introduces the basic bodies- space dualism us a rclurn to where he left off('sed 
nunc nt rcpct;nn cocpturn p<•rtexcre diet is'. 1.411!). 
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space. Only now that it is fully established can the body-space dualism-be 
deployed to show that at the lowest level of analysis there wil l be not only 
portions of empty space uninterrupted by body but also portions of body 
uninterrupted by cm ply space- and I hercfore. since there is no third thjng. 

nature'". thus leading with lhc most f<tmiliar term. and equating it with the others 
without at this stage <.tlsn differentiating their functions. For the reading of the tcxl. 
and the interpret<ttinn uf Epicurus' terms for ｾｰ＼ｴ｣｣Ｎ＠ ｾ｣｣＠ Scdlcy [ <Jl.<J)or Long <tnd 

Scdley 17•91 §s. 
i Lucre!ius 1.265- 4 17. Following his disproors of absolute generation and 

destruction (1.149- 264). Lucretius omits Epicurus· arguments for the impossibility 
of subtraction from or addition to the universe. which he no doubt found far too 
abstruse for his purposes because of their rcfusallo name body and space (see note 
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order of exposition. And his text ut the cud of this se<"! ion suggests that he did. He 
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totally uninterrupted. Being perfectly solid, these are 'atoms'. Now and 

only now can the detailed work of investigating the u niverse's underlying 
causal processes begin. 

Can it be shown that there was a similar methodology for ethics? If we rely 
on the l-etter to Menoeceus, Epicurus' sole surviving treatise on ethics, the 
answer will be negative. This text is an eloquent celebration of Epicurean 
morality. It presents the main Epicurean articles of faith non-inferentially. in 
the canonical sequence sanctioned by the school's 'fourfold remedy' (tetra-
ｰｬｾｮｲｭ｡ｫ ｯｳ Ｉ＠ and the fir st group of Epicurus ' 'Key Ooctrincs' (Kuria i Doxai) . It 
gives away nothing about their argumentative foundations. But there is a 

much more promising candidate: book 1 of Cicero's de Finibrts. Using this as 
a guide. I believe I can show that Epicurus' ethics had an argumentative 
structure similar to that of his physics-so similar. in fact. that it cannot have 
been unconscious or accidentaJ.R 

Now it has to be conceded thHt. the expose of Epicurean ethics in On nnds 
1 is not directly drawn from Epicurus. The spokesman Torquatus claims to be 
reporting Epicurus' views. but since he at least twice incorporates divergent 
vi ews of different factions within the Epicurean school.q we c.an hardly 
suppose that Cicero is relying on an urunedia ted text of Epicurus. My aim 
here will not be to do ｡ｮ ｹ ｴｨ ｩ ｮｾ＠ li ke justice to Ciccro's own rather elegant 
composition. butt.oseethrough it back toEpicur us· origi nal text. My conten-
tion will be that the passage's structure is strong evidence of Epicu rus' orig-
inal methodology. even if (and this is what convinces me that it has not. been 
imposed on the material by Ciccro's immediate source)10 that methodology 
is it self not on en directly asserted. 

I say 'not often'. because Hpi<.:urus ' methodology d early is asserted in the 
initial move. Torquat.us' opening is as foll ows (Fi11. 1.29): 

" One m i{! ht try ｴﾷｯｭｰ｡ｲｩｮｾＺ＠ lkmnnitus· system. Sdwlars haw had little success in 
establishing a dose tht•oret ic:al dependence of his ethics on his atomic physics. 
and it has been argm:d (csp. by Taylor f roo]l that the furthest cme shou ld venture 
in seeking a conncclicm hctwcen the two is in their use of analogous conceptual 
frameworks. Al though my claim s about Epicurus wi ll have litt le if any detailed 
resemblance to this conclus ion about Dcmocritus. a similar lesson will 
nevertheless emerge. Eplcurus' account of pleasure owes lit tle directly to his 
atomism (apart from the dependence of atamxia ou the conclus ions of phys ics 
about god and dc<Jt'h). There is no analysis of pleasure in terms of atoms nnd 
void. and his metaphysical outlook should never haw led us to expect o ne (as 1 
argue in Sedley [9JOJ). Despite this. his ethics and his physics arc structurally 
analogous. 

9 
Cicero. Firr. 1.31 (discussed below). fi6- 7o. Cf. also l'J on Chrysippus· statue. 

110 
When at 1.6 Ciccro speaks of 'my order of writing· (nostrum serihencli urdincm'). 
this need not imply that he has impos<.od his own ordering ontht• mah•rial within 
each book. The words arc adequately understood as a rdcrccwe to his mvn 
unlering of the live houks themsdws. 

1'11e inferential foulldations of Epicurean etlt ics 135 

1 shall start. then. in the way in which the founder oft his school holds one 
should. I shall establish what the thing into which we are inquiring is and 
what it is like11 - not because I think you don't know. but so that the dis-
quisition can proceed methodically. Our question then is. what is the final 
and ultimate good. which all philosophers hold must be such that all things 
are to be traced back to it. while it itself is to be traced back no further? 
Epicurus located this in pleasure. He wants pleasure to be the chief good. 
pain the chief bad. And he set about teaching it in the foll owing way. 

Torquatus' explicit testimony th at Epicurus taught this to be the proper way 
to open an ethical discourse confirms that the Letter to Menoeceus. which 
only gets to the topic of pleasure nearly half way through . cannot be held up 

as a specimen of ethical methodology. 

3 The basic division 
Epkurus' lirst move. then, was t.o placet he sw11mumlumum in plea-

sure, the summummalttm in puin.12 We are clearly at a point analogous to 
that in the physical expositi on at which the whole universe is analysed as 
self-evidently consisting of two per se existents. bodies and space. 11 Here like-
wise Epicurus will proclaim the analysis of values in to the two per se values 
of pleasure and pain as self-evident fact. There he was mappi ng out the 
extended universe. here he is drawing up the scale of value. but the pro-
cedure is the same. The two items are initiall y sketched in wi th broad brush-
strokes: only later. when their s tatus has been confi rmed and clari li ed. will 
the line detail be added. Pleasure and pain are. at this initi al stage, as unre-
lined notions as bodies and space were at the comparable stage of the 
physics. J\lready lo identify the good with specifi c kinds of pleasure would be 
fatal to the claim of self-evident truth from which Epicurus starts out. just as 
in the physics to prodairn from the start that the bodies arc. or consist of. 

11 'What. and or what kind. it is' ('quid et quale sit') will be a demand for an ·outline 
account' ('hupugraphc'). not a delinil ion (cf. Fin. 11.4-fJ}. On this point of 
Epicurean method. sec Asmis 17571· 39-47. But it is left unclear whether the 
rdercnce is to establishing (a) what is memrl by 'the final and u ltimate good'. or (b) 
what it consists In. namely pleasure. or whether (c) till id refers to the li rst of these 
and quail• to the sccoml. or (d) whether 1111itf is answered by 'pleasure' (29- 36). qrwlc• 
by the aualysis of pleasure-types ( 37 ff.). But at any rail' at li· and again at. rr.h. the 
tJrtid t'l t/llttlc·qucstiou is dearly a single one. so (a) ami (b) arc l ikeli er than (t:l or (d). 
On (a). tlw answer to the qul'Stion would ha1·e tu be located in I he rclati i'C clause 
'which all phil osophers hold ... ·.and that is stylistically odd. Thus (b) emerges as 
the best reading. •z On the use of s11mm•mrlxmum here. sec §6 below. 

' 1 I take it that the l'l'ry firsl steps of I ht• physical ､ｩｳ｣ｯｵｲｾｬＧＮ＠ in which the laws nf 
eunsc.·rl'atinn a rl' ｣ｾ ｴ ｡ｨｬｩｳ ｬ ｷｴｬ Ｎ＠ haw no Ｚｭ｡ｬｵｾｕｬＧ＠ in tht•l'lhks. ln I' it'll' nf mer 
world's ep()('mcral existence. I here would be little point or plausibility in trying to 
show tlwt whatever valm:s there arc now must bold good for all time. 
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atoms would have sabotaged any pretence of starting from incontrovertible 
fact. 

