
INFORMATION TO USERS

This manuscript has been reproduced from the microfilm master. UMI 

films the text directly from the original or copy submitted. Thus, some 

thesis and dissertation copies are in typewriter free, while others may be 

from any type o f computer printer.

The quality of this reproduction is dependent upon the quality of the 

copy submitted. Broken or indistinct print, colored or poor quality 

illustrations and photographs, print bleedthrough, substandard margins, 

and improper alignment can adversely afreet reproduction.

In the unlikely event that the author did not send UMI a complete 

manuscript and there are missing pages, these will be noted. Also, if 

unauthorized copyright material had to be removed, a note will indicate 

the deletion.

Oversize materials (e.g., maps, drawings, charts) are reproduced by 

sectioning the original, beginning at the upper left-hand comer and 

continuing from left to right in equal sections with small overlaps. Each 

original is also photographed in one exposure and is included in reduced 

form at the back o f the book.

Photographs included in the original manuscript have been reproduced 

xerographically in this copy. Higher quality 6” x 9” black and white 

photographic prints are available for any photographs or illustrations 

appearing in this copy for an additional charge. Contact UMI directly to 

order.

UMI
A Bell & Howell Information Company 

300 North Zeeb Road, Ann Arbor MI 48106-1346 USA 
313/761-4700 800/521-0600

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



FIVE ANCIENT THEORIES OF HAPPINESS 

by

ROBERT J .  ALTOBELLO

A d i s s e r ta t io n  submit ted  to  the Graduate Facul ty  in Philosophy in 
p a r t i a l  f u l f i l lm e n t  of the requirements f o r  the degree of Doctor of 
Philosophy, The City  Univers i ty  of New York.

1997

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



UMI Number: 9720073

Copyright 1997 by Altobello, Robert James
All rights reserved.

UMI Microform 9720073 
Copyright 1997, by UMI Company. All rights reserved.

This microform edition is protected against unauthorized 
copying under Title 17, United States Code.

UMI
300 North Zeeb Road 
Ann Arbor, MI 48103

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



l i

Copyright 1997 

ROBERT J .  ALTOBELLO 

Al1 Rights Reserved

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



This manuscript has been read and accepted for  the  Graduate Faculty 
in Philosophy in s a t i s f a c t i o n  of the d i s s e r t a t i o n  requirement for 
the degree of Doctor of Philosophy.

UL-\
Date Ch^ir of Exa pining Committee

Date Executive Off icer

Professor  Steven M. Cahn. Advisor

Professor  Charles  Landesman______

Professor Joan Stambauah_________
Supervisory Committee

THE CITY UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

iv

I wish to  express  my g r a t i t u d e  and to  acknowledge my app rec ia t ion  to  

those whose inf luence on my l i f e  have made t h i s  work p o s s ib le  and to 

those p r o fe s s io n a l s  whose co n t r ib u t io n s  enabled i t  to  happen.

Special thanks thus  goes to  Orlando Fernandez without  whom none of 

t h i s  would have happened; to  Swami Shantanand fo r  teaching me

Vedanta; to  Swami Vishnudevananda fo r  providing the confirmation of 

the Vedantic hypothes is .

From The City Univers i ty  Graduate Center,  a special  token of thanks 

goes to  P ro fesso r  Charles Landesman and Professor  Joan Stambaugh for  

t h e i r  support and superv isory  work in reading and commenting upon 

the manuscript.  A very spec ia l  thanks goes to my advisor  Professor  

Steven M. Cahn whose p ro fe s s iona l i sm ,  advice and sound d i re c t io n  

enabled me to b r ing  t h i s  p r o je c t  to a successful  conclusion and

without whom I do not b e l iev e  I t  could have been done.

F in a l ly ,  words cannot express  the g ra t i tu d e  and ap prec ia t ion  I feel 

towards my wife  Ann K l t t r i c k  Dunn whose support,  encouragement and 

pa r tn e rsh ip  throughout t h i s  p r o je c t  are fa r  more s i g n i f i c a n t  than 

anything I have done here fo r  the simple reason th a t  wi thout  her i t  

would have never happened.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Table o f Contents

Chapter 1. Introduction:  The P ro jec t  and the O b je c t iv e . . .  .page 1.

Chapter 2.  'Eudaimonia' : Pe r fec t  L iv ing ...........................................page 4.