That it is self-evident that pleasure is the chief good. pain the chief bad, is 
maintained by means of the celebrated Cradle Argument (1.30): 

Every animal. as soon as it is born, seeks pleasure and enjoys it as the chief 
good. while shunning pain as the chief bad and averting it so far as it can. 
And this it does before it can be pervetted. with n<tture herself the uncor-
rupted and honest judge. Epicurus therefore denies that there is any need 
for reasoning or argument as to why pleasure should be chosen and pain 
avoided. He thinks that this is felt. in the way in which it is felt that fire is 
hot. snow white. and honey sweet. None of these needs to be proved by 
elaborate reasoning: it is enough to draw attention to them. 

This passage has been minutely studied by j acques Brunschwig in his 
seminal article. 'The Cradle Argument. in Epicureanism and Stoicism'. l 'l He 
notes that it consists of a factual statement. that all animals naturally seek 
pleasure and avoid pain, foll owed by a normative statement. that there is no 
need for argumen t to establish that pleasure slwuld be chosen and pain 
avoided. He maintains thut the normative statement cannot be an inference 
from the factual statement. or Epicurus would not be able simultaneously to 
assert that the normative statement needs no arguing. Brunschwig suggests 
instead that the normative statement appeals directly to the intuition of 
rational adult humans that pleasure is to be chosen. pain avoided: the pre-
ceding factua l statement. he concludes, has just the subsidiary supporting 
role of showing that that int 11 i li on need not he distrusted i iS il rorru pt cd one, 
since all animals manifest i.l similar intuition. even at too early a stage for 
them yet to have been corrupted. 

I retain doubts about this analysis. Even if Brunschwig were right 
to assign some such supporting role to the factual statement. it would be. 
in Epicurean terms. an appeal to ouk nntimnrturi'sis. absence of counter-
evidence - that is. an appeal to co11sistency with the rest of our experi-
ence. And that in such contexts is a. if not the. regul<tr Epicurean form of 
proof. 

ll turns out, paradoxically, that the better way to make the normative 
statement an unargued one is to give its introductory 'therefore' (itaque) it s 
face value and to let it follow directly from the factual statement. It is the fact 
that all animals already pursue pleasure as the good that makes the 
choiccworthiness of pleasure too obvious and uncontroversial to need 
arguing. 

•·• Brunschwig 1441· 

Tlw inferential foundations of Epicurea11 et/tics 13i 

Presumably for animals to pursue pleasure as the good just is for them to 
treat it as the thing to be chosen. Nothing in the argument or its context 
appears to turn on any disti nction between the good and the choiceworthy. 15 

rt is true. as Gosling and Taylor have urged.10 that there is an apparent 
confli ct with Letter to Menoeceus 129- 30. where the notions of goodness and 
choiceworthiness come apart: 'although every pleasure is good ... not every 
pleasure is choiccwort.hy'. But the point there is that some iudividual plea-
sure. whil e good in itself, may be the wrong thing to choose in tire circum-
stnuces, if it actually militates against the achievement of final pleasure. In 
the Cradle Argwnent. by contrast. Epicurus is talking not about individual 
pleasures but about pleasure as an end. which animals' behaviour shows 
them to be pursuing in all circumstances. Hence the very same behaviour 
betrays their evaluation of pleasure as both unconditionally good and 

unconditionally choiceworthy. 
Epicurus' contention can therefore be paraphrased as follows. The feeling 

that pleasure is the thing to pursue is manifest in the behaviour of all 
animals from birth : therefore. since the choiceworthiness of pleasure is as 
immediately self-evident to all living beings as the coldness of snmv. it needs 
no arguing. As Torquatus goes on inmicdiatcly to observe. merely to draw 
attention to something is not in itself to argue. And all he has done, as he 
secs it. is to draw our at ten lion to our existing consensus I hat pleasure is the 

good. 
Not only is this simpler reading more successful at saving Epicurus from 

arguing for what in the same hreat h he says does not need arguing. but it 
also fits better what I lwve suggested ought to be his strntegy. 11 is to be 
expected that pleasure ami p<tin should at this stage be maximally unre-
lined notions. The concern is to come up with an initial assignment of 
value which it can be claimed is universally obvious. just <tS at the equiv-
alent stage of the physics the existence of bodies was said to be 'uni-
versally \·vitnessed by perception'. The unchallengeable look of that 
assertion would have been lost if Epicurus had confined himself to the 
sense-perceptions of adult humans. Likewise we should not try to narrow 
down to the class of adult humans the witnesses to whom Epicurus 

1' CL Fiu. u.s. where Ckcrosupposes that ｩｦｔｯｲｱｵ＼ｾｴｵｳ＠ had defined 'good' it might 
have ｢･･•ｾ＠ <•S 'what W<IS by nature dwic.:cworthy' ('quod esse! natura 
appctcndum '). 

1" Gosling and Taylor I') 11. rh . .zo. They themselves interpret pleasure's goodness 
and its dwkcworthim:ss ｡ｾ＠ two ratlit:ally diffcr('llt properties. misleadingly 
lumpctl togt'thcr br Ciccru. But that is b;tS(.'Ciou their guess- an unfounded one in 
my opinion - that for Epkurus pleasure is ｡ｷ｡ｲ･ｮ･ｾｳ＠ of one's own proper 
functioning. so that pleasure's goodness consists in its appropriateness to proper 
functioning. 
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appeals for the desirability of pleasure.17 Universality. not precision. is his 
present concern. 

Besides. Epicurus' subsequent discussion will make it quite clear that 
adult humans arc the worst possible witnesses on this matler. since their 
hedonistic intuition will often be obscured by an artili cially imposed value 
syslem. That evm rational adults. deep down. agree with the primary hedon-
istic intuition is something which. as we shall see. he has to argue at length. 

The same point about the need at ｾｨｩｳ＠ stage for absolute generality 
applies to another issue mischievously raised by Cicero in his reply to 
Torquatus. Invoking a familiar Epicurean distinction. Cicero asks whether 
the pleasure sought by infants is kinetic or ｾ｡ｴ｡ｳｴ･ｭ｡ｴｩ ｣＠ pleasure (Fi11. 
IJ.3T- 2). Cicero makes it tolerably ｣ｬ･｡ｲ Ｑ ｾ＠ that l:lpicurus did not specify, but 
that his followers. when pressed. replied that it is kinetic pleasure. Cicero 
proceeds to use this concession as a stick with which to beat them. by 
observing that. since the Epicurean supreme moral goal is not kinetic but 
katastcmatic pleasure. the goal sought by infants turns out not to be the 
summumltonum after all. Now on the analysis I am offering. Epicurus' own 
silence on the point was not simply a ruse for avoiding the trap into which 
his less canny f(JIIowcrs were later to walk. lt was mcthodologh:all y correct 
for him to preserve the absolute generality of his account. by specifying 
nothing at all about how individual creatures conduct their pursuit of 
pleasure. To have sped lied the goal or infants as kinetic pleasure. or as any 
other kind or kinds of pleasure (katastcmatic. bodily. short-term. etc.). 
would have been analogous to opening the physical analysis of the uni-
verse not by naming lwdies and space. but by cataloguing the specili c kinds 
of body which sense-perception attests. for example earth. air, lire and 

17 This insistence on the univcr:;ality of the hedonistic intuition is. it seems tu me. 
equally manifest hi Eplcurus. 1,1'111'1' to Mcuocci'IIS 12R- 9: 'This is why we say that 
pleasure Is the ｢｣ｾｴｩｮ＠ ｮｩｮｾｴ＠ and end of the bles.<;t.'tlllfc. For ills Jllt•trsurl' wlrirlrll't' 

rrmgtrisl'll 11s orrrjirst mul l 'tlllffl'tritlll f/lltltf (<iyuOot• "f"oro•' ｾ＼•ｵＧ＠ "'IJ'Y(''"<';,, iy• '"'lw•): it 
Is from plcusurc that we in itiate every chuirc and avoidafll't•: and 11 is to plcasun· 
that 1vc have rl·ruurse wh1•n 11·e USl' ｦ･､ｩｮｾｴ＠ Ｚｾｳ＠ unr rritcrion for allgrHKI.' There is a 
ddibrratc lone of tempuralnniwrsality here in the three limbs: pleasure is ( 1) our 
eungenitul good: (.2) the aim from which we a lways start: and (3) that by which 
post evmt1m1 we measure oursun:css. In thiscontcx1. il seems over-cautious fnr 
llrnmd1wig l-l41 to dnuht ｴｨＺｾｴ＠ Epin1rus has the Cradle J\rgurnenl at lcasl partly ill 
mind in the lirstlirnb. when he culls plcusurc UJC thing whkh 'we rccognisl'l/ as our 
first and congen/111/ good'. The past tense (cy•·w1w ·) contrasts significantly with the 
present tc•nscs (KaTapxoluOn, K<tTilllno/Ht') inlhe second and third lirnhs. A110ther 
upshot of my ｡ｲｾｵｲｮ･ｮｴ＠ Is I hat. conlrary to llrunschwir(s t·onlt·utior 1. tht' n·ports 
of the Cradle ａｲｾｵｮｷ ｵｬ＠ at St'xtus Ernpiril'us /'11111.1<)-J. and M xt.<Jh unJ al 
IJiogcncs Lacrtius x. 137 arc broadly correct: the urgument dues directly establish 
that pleasure is 'by nature choiccworthy' (cf. below). 

1" Sec the curcful af1(umcnts of BntnS(·hwig 1441· 1 .zo-!1. 

Tire inferentialformclations of Epicurean et/lies I3? 

water. or animals. plants. rocks. etc. To do so would have seriously preju-
diced the ensuing enquiry, and invited the objection that atoms are not 
even included among the bodies which self-evidently exist. It would also 
have weakened the claim or an absolutely indisputable starting-point. The 
object at this stage is simply t.o get body. generically. on to the li st of things 
that exist independently. In what forms body exists is a question which 
cannot even be asked until later. when we know what else is on the list. 
Likewise. at the opening of the ethical enquiry the aim is to get pleasure 
and pain. generically. on to the scale of values. The detailed structure of 
that scale cannot be established until it has been proved. inter alia. that 

pleasure and pain arc its sole occupants. 

4 The division defended 
At 31. Torquatus goes on to outline a dispute within the Epicurean 

school. 

There are. however. some in our school who want to impart these points in 
a more subtle way. and who deny that it is enough to make feeling

19 
the 

judge of what is good or what is bad. but hold that it can also he understood 
by the mind and by reason both that pleasure is pa se to be chosen and that 
paiu is JJI'I' SC' to be avoided. So they say that this is as it were a natural 
conception and one rooted in our minds. that we should feel that the one is 

to he sought. the other shunned. 
Others. ｨｯｷ･ｶｾｲ＠ (with whom I agree). hold !hilt because nu.merous 

philosophers have a great deal to say about why pleasure should not be 
counted among the goods. or pain among the bads. we should not be too 
confident of our case. They think that on the subject of pleasure and pain 
we should use <1rguments and precise discourses. and should light our 

cause with careful reasoning. 

This is regularly read as indicating a split between Epicurus and two groups 
of his foll owers: he had said that the foundational premise of his hedonism 
needed no arguing: they replied by oll'cring two compel ing reasons why it dill 

need arguing. This sec1ns to me a misreading. For one thing. it would be 
unheard of. and a breach of the elementary code of ancient school loyalty. 
for Epicureans to express overt disagreement with their founder.lfl For 
another. the interpretation fails to connect the passage with what immedi-
ately foll ows at 32. (The paragraph division imposed by the editors at the end 
of .3 r has helped to disguise this important connection.) At ,12. Torquatus 
develops the line taken hy the second faction, that the hedonist premise 

19 Or ·perception'? Circro's use of srnsus spans bol h ·feeling' (Jmthos) and 'perception' 

(aist/1csis). zu I argue this in Scdlcy lf>4]. 
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needs arguing in order to resist rival philosophical theories, and he does so 
by quoting arguments from Epicurus himself: 

But in order to make clear to you how the entire mistake of those who 
denounce pleasure and extol pain arose, I shall explain the whole matter to 
you. and untold the actual words of that discoverer of the truth and. as it 
were. architect of the blessed life. 

Clearly Torquatus, at least. presents h!s own faction's view as one 
endorsed by Epicurus himself. And that is, of course. the stande,lrd way in 
which these factional disputes were conducted. both parties claiming to be 
the authentic interpreters of the master's ｩｰ ｳｩｳｳｩ ｭｴｾ＠ verba.l1 We may take it, 
then, that Epicurus. having said in the initial stage that the hedonist 
premise needed no argument. did nevertheless subsequently offer these 
arguments for it, and that the school was spli t as to his justifi cation for doing 
so. The first faction said that it was in order to unpack and darify our intu-
iti ve conception of pleasure as the thing to pursue. The second, supported 
by Torquatus, said that it was in order to resist those moral philosophers 
who had set out to subvert the intuition and to replace pleasure with some 
other primary. value. Which (if either) party is right? We must look at the 
arguments. 

They can be summarised as foll ows (32- 3). All those painful actions 
which appear to us to be properly chosen prove on inspection to be so only 
for the sake of the greater ensuing pleasure. And pleasant actions are irre-
proachable if they do not lead to pain: to opt for pleasures. or the avoidance 
of pain. is reprehensible only in those cases in which the immediate attrac-
tion blinds us to the longer-term painful consequences of our choice. 
Therefore in absolute terms pleasure is always the proper aim. and pain is 
only preferable instrumentully.liJr the sake of pleasure. 

This line of argument is familiar enough to us through a hedonist tradi-
tion stemming from Plato's Protagoms. Consequently it can easily be accom-
modated to the Hrst faction's interpretation. Like Socrates at Prola{loras 
353-4. Epicurus can be seen clarifying ordinary people's intuitions about 
pleasure. in order to show that. wlretlrer or not tlrey realise it. their principles 
of conduct are hedonistic. They may deny that they always pursue pleasure, 
but when they re-examine their molivations for painful choices. for example 
for accepting surgery or for avoiding self-indulgence. they wi ll appreciate 
that they do in fact treat pleasure as the only good. 

On the other hand. the passage can equall y comfortably be accommo-
dated to the second faction's interpretation. Epicurus may be arguing that 

J l Scdlcy[h4J.csp.pp. 1o:;- •7· 
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the kinds of values which anti -hedonist plrilosoplrers stress. such as temper-
ance. are at root pleasure-driven. Torquatus. as a supporter of this second 
faction. does in fnctuseEpicurus' argument for that end. hut that is not until 
rather later ＨＭｾＶＩＬ＠ at the conclusion of his ensuing moral diatribe about his 
own family's history (34-6)-which shows that it represents his own input. 
not Epicurus'. What he does there is to invoke Epicurus' hedonistic analysis 
as quite adequate to account for the motivation of heroic acts, and to use this 
explicitly as a reply to the Academics for citing heroic exempla in dialectical 

defence of virtue- ethics. 
Which faction is right? My hunch is that both arc half-right. but that both 

are being too exclusive. The point can be made by comparing the analogous 
section of the physical expose. Having set up the primary body-space 
dichotomy as empirically self-evident. Epicurus. to judge from Lucretius' 
full er presentation (1.265-427).22 went on to offer a variety of arguments 
which defended this dualistic ontology downwards below the threshold of 
direct experience. First he demonstrated I he existence of microscopic as well 
as macroscopic body. arguing that it was required in order to make sense of 
the powers of wind. odour. etc. Then he extended his notion of space in the 
same downwards direction, arguing that there must be hidden pockets of 
empty space- pure vacuum. Some of these arguments read as if they corre-
sponded to the first faction's interpretation of the arguments for hedonism. 
and arc aimed quite generally at ｡ｮｷｭｾ＠ who tries lo leave microscopic body 
and void off the world map: for example I he argument that the similaritY, of 
wind's behaviour to that of water shows it too to consist of bodies. and the 
argument that the phenomena of relative weight and the permeation of rocks 
by water cannot be envisaged without the supposilion of void gaps. In effect. 
we arc being assured that microscopic body and void are already implicitly 
built into our world-view. whether or not we yet realise it. Other arguments 
correspond more closely to the thesis of the second faction. especially the 
argument which seeks to confute those phil osophers who explain motion as 
the redistribution of matter within a plenum. like a fi sh swimming through 
water (Lucretius 1..37<>--83). Another in this category is his description of an 
experiment for the artificial creation of a momentary void (Lucrctius 
ＱＮ ＮＧ ｾＸＵ Ｍ ＹＷＩＮ＠ which we may take to be a cnnfutation of those thinkers (Eieatics 
and others) who maintaincu that void is a conceptually incoherent notion. In 
these Epicurus no doubt saw himself as resisting any philosophers who 
sought to overrule people's correct intuitions about space. But the t .. vo kinds 
of argument arc presented side by side. and arc hard to disentangle. 