Chapter 3. 'A ta ra x ia ' :  Epicurean T r a n q u i l l i t y  of Mind page 54.

Chapter 4. 'A pa the ia ' :  Sto ic  I n d i f f e r e n c e ......................................page 100.

Chapter 5. 'Ananda': Nonrelational Happiness............................... page 151.

Chapter 6. 'N irvana ' :  Transconceptual Happiness.........................page 207.

Chapter 7.  Conclusion: The Best Chance of Success  page 260.

B ib l iography  page 279.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Chapter 1 In troduction

1

1. The p r o j e c t ' s  motivat ion

In t h e i r  essay "Recent Works on the Concept of Happiness"1 Douglas 

Den Uyl and Tibor R. Machan express a number of concerns which

motivated the main theme of t h i s  work. The theme of t h i s  work i s  an 

examination of f iv e  ancient  theor ie s  of happiness .  The purpose of the 

work i s  to  t ry  to  garner from these th e o r ie s  a poss ib le  answer to the

question "What bes t  exp la ins  'happiness '  from the ancient  perspect ive?"

The reason tha t  I bel ieve  th i s  approach i s  important is  echoed by Uyl 

and Machon.

If  we were asked to make an overa l l  general
observat ion about the l i t e r a t u r e  on happiness,  we 
bel ieve  our response would come down to one basic 
po in t :  contemporary t h e o r i s t s  are  s t ru g g l in g  with
much the same issues as  t h e i r  c la s s ica l
c o u n te r p a r t s .2

They then go on to  indicate  tha t  though much of the contemporary 

l i t e r a t u r e  i s  thoughtful and in te re s t in g ,  t h i s  body of work is  heavily  

influenced by e a r l i e r  phi losophers.  From the ancient  per iod they c i t e  

A r i s t o t l e ' s  Influence in p a r t i c u la r  as being qu i te  s trong.  Since 

A r i s t o t l e ' s  influence on the Western T rad i t ion  i s  unavoidable,  i t  

seemed to me tha t  one would have to go beyond the bounds of Western 

thought in order to  escape th i s  inf luence.  Aware of t h i s  poss ib le  

problem, Uyl and Machon note th e i r  commitment to t r a d i t i o n  and c i t e  the 

omissions.

I t  i s  important to notice  what i s  being ignored
here.  F i r s t  of a l l ,  we sh a l l  not examine
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non-Western t h e o r i e s  of happiness .3

This l a s t  point con ta ins  a footnote  which c i t e s  the s ig n i f i c a n t  

non-Western th e o r ie s .  Since many of the t e x t s  c i t e d  in t h i s  note 

represen t  philosophic  t r a d i t i o n s  with which I have a s t ro n g  in t e r e s t ,  

i t  seemed to  me tha t  t h i s  a rea  presented a neglected and p o te n t ia l ly  

f r u i t f u l  f i e l d  of i n v e s t ig a t io n .  By bringing non-Western th eo r ie s  into 

c l a s s i c a l  Western conversa t ions  on the topic of happiness,  one might be 

able to open new v i s t a s  of exp lo ra t ion .  I f  happiness is  s ig n i f i c a n t  and 

i f  the ques t ions  the Ancient Western th inkers  t r i e d  to answer are s t i l l  

ques t ions  with which we are  w res t l in g ,  then answering these questions 

becomes important.  And u n le s s  happiness is  a " t r a d i t i o n  re la t ive"  

phenomenon, hearing and exp lo r ing  what other t r a d i t i o n s  have to say on 

t h i s  top ic  can only enhance the p o s s i b i l i t y  of f inding an answer.

2. The d i r e c t io n  and i t s  o b jec t iv e

Each of the th e o r ie s  I w i l l  examine o f fe r s  a p r e sc r ip t io n  for  

happiness.  The p r e sc r ip t io n  comes fu l ly  packaged and labeled with a 

magical word intended to des igna te  tha t  condition which bes t  f u l f i l l s  

what we might ca l l  the "bes t  kind of human l i f e " .  The words are 

A r i s t o t l e ' s  'eudaimonia ' ,  Epicurus '  ' a t a r a x i a ' ,  Stoic  ' a p a t h e i a ' ,

Vedantic 'ananda'  and Buddhist 'N irvana ' .  All ancient words, a l l  from 

approximately the same time p e r iod ,  and a l l  p re sc r ip t iv e  remedies meant 

to provide the asp r ian t  for  happiness  with a means to f ind ing  the best 

kind of l i f e  a human being could f ind .  In other  words, each theory will 

claim tha t  a l i f e  animated by the presence of the condi tion designated
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by what i t s  "special" term r e p re se n t s  w i l 1 bes t  exemplify the Happy 

Human l i f e .