ZJ Sec n. 7 a hove for the likely position of these argumcnls in Epicurus· ｵｲｩｾｩｮ｡ｴ＠

discourse. 
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Rather than go all the way w ith either faction. it is better to say the 
following. Both in the physics and in the ethics. the fir st substanti ve stage 

consists of the crude mapping out of the territory. sticking to what is crnpir-
icully or intuitively obvious to the untutored mind. The second stage. which 
we have now reached. is to amplify that first sketch by a closer conceptual 
analysis. showing how it accords with our other experiences and intuitions. 
and. as part of t.his project. forestall ing any doctrinally motivated attempts. 
actual or ｩ ｭ ｡ｾ ｩ ｮ｡ｲｹＮ＠ to turn I hose experiences and intuit ions agninsl it. 

5 The division's exhuustivcnes.o; 

We now come to the third and most controversia l stage of the 
ethical exposition (37- H). The removal of pain is itself already a pleasure. 
Therefore the transition from pain to pleasure does not involve passing 
through some intermediate state. Therefore there arc just the two states. 
pleasure and pain. each being identical with the absence of the other. 

In seeking to make sensl' of this doctrine. thl' obvious strategy is to inws-
tigale its relation to Epicurus' general ethical outl ook. As a matter of fad. 
that is how Torquat us himself introduces it. 11rsl describing the Epicurean 
ideal of ascetic pleasure. then saying that this is the reason why Epicurus 
denied an intermediate state between pain and pleasure. ll is hard to know 
how far I he fir st of these parts rdkcls Epirurus' own original ex posit ion at 
thl' corrl'sponding point. On my atTount of his gcncntl methodology. he 
might have been expected nullo have presupposed the character of the ideal 
Epicurean lire at so early <1 slagl'. hut. <IS vvc· shall see later. it remains quite 
likdy that he did. t\t ｴｾｬｬ＠ evl'nls. we need to ronsider the two parts togl'lher 

U7 X): 

I shall now t•xplain \\'hat pleasure il st•lf is and what it is like. in order to 
dispel a li the incomprd1ension of I ht• ignoranl. sot hat it may he under-
stood IJo\\' serious. rt'!>lraim·d and sober is that dot'f ri1 Jt' whirl 1 is nu1sidc1 t•d 
st•ll'-indulgcnt. luxurious and soil. For we [Epkurcansl do not pursue only 
that pl<•asurt• which mm·t·s our \ 'l'ry nature with a kind of smoot luwss and 
whirh the senses pt·rcciw in a rather agn•t•;Jhlc way p.c. kin<.·tic pkasurc 1. 
hut we hold that to bt• the greatest ple<1sun• which is Jll'r<.Tivt'd onn• all pain 
has bt•t•n rerno\'ed li.t •. katasft'm;lti!' pleasure!. For since. wiH·n our pain is 
lt 'mon•tl. \\'l' n•join· in the art twl freedom from and absence of all pain. and 
since t•n·rything wt• n•joice in is a pleasure. just as t•vcrything we arc upset 
hy is a pain. the ren1m•al of all pain is rightly called pleasure. For just as. 
when hunger and thirst arc dispell ed by li)(ld mHl drink. the very elimina-
ti on of the discomfort brings plt•asurc as its result. so too in t•wrything the 
removal of pain generates pleasure in its wake. 

For this reason Epil'uruo; did not helie\'C that then· was anything inter-
mediate between pain and plt'asure. For tl1c very thing whit'h somt· pc·opk 
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considered intermediate. when all pain is lacking. he considered to be not 
just pleasure. but even the highest pleasure. For \\'hnc,·cr fct'IS hnw he has 
been affected must be in a stule either of pleasure or of pain. But Epicurus 
thinks that the highest pleasure finds its limit in the absence of all pain. so 
that thereafter il n m be varied and differentiated. but not increased and 

expanded. 

What is the connection being described here between Epicurean asceticism 
and the denial of the neutral state? Dodging a number of interpretative con-
troversies. 1 shall sketch the following brief unswer. Both doctrines emerged 
against a background of protracted debate on the nature and value of plea-
sure. above all in Plato and Aristotle. as expcrlly traced by Gosling and Taylor 
in their book Tire c;reeks mr l'lensure.2 1 But principally it was seen. and can still 

be seen. as a response to ｬ ｾ ｰｩ｣ｵｲｵｳＧ＠ contemporaries the Cyrenaics. 
In Cyrenaic hedonism. pleasures arc smooth kini'seis (movements or pro-

cesses of change)- the temporary states of stimulation or excitement which 
arc the equivalent of Epicurus' ki netic pleasures. Likewise all pains arc 
kiueseis. namely rough ones. and the unstimulated state is neither pleasant 
nor painful. l111t ncu 1 ral. Since 1 hcsc kinetic plt·u:-;uJTS arc generall y short-

li ved. the pursuit ol' ｰｫ｡ｾｵ ｲ ｣＠ rcquin·s thl'ir constant n·newctl. 
Epicurus' response is 1 hat this kind of pursuit is unrewarding. People who 

naively expert otherwi-;t•sl'l out tonamthdr li \'l'S with luxmicsand imlul -
gences. only to li nd that life bl'comcs no pleasantcr thereby. On thcrontntry. 

their dependence on ｬｵ ｸ ｵｲｾ ｩ＠ makes them needlessly \'Uincrablc to the whims 
of liH·tul te. and 1 hl·rcl(wc IIl O lT I iablc I o I he pai 11 of ､｣ｰ ｲ ｩｶ＼ｾｬ＠ ion. lie concludes 
that the luxurious life. although undeniably diiTerent from the simple li ft' . is 
not thereby any pleasant er at all. Or. as he puts it in t hl· 111orc doctrinal terms 

echoed by Torquatus. onl'e all pain has been tT illO\'t'd I he furl her posit i\T 
sti111uli of lu xurious li vinr, to I tell incn'HS<.' onl''s pleasure I hey only vary it. 

Civcn this ddcncc of JtHKicmlt' ascetici sm. Epicurus has tw choice but to 
hold that once all pain has been removed one has already achie\'cd a pleas-
ant slilll'. sill<'l' he bdk\'CS it to hl' in fact tltt· pleasantesl possible slill c. 
Therdore pilinkssness is pleasurt· - katasll·mat it' pll'asurt·. as he call s it. to 

contrast it " it h kinl'l ic pkasurc. 

ll (;osling amt Taylor ｉ ｾ＠ 3l. 11mn·\·cr. I disscnl fro11111lll t'h or thdr <J('('Iltllll ,,, 
Epil'urt'<lll plcasurt'. t'Spcdatly ｬｨ｣ｩｲ ｣ｲ｡ｾｵｲ｣＠ nf the normal ､ｩ ｾ ｬｩｮ ｣ｬｩｯｮ＠ helwecn 
kint·tie and katastcnnlir pkasuiT. For ｩ ｮ ｾ ｬｩｬｮ･｣＠ the ubjt·rlion I pp. ｾｾﾷ＠ '· 114-:;. 
ｾｾｾ ｾ＠ \. ctr.) that then: art· IW'stl!tir' ｰｬ｣｡ ｾ ｵｲ･ｳ＠ bccauSl' <Jtl ｰｬ｣ ｡ｾｵｲ｣ｳ＠ arc Hlomk' 

nmtinns rdit"i nnthcunfoundL'tl aHribulinn of ｡ｴｭｮｩ ｾ ｴ＠ rt'ttudionism tu Epinn 11' 

(see Scdltov 1 'I wiJ. 1\bo\'c all. I hope that my ーｲｴｾｴﾷｮｬ＠ aq:111ncnt witl lwlp to 
｜Ｇｩｭｬｩｲ＼ｾｦｴ•＠ Ｈ＼ｾｧ＼ｾ ｩｭｴ＠ l;t-..lill !! ami ｔ＼ｾｬＧｬｴ＾ｲＧｳ＠ ｯｨｩ｣ｲｴｩｯｮｳＮ｣ｾｰＮｰｰＮ＠ ｜ｾＮＮＡ＠ n'.ltlu· rl'liahilil\ 
nf ('h-em's n icknn·. indtuling /'ill. 1. l i' s. 1\ hid I ＱＱＱ｡ｫ｣ ｾ＠ ckar 11'<' 111 lht• 

distilwlinn. 
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lli s criti cs, including Cicero in 011 J;ntls book 11. dernanded to know why 
the same word 'pleasure' should be used fort wo such very different kinds of 
experience as these.!" But Epicurus' chosen usage in fact makes excell ent 
sense in its context. According to him. eating sweets when not hungry is, 

though different. no more pleasant than the satisfied state of simply not 
being hungry. If we grant him this, it follows that either both conditions-
indulgent eating and stable satisfaction- arc pleasures. or neither is. 'l'o opt 

for making them both pleasures. as he does. is hardly more count er-intuitive 
than the alternative of saying that neither is. 

So much for Epkurus' ethical motivation und lc >rmul juslilkation in 
excluding the middle state between pleasure and pain. But J now want to 
suggest a quite difJcrent perspective on his motivCltion. For this. I must go 
back to his physics. 

Atomism had always made a virtue of its mctaphysicalt·corwmy. For 
Democ:ritus. body ami void arc tldined as 'being and not-being', or 'the 
full and the empty'. Body and void arc thus each defined as the other's 
formal contradictory. If a thing is not being. it can only be not-being. If 
it is not fu ll. it must be empty. This simple dyadic scheme has the merit 
of guaranteeing that body and void arc the .'io/r. contents of 1 he universe. 
In mopping out the universe. we have only to scry of ccrch part of it 
whet her it is full or empty. assured I hat th<.T<.' is no furl her possibility. The 
dymlic scheme. yielding as it were a monochrome map oft he universe. 
may not be I he only way of crchicving this result. hut il is unbecrlcrhly 
cconorniccrl. 

Epicurus· husk ontology is in some ways very dillcrcnl. Void li>r him is not 
equated with portions of emptiness. as I believe it was lc>r Dernocritus. but 
with space in its (to us) familiar Euc:lidcan sense . .!:; That is why I have been 
tkscribing his ontology throughout as one of body and sp<Jc:e. rather llran 

body and void. Epiwrean body and space do not combine to produce a 
monochrome map of the universe. like black and whit e pixcls on a screen. 
Space is co-extensive with the entire universe. and some parts of space are 
(temporarily) co-extensive with portions of body. although other parts. 
called 'void' in the sp('cific sense. arc not. Nevcrt hcless. Epicurus follows 

Democril us' lead in defining body and space as formal contradictorit•s. 
J\nything that has per Sl' existence must have some volume. If in addition it 
has the power of resistance. 1 hnt makt•s it a body. If il lacks all power of resis-
tance. so that bodies can pass straight through it. it can only be space. Since 
every I hing with volume must be eil her rcsistnnt or rH m-resist nnl. it is 1 hus 

! l Cicl'I'U Fin. 11.6 IT .. rr. Ｈ［ｵ ｳ ｦｩｬｬｾ＠ <Jnd Taylur ｉｾ＠ 11. 1/0. 
!> I ｡ｲｾｵｴ•＠ for this nmtrasf in Sedley I 'J.Z<JI. 
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formally established that everything with Jl<'r St' existence is either body or 

spacc.l1• Atomism quickly follows. because since there is now knmn1 to be 
nothing other than empty space that could punctuate a portion of body. a 
body with no empty space within it must be perfectly solid. 

Given its honourable history and foundational role in atmnism. the dyadic 
ontology must have been highly prized by Epicurus. What could be less sur-
prising. then, than to find him at the corresponding point in his ethics. when 
drawing up the scale of value, attracted by a dyadic scheme analogous to the 
one which had borne such frui t when mapping out three-dimensional exis-
tence? By eliminating the neutral stale. he relates pleasure to pain as body to 
space, that is. as formal contradictoriesP thus ensuring a value system in 
which no further per se value can have been overlooked. The full version of 
the fi1 rmnl argum('nl is. I take it. that all the intrinsic values. positi\'l' or neg-

atiw. of a sentient bt'irrg li e in how il feels about things. ;md that any feeling 
that is not painful is ipso facto pleasant. and vice versa. Therefore all per se 
values are. generically, either pleasure or pain. 

What if Epicurus ltad allowed a neutral state of feeling between pleasure 
and pain? Obviously the scheme could no longer be dyadic. but could it not 
have been successfully triadic? Couldn't the definitions have been framed so 
as at least to guarantee that any per se value belongs to one of the tllrre 
generic categories. pleasant. painful and neulnllr In I he physit.:s. if there 
were per se existing things which were neither body nor space. there would 
seem to be no restriction on what they might be. and metaphysical anarchy 
would break out. But it is hard to envisage a similar danger on the scale of 
value. Epicurus need hardly fear that to allow an intermediate class of 

feeling which is neither pleasant nor painful \o\'ould be to risk the intrusion of 
a 111yslcrious third value. The third value need only be a neutral lredonic 
stale which is better than pain but worse than pleasure. one that could in 
principle be accommodated to the hedonistic calculus. In short. it is not clear 
that a dyadic scheme. for all its conceptual elegance, could ever prove as 
indispensable to ethics as it \·vas to physics. (lnc:identally. 1 his disparity is a 
ground for assuming. as I have been assuming throughout. that the method-
ology was evolved originally for physics. for which it is tailor-made, and only 
thcreallcr transferred to ethics.) 

l•• Lucrt'lius l.-lll <J. retaining the ｾｉｓｓ＠ order for o.ll-l ｾＭ

J; Body and sparl'. although contradicturics. arl' frl'qucntly ｲｮ Ｍ ｴ•ｸ ｴ｣ｮｾｩ｜Ｈ Ｇ Ｎ＠ But this 
nt•t•d nul t·onsfiful<' a disanaloJ.(y wi lh pl!'asur\' and pain. !'or t•xampll' llw kinl'li<" 
pleasut t' of dt inkinJ.( m;ty <"ot·xisl with llw pain ol iltnunpll'ldl' qut·ndu·d ｴｨｩｲ ｾ ｬ Ｎ＠

Thl· ｨｬＧｩｾｨｴ＠ of ーｨﾷ｡ｾｬｬｬ Ｂ ｴﾷ＠ ｩｾ＠ n·adlt'tl wlwn alltlw ｲｴﾷｭ｡ｩｮｩｮｾ＠ pain has ｾｯｮｴﾷ＠ just. 
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lcrt it. 
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Despite any such rcservat ions. the ranking of pleasure and pain as formal 
contradictories was an almost inevitable outcome for Epicurus . His system-
atic reappli cation to ethics of the physical methodology. in which the dyadic 

analysis had proved so useful. must from the start have inclined him towards 
the reclassification of the neutral state as pleasure. And 1 he very same move 
turned out t.o give h im just the realignment of values he needed to work out 
his disagreement with the Cyrcnaics . When both factors arc brought 
together. it seems almost a foregone conclusion that he would opt for the 
dyadic scheme. 