We wil l  thus need to  exp l ica te  and examine the condi t ions  

rep re sen ted  by these c h a ra c te r iz in g  terms. We will  need to  explore the 

c r i t e r i a  needed to  bring about the condit ion.  We wil l  need to see how 

each view handles a c lu s t e r  of core  “happiness" Issues.  And f in a l l y  we

w i l l  need to  examine ob jec t ions  to  the views and see i f  the ob jec t ions

can be overcome.

I w i l l  present both an on-going and f ina l  assessment of the 

views and o f f e r  a defense of what I take to  be the most p laus ib le

account of 'h a p p in e ss ' .  One main object ive  of t h i s  work wil l  be to 

demonstrate why the Eastern views may have a superior  approach to  some 

of the problems which a r i s e .  The p ro je c t  is  not intended to  claim tha t  

any one p o s i t io n  is  c lea r ly  super io r  to the o the rs ;  they a l l  have

flaws.  But I do hope to show how some contemporary concerns are b e t t e r  

expla ined  by c e r t a in  aspects  of the Eastern approach than they are  in 

the Western views. F ina l ly ,  I do hope to add some fresh  materia l to

t h i s  conversation by o f fe r ing  a  re levan t  and probing examination of

Eastern views which the mainstream Western Trad i t ion  has not fu l ly  

explored and show a cogent s id e  to  Eastern th inking which has, in my 

view, been somewhat Ignored.

NOTES

1. Douglas Den Uyl and Tibor R. Machan, “Recent Works on the Concept of
Happiness",  American Phi losophic Review 20 no. 2. (April 1983),
115-134.

2. I b i d . ,  131.

3. I b i d . ,  116.
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Chapter 2. 'EUDAIMONIA': Pe r fec ted  Living

4

1. Eudaimonia

When we d iscuss  A r i s to t l e  on happiness,  one of the f i r s t  problems which

a r i s e s  i s  whether or not 'eudaimonia ' ,  as  A r i s to t l e  uses the term, is

the same as  our concept 'h a p p in e s s ' .  When A r i s to t l e  analyzes  the

concept of happiness a t  the ea r ly  s tages  of Book 1 in Michomachean

Eth ics ,  i t  seems tha t  'eudaimonia'  i s  not the same as our ' h a p p in e s s ' .

He t e l l s  us th a t  'eudaimonia'  i s  the end which a l l  of us u l t im a te ly

pursue. Anthony Kenny uses  t h i s  claim to demonstrate th a t  A r i s t o t l e

must be wrong in h i s  ( A r i s t o t l e )  conception of happiness.  Kenny*

p o in ts  out t h a t  we are o f ten  w i l l i n g  to  s a c r i f i c e  our happiness fo r  the

sake of o th e r  th ings.  And Kenny i s  su re ly  r ig h t  i f  we t r e a t  'h ap p in e ss '

In a purely  personal manner. People do of ten s e l f l e s s l y  s a c r i f i c e  t h e i r

own happiness  for  other reasons .  And to counter  those who might claim

tha t  happiness i s  s t i l l  a t  s take  even in the apparent s e l f l e s s

s a c r i f i c e  case Kenny o f fe r s  the following defense.

But s e l f l e s s n e s s  i s  not always l ike th i s :  people 
may be t ra ined  from chi ldhood to  pursue an ideal 
such as  the s e rv ice  of the p a r ty ,  or obedience to
God, without t h i s  n ecessa r i ly  being presented to
them as a means to  t h e i r  own happiness in t h i s  l i f e  
or  a n o th e r .2

One might ob jec t  to the p l a u s i b i l i t y  of t h i s  option. For example, I am 

unaware of any re l ig io n  which p re sen ts  obedience to God as an o b jec t iv e  

for  anything besides e te rna l  happiness .  There could also be motivat ion 

problems here regarding why I would be motivated to serve in the par ty
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unless  something was presented to me as fu r the r ing  “my good* even in 

the weak sense of someone or something about which I c a re .  However, 

t h i s  issue i s  beyond my p resen t  concerns. Kenny be l ieves  'h a p p in e ss '  to 

be a proper t r a n s l a t i o n  of 'eudaimonia' ,  and tha t  i s  where h i s  argument 

comes to  the fo re .  For Kenny, a c r i t i c a l  flaw in A r i s t o t l e ' s  conception 

of 'eudaimonia' i s  t h a t  'happiness '  i s  not the end which we a l l  seek. 