6 The Epicurean good l ife 

We have now seen t he parallelism o f physical and ethical exposition 
run through three crucial stages. First a basic dualistic scheme is sketched 
as self-evident. Secondly it is conlirmcd. amplified and defended by concep-
tual analysis. Thirdly it is shown to be an exhm1s1ivc dichotomy by defining 
I he I wo terms as a pair of coni radiduries. 

What foll ows next, at 4o-1. is at first sight rather disconcerting for my 
analysis. Torquatus switches to a direct argument for pleasure as the 
SllllllllllllliJOIIII/11, pain as the Slllll/1111111 malum. And to a large extent it is con-
ducted by describing the ideally good Epicurean l ife. nnd contrasting this 
with the supremely un-Epicurcan life. The good life includes fearlessness 
based directly on two Epicurean tenets. that death is nothing more than the 
loss of all sensation. and that intense pain is short- li ved. mild pain bearable: 
and it has other unmistakably Epicurean features. Is he really en ti l led at this 
stage to presuppose the Epicurean good life. when so much groundwork still 
has to be covered? 

ow as far as the actual expression Slllll1111111l /JOIIII/11 is concerned. there is 
nothing new or surprising about linding it lwre. Pleasure was introduced at 
the outset. back in the Cradle Argument. as the SI/1/IIIIIIIIIIJOIIIIIII . and pain as 
the Slllll/1111111 malum. The phrase SWIIIIIII/11 /Jonum occurs literally hundreds of 
times in Cit'ero's phil osophical writings. yet il is by no means ck·ar to me 
what Creek term it could represent. Expressions like 'the ultimate good' ( to 

£'sclwtcm tiin agatlui11) and 'the primary good' (to priifcm llfflltlwn) arc fi •r too 
rare in Hellenistic philosophy to account for such frequent occurrence. My 
own guess is that Sllllllllllllllimllllll is in most cases simply Cicero's rendition 
of 'the good' (to agatlwn). When one looks through the contexts in which it 
occurs. the overwhelming majority arc ones in which the mere word /Jm 111111 

would. in the absence of a Latin delinite article. have been amhiguous 
bel wccn 't ht' ｾｯｯ､Ｇ＠ and 'a good'. For ｩｮ ｾ ｬ＠ :uttT in 11 w Cradle i\ rgmm·••t. wl11·re 
a 11 anima Is rejoice in pleasure ·as in I he highest good· ( 111 Sl/1111110 lw 11o). a 
mere ·as in thcgop(f' (ut /lmw) would have been indistinguishable from ·as in 

''' "' II •J ' f \ llo.oiiiJ' ' ' ''"'' •' "' •• ·• • J o f •• '' ' i.o •• "' '' ' '"' • ' 
... 

a good'.lX The addition o f sltlllllllllll before /J!l /111111 neatly removes tlw 

ambiguity. 
Let us take it. then. that Slllllllllllll /Jclllll/11 in Fill. 1.40- 1 just represents 

'the good'. For an Epicurean. to call pleasure 'the good' is to label it. if not 
strictly as the only good thing. at least as the only underivatively good thing. 
that by courtesy of which other things arc good - in other words. the ethical 

'end' (Le/os). But the present passage goes further than that. The thing 
labelled the SIIIIIIIIWII IJollu/ll (and also. more elaborately. 'the highest 
(Slll/111111111) or ultimate (u/iim11m) or extreme (extrmwm) of goods. which the 
Greeks call telos') is not pleasure tout court. but the pleasant life (iucu11de 
viven·. or mm vol11ptalc' vivere), the very life amply filled out with a portrayal 
of the ideal Epicurean. To sec what has happened. we need here a distinction 

between a primitive and a substantive account of the good or the telos. In 
Aristotle. for instance. the primitive account is simply eudai111011ia. or perhaps 
'acti vit y of the soul in accordance with virtue'. whil e the substantive 
account would be a detailed analysis of this as acted out in the civi c life. the 
contemplative life. or both. What has happened in the course of 'l'orquatus ' 
speech is not a shift in the meaning of Sl/11111111111 /JcJIIIIIII. but a shift from the 
primitive to the substantivcspecilication or what it consists in. Is this legiti-
mate? How can Torquatus usscrt that the Epicurean life is the best possible 
life. when he has not yet even dealt with the questi on whether virtue has a 
place in it; or with the relation of mental to bodily pleasure: or with the 
lessons of physics for denli11g with fear of death and god: or with the func-

1 ion of friendship? 
Cert ai nlv the Epicurean lil'e-sty le has been looming ever larger in ｾ＠ 7- .p. 

and ｩｴｬ ｯｯ ｾ ｣［＠ as if' il was considered admissible as empiricnl evidence regard-

ing the correct quanlilicalion of pleasure. Thus back at 37 one important 
souru.• of evidence that pleasure is maximised by the removal of all pain 
seems to have been the empir ical results of the Epicurean life-style. But why 
choose the present point in the discourse to move on from the primili\'e 
characterisation of the good as pleasure to the substantive spccil ication of 
the ideally good life? The answer. I think. is supplied by what it leads up to -
the next long section. 42-')4. in which the role of virtue is linally tackled. 

In brief. the argument of 42- 54 is the familiar Epicurean one that the 
value possessed by the virtues is not intrinsic but purely instrumental. as a 
means to pleasure. Wisdom. for example. is of va lue as the intelli gent man-
agement o f fears ami desires . indispensable for securing the most pleasant 
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possible life. And similar instrumental accounts are ollered of the other 
virtues. The point is. I think. that this instrumental analysis of conventional 
morality would lack all plausibility if pleasure had still been left as an unre-
lined notion. 'lb say that wisdom is valuable because it enublcs us to cram 
more pleasure into our lives is to invit e the st<Jndard slurs against Epicurean 
morality as crude scnsualism. To carry the day. Epicurus must say some-
thing far more substantive - that wisdom is valuable as a means to the 
supreme pleasure of a ratiomdly balanced life. one based on a correct under-
standing of the limits of desire and the nature of the universe and of man. 
Only by offering the practical model of enlightened hedonism could he hope 
to achieve this. And that. I think. is quite enough to account f(>r the early 
appearance in Torquatus' discourse of the ideal Epicurean life. 

7 The instrumentality of virtue 
Our final task is to examine the instrumental account of virtue in 

its own right. llcre I want to bring in a puzzle ;1bout the passage which has 
been well raised by Phillip Mit sis in his outstanding book Hpil'urus· Htllical 

Tllt'oru.l·'l Mitsis writes as follows: 

First of all. the virtues singled out for disn1ssion by Ciccro seem to corre-
spond narrowly. and somewhat suspiciously. to a standard Stoic li:;t. 
Similarly. instead of articulating a positive I hcory of his own. the Epkurcan 
Torquatus seems at times somewhat too Cilger to rcdcscrihe this standard 
li st in Epicurean terms. as if he were trying to convinn· a Honwn ;1udit·ncc 
that Epicurus· theory really can an:ommodate commonly recognised fea-
tures of morality. Perhaps an even greater obstacle in the way of recover-
ing Epicurus' doctrine arises from the potential distortions or <..'iccro's 
political aud moral vocabuiHry. for instance. TorquHtus rather casually lists 
iniustitia (injustice) with such strong terms of morHI disapproval as impro-

bitas (depravity). libido (violent desire). and ig11avia (cowardice) (J!in. 1.50). 

Many haVl' argued. tlu>ugh. that this kind of moral ccnsoriousm·ss is 
uncharacll'ristic of the Epirurean contract ... Moreover. Ciceru·s moral 
vocabulary is heavily weighted toward societal au itudes and obligations in 
a way foreign to Epicurus. Torqualus' arguments arc generously sprinkled 
with such t·ommon terms of Roman public approval as lillcmlitas (liberal-
ity). mrilns (esteem). and lwrwva/C'/1/ia (kindness) (Fill. 1.)1). li e thc·rcby 
injects into his account of Epicurean justice strong owrt ones of sod<ll dass 
and social obligation tlwt arc ahst•nt from Epirurus· own account. 

This seems to me to put its finger on a serious problem about the ーｮｳｾ｡ｧ･Ｎ＠
11 is only Mitsis' solution that I shall quarrel with. l ie suggests that 

10 Mitsisl76ol.69- 70. 

Jlrl' m)ert'lll 1111 )ormrlutw11s oj bpwun·mr t'lllirs 

'lbrquatus' account has become contaminated with (a) the Stoic four cardi-
nal virtues. and (h) the vCJiuc system of Roman society. Before acquiescing in 
this. we must ask about the passage's methodological function. 

At the equivalent point in the physical discourse Epicurus (l .. etter to 
Heroclotus 40. expunded CJt Lucrelius 1.449-82). having shown that all inde-
pendently or per se existing things must be body or space. set out to disqual-
ify all further items that might appear entitled to inclusion in the li st. Plato 
had defended the independent existence of properties like justice and beauty: 
and CJnyone. philosophical or not. who accepted Epicurus' contention that 
space had independent existence was likely to ask why the same should not 
be true of time. Epkurus' reply was to show systematically how ull such 
items urc parasitic on bodies and/or space for their existence. and must 
therei(Jrc be rclcgutcd to the status of dependent properties (sum/JciJi!kota) 10 

of things which themselves tlo existpa se (katll. Juwta). 
In ethics the equivalent stage is clearly as follows. Having shm•vn that per 

se values divide up exhaustively into pleasure and pain. Epicurus must once 
again set out to disqualify all further items that might appear entitled to 
inclusion in the li st. A lithe additional positive values that might be proposed 
must be shown to be valuublc not intrinsically. but parasitically on I lw plea-
sure they me supposed to grneratc. 1\nd this means not so much working 
through the items in his own preferred value system. as dealing one by one 
with the values which others. philosophers and non-philosophers alike. 
would he likely to put forward for inclusion. 

This is all we need to explain the wrious character of the passage. Of 
course it deals with the conventional values of the Platonist ethical tradition 
and of political society: not because they are privil eged within an Epicurean 
moral framework. but bccuusc they arc the most prominent explananda. I he 
items of value which most pressingly need to he reduced to the status of 
deriv<Jtive rather than intrinsic goods. 

Epicurean ethical doctrine can be expected to surface. as indeed it does. 
only when the actual reductions arc being performed. Temperance and 
couraj.\e, for example. arc not prominent Epicurean virtues. and er re initially 
described in purely conventional terms (47- 9). But then. in accommodating 
them to a hedonistic framework. Torquatus does press home the relevant 
Epicurean tenets. Temperance is a route to the nraximisat ion of pleasure. the 
calculation of which pleasures to forgo f(>r the sake of other. greater plea-
sures. Courage is achieved by the resolution of anxieties about pain and 
death. through correct Epicurean understanding of their true nature. He 

'" This is till' J!t'llllS nf '' hkh ·p.-nnant•ul ｰｭｰｴﾷｲｴｩ｣ｾﾷ＠ ami 'at-citlt·nls.lsuurl''''m•ll •rl <U t' 

the lwo ｓ ｊ ＾｣､ｴＧｾＺ＠ St't' St•tllt•y I•J Jol. l'l.l '). 

.. 



• -t . 

possible life. And similar instrumental accounts are ollered of the other 
virtues. The point is. I think. that this instrumental analysis of conventional 
morality would lack all plausibility if pleasure had still been left as an unre-
lined notion. 'lb say that wisdom is valuable because it enublcs us to cram 
more pleasure into our lives is to invit e the st<Jndard slurs against Epicurean 
morality as crude scnsualism. To carry the day. Epicurus must say some-
thing far more substantive - that wisdom is valuable as a means to the 
supreme pleasure of a ratiomdly balanced life. one based on a correct under-
standing of the limits of desire and the nature of the universe and of man. 
Only by offering the practical model of enlightened hedonism could he hope 
to achieve this. And that. I think. is quite enough to account f(>r the early 
appearance in Torquatus' discourse of the ideal Epicurean life. 

7 The instrumentality of virtue 
Our final task is to examine the instrumental account of virtue in 

its own right. llcre I want to bring in a puzzle ;1bout the passage which has 
been well raised by Phillip Mit sis in his outstanding book Hpil'urus· Htllical 

Tllt'oru.l·'l Mitsis writes as follows: 

First of all. the virtues singled out for disn1ssion by Ciccro seem to corre-
spond narrowly. and somewhat suspiciously. to a standard Stoic li:;t. 
Similarly. instead of articulating a positive I hcory of his own. the Epkurcan 
Torquatus seems at times somewhat too Cilger to rcdcscrihe this standard 
li st in Epicurean terms. as if he were trying to convinn· a Honwn ;1udit·ncc 
that Epicurus· theory really can an:ommodate commonly recognised fea-
tures of morality. Perhaps an even greater obstacle in the way of recover-
ing Epicurus' doctrine arises from the potential distortions or <..'iccro's 
political aud moral vocabuiHry. for instance. TorquHtus rather casually lists 
iniustitia (injustice) with such strong terms of morHI disapproval as impro-

bitas (depravity). libido (violent desire). and ig11avia (cowardice) (J!in. 1.50). 

Many haVl' argued. tlu>ugh. that this kind of moral ccnsoriousm·ss is 
uncharacll'ristic of the Epirurean contract ... Moreover. Ciceru·s moral 
vocabulary is heavily weighted toward societal au itudes and obligations in 
a way foreign to Epicurus. Torqualus' arguments arc generously sprinkled 
with such t·ommon terms of Roman public approval as lillcmlitas (liberal-
ity). mrilns (esteem). and lwrwva/C'/1/ia (kindness) (Fill. 1.)1). li e thc·rcby 
injects into his account of Epicurean justice strong owrt ones of sod<ll dass 
and social obligation tlwt arc ahst•nt from Epirurus· own account. 

This seems to me to put its finger on a serious problem about the ーｮｳｾ｡ｧ･Ｎ＠
11 is only Mitsis' solution that I shall quarrel with. l ie suggests that 

10 Mitsisl76ol.69- 70. 

Jlrl' m)ert'lll 1111 )ormrlutw11s oj bpwun·mr t'lllirs 

'lbrquatus' account has become contaminated with (a) the Stoic four cardi-
nal virtues. and (h) the vCJiuc system of Roman society. Before acquiescing in 
this. we must ask about the passage's methodological function. 

At the equivalent point in the physical discourse Epicurus (l .. etter to 
Heroclotus 40. expunded CJt Lucrelius 1.449-82). having shown that all inde-
pendently or per se existing things must be body or space. set out to disqual-
ify all further items that might appear entitled to inclusion in the li st. Plato 
had defended the independent existence of properties like justice and beauty: 
and CJnyone. philosophical or not. who accepted Epicurus' contention that 
space had independent existence was likely to ask why the same should not 
be true of time. Epkurus' reply was to show systematically how ull such 
items urc parasitic on bodies and/or space for their existence. and must 
therei(Jrc be rclcgutcd to the status of dependent properties (sum/JciJi!kota) 10 

of things which themselves tlo existpa se (katll. Juwta). 
In ethics the equivalent stage is clearly as follows. Having shm•vn that per 

se values divide up exhaustively into pleasure and pain. Epicurus must once 
again set out to disqualify all further items that might appear entitled to 
inclusion in the li st. A lithe additional positive values that might be proposed 
must be shown to be valuublc not intrinsically. but parasitically on I lw plea-
sure they me supposed to grneratc. 1\nd this means not so much working 
through the items in his own preferred value system. as dealing one by one 
with the values which others. philosophers and non-philosophers alike. 
would he likely to put forward for inclusion. 

This is all we need to explain the wrious character of the passage. Of 
course it deals with the conventional values of the Platonist ethical tradition 
and of political society: not because they are privil eged within an Epicurean 
moral framework. but bccuusc they arc the most prominent explananda. I he 
items of value which most pressingly need to he reduced to the status of 
deriv<Jtive rather than intrinsic goods. 

Epicurean ethical doctrine can be expected to surface. as indeed it does. 
only when the actual reductions arc being performed. Temperance and 
couraj.\e, for example. arc not prominent Epicurean virtues. and er re initially 
described in purely conventional terms (47- 9). But then. in accommodating 
them to a hedonistic framework. Torquatus does press home the relevant 
Epicurean tenets. Temperance is a route to the nraximisat ion of pleasure. the 
calculation of which pleasures to forgo f(>r the sake of other. greater plea-
sures. Courage is achieved by the resolution of anxieties about pain and 
death. through correct Epicurean understanding of their true nature. He 

'" This is till' J!t'llllS nf '' hkh ·p.-nnant•ul ｰｭｰｴﾷｲｴｩ｣ｾﾷ＠ ami 'at-citlt·nls.lsuurl''''m•ll •rl <U t' 

the lwo ｓ ｊ ＾｣､ｴＧｾＺ＠ St't' St•tllt•y I•J Jol. l'l.l '). 

.. 



does not. of course. mean that everyone who tri es to be brave is alreCJdy. con-
sciously or unconsciously, aiming to be an Epicurean philosopher: just that 
the aim which characterises courage is. as a matter of fact. achievable only 
through Epicurean enlightenment.. 

In short. we must agree with Mit.sis that much non-Epicurean morality is 
included in the passage. But. paradoxi cally. we need not agree with him that 
any of it does not stem ultimately from the pen of Epicurus. 1' 

8 Epilogue 

Uy now I have traced the parallelism of ethical and physical 
methodology through four distinct stages: (r) a primitive clyadic sketching-
in of the territory: (2) conceptual amplification and defence of the sketch: (3) 

formal proof of its exhaustiveness: (4) elimination ｾＩｦ＠ further claimants to 

inclusion. There<Jfter the paralleli sm can be followed. if at all. only in rather 
looser terms. In physics. body will now be relined into atomic chunks. 1(>1-
lowcd i11ter alia hy a detailed discussion of their range of shapes and si7.es. 
and of their behaviour in compounds. In ethics. the next step will be the 
loosely anCJlogous one of classifying individual pleasures and pains into the 
bodily and the mental. and examining their respective contributions as com-
ponents in a good life. 

r doubt if it would serve any purpose to press the details of this parallel-
ism. My real concern has bc:c:n limited to structural ana logies inlh l' linlltd:t -
tionalmovt•s of ethks and physks. 11 wi ll probably ht' wiser to rest. my case 
there.12 

11 J\unas l7f>41 and l7t J. csp. pp. 1 J<) IT .. discusses the split in Epkurus' ｷｲｩｬｩｮｾＺ ｳ＠
between passages which emphasise I his lough ｩｮｳｴｮｩｩｩｈ Ｇ ｮｴ｡ｬｩｾｬ＠ appruadllovirlut' 
and ol ht·rs which minimist• il. aml makt·s I he ｲｨ｡ｬｬｴﾷｮｾＺｩｮＡＨ＠ Slll-\!(t":>fion thalllw 
ft>nner arc dc:signcd lo sho<:k. I he lallcr closer to Epkurus' true beli efs. Uul if 1 am 
right about the Ciccro lex I. the inslruml·ntalisl analysis is ahsolutt'ly foumlalloual 
lo Epirurus'moralt hough!. and should not be argued away. Mauy texts assert. nud 
nonl' nrlun lly denies. I hat virlm's own vah11' is purdy insl runwnlal. What sonw 
texts emphasise but othns disregard is pleasure's intimatr cnusal tlcpendrnc:e on 
virtue. Torquatus eloquently convt•ys both ｡ｳｰ･｣ｴｾ Ｍ virtue's instrumental rolt· (<•sp. 
42. 'i4 ). and its intlispc:nsabilily for plt·asure ( :;o). 

I! I am grateful for commt·uts R•c:civcd from audirnres at l'rinrt•ton. Cambridge ami 
Naples. and for further written comments from )ulia Ann as. l'hillip Mitsis. )ulius 
Hnrca. \ 'uula ｔ ｳｵ ｮｮ｡ Ｍ Ｑ｜ｬ､ｾｩｲ｡ｨ｡ｮ＠ ;uul Skpht•JI Ewrsun. 

7 
Socratic paradox and Stoic theory 1 

T. H. IHW JN 

r Reactions to Stoic ethics 
Stoic ethical doctrines provoke severe criticism from both ancient 

and modern readers. The criticism. however. expresses two sharply opposed 
views of the character and implicut ions of Stoicism. These opposed views 
appear a lready in Cicero's comments on Stoicism. ami they have affected 
interpretati on and critici sm of the Stoic position ever since. 

Some critics attack the apparently extravagant. indeed outrageous. char-
acter o f the Stoic conclusions. In the view of these cri tics. someone who 
actually accepted <.tnd pract isrd Stoic doct ri ncs would bl' so alien to us I hat 
he would he inhunwn. Crit ics nomwlly rest I he charge of iniHnmtnity 011 

two features of Stoidsnt: ( 1) Since all reputed goods and evils except virtue 
and vice are indifferents. the sage secs no reason to be strongly concerned 
about anything other than virtue and \'ice. 2 ( 2) The sage is free of all 

1 I ｯｲｩｾｩｮ｡ｬｬｹ＠ ｳｵ ｨｭｩｬｨ ｾｬｬ＠ ｨｩｾ｣ｨ｡ｰｨＧｲ＠ in (;as f;u as I rcnu·mlxor)I•J•)fl. 'I IH' de· lay in 
publication has allowed me tu l'itt• a few of the many important l'Onlributions to 
1 he subject that have appe01rcd in the last few years. bull hm·e not tried to ､ｩ ｳ｣ ｵ ｳｾ＠

the issues that have arisen. Readers wi ll espcdally bcnelit from the mntrasting 
gcnerallrealrncnls of Sloir <:thirs hy Striker flln;J ami by ｴ ｜ｲｵｷ ｾ＠ l7t l.ll lwvc 
､ｩｾ｣ｵｳｳ｣ｴｬ＠ Anuas inl p f.l t:ngstrorn and Whiling l t6f ｣ｯｮ ｴ｡ｩｮ ｾｲ ｬ ｷｰｬｴ•ｲｳ＠ ＨｴＧｾｰＮｬ ｨ ｯｾ･＠

hy Ann as. Cooper aml lrwiu) discussing Stokism. 
I cite ー｡ｳｳ［ｾｧｴﾷｳ＠ frumthc original sourres. in rases where these arc readily 

accessible. In otlwr cases I add or suhslitutt• a n·fercnce to t·on :\rnirn li'<Jtf. riled 
as SVI'. or lo I Alii!! aud St'dlt:y li'l<Jf.l'ill'd as IX 

' This vic:w of Sloir ､ｨｩｲｾ＠ ｩｳｬＧｘｦｬｬｴＧｾｓｴＧ､＠ hy Soaahji. in his discussion of wlwii H·r Stoics 
hl·li cV(' in hu111an rights: "I he just Stoil' t·tnployl'r aims at doing every I hing in his 
power lo ｾＺ ｩ ｶ･＠ tlw workt•rs the just wngl'. ll tll.lousc an ｅｮｾ ｬ ｩ ｳ ｨ＠ rxpn·ssion. "the 
g;um's 1 ht' I ｬ｡ ｩｮｾ Ｂ Ｎ＠ not whl'l her ht· st·on·s: nul inol her ww ds whet hl'r tlw mor11:v 
artuallv rcarhes them. ｾｬｮｮ･ｶ＠ is dt•snilx.'ll as a part of the subjt'l'l mall er of 
vi rtuot;s art ion: it is not the goa!. I doubt whether a lx.·lic\'l'r in human rights 
would lake this altitude. If a li ving \\'age is a human right. its ddiwry will be a 
goal. not merely the suhjet1matter in pursuit of some other goal. one's own t•irtue. 
lndel'll. ln•allng dclirery as a mt'l't' ｾｵ｢ｪｲｲｬ＠ mall er mm· ｾ｣･ｭｴｯ＠ us a ratlwr 

I ｾ ｉ＠
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