Thus i t  is  e i t h e r  the case tha t  A r i s to t l e  commits an ea r ly  and obvious 

blunder ,  or we take the more cha r i tab le  route and read 'eudaimonia '  as 

something not qu i te  the same as our 'h a p p in e ss ' .

This c h a r i t a b le  pos i t ion  is  taken by J .L .  Ackril l  who s t a t e s  

t h a t ,  "Nearly everything Kenny says about happiness goes to  show tha t  

the word "happiness" i s  not a proper t r a n s la t io n  of the word 

'euda im onia ' ."3 On A c k r i l l ' s  in te rp re ta t io n  A r i s to t l e  is  engaged in 

two p ro je c t s  in Book 1 of Nichomachean Ethics .  The f i r s t  p r o je c t  i s  an 

attempt to explain the logic involved in the proper use of 

'eudaimonia ' ,  i . e .  the meaning of the concept.  The second p r o je c t  i s  to 

t ry  to discover what kind of l i f e  i n s t a n t i a t e s  the concept .  I t  is  

c e r t a in ly  true t h a t  A r i s t o t l e  does indicate  th a t  he makes such a

d i s t i n c t i o n  when he says  tha t  "Ctlo say tha t  'eudaimonia'  i s  the 

supreme good seems a p l a t i t u d e ,  and some more d i s t i n c t iv e  account of i t  

i s  s t i l l  required." '* And A r i s to t le  a l so  reminds us,  "We must

examine our p r in c ip le  not only as reached lo g ica l ly ,  from a conclusion

and premises,  but a lso  in the l igh t  of what i s  commonly s a id  about 

i t . . . " 3 . I understand Ackri l l  to be claiming tha t  lo g ic a l ly  

'eudaimonia'  simply func t ions  as a place holder for something l ike  

"best possib le  l i f e " ,  and tha t  i t  i s  a f a l la c io u s  move to s u b s t i t u t e  a
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poss ib le  I n s t a n t i a t i n g  concept l ike  'happ iness '  for  'eudaimonia'  and 

then c r i t i c i z e  A r i s t o t l e  because the i n s t a n t i a t i n g  concept does not 

meet the logical  requirements  which ' b e s t  poss ib le  l i f e '  meets.  The 

s p i r i t  of A c k r l l l ' s  pos i t ion  i s  simply th a t  i f  'happiness '  c r ea te s  

c r i t e r i a  problems fo r  A r i s to t l e ,  e . g .  Kenny's object ion ,  then 

'happiness '  probably does not c o n s t i tu te  every th ing  a t  which A r i s to t l e  

i s  aiming when he uses  'eudaimonia' .

Richard Kraut d isagrees  with A ckr i l l  on t h i s  po in t .  In h i s

essay "Two Conceptions of Happiness""1, Kraut argues th a t  A r i s to t le

i s  t a lk in g  about the concept of happiness  when he, A r i s to t l e ,  uses 

'eudaimonia ' ,  but simply has a d i f f e r e n t  conception of how th i s  concept 

g e ts  i n s t a n t i a t e d .  Kraut uses a simple analogy to make h i s  po in t .  I f  we

use the concept "good recording" we do not mean something d i f f e r e n t

from what someone l iv in g  back in the s i x t i e s  meant by "good recording",

but we do have a d i f f e r e n t  conception of what c o n s t i t u t e s  such a th ing.  

In the same way Kraut claims tha t  the l i f e  t h a t  i s  a "happy l i fe "  may

be something q u i te  d i f f e r e n t  from what A r i s t o t l e  envisioned a happy

l i f e  to  be, but t h i s  does not e n t i t l e  us to  claim th a t  A r i s to t l e  had a 

d i f f e r e n t  concept of happy l i f e .  Kraut a l s o  p o in ts  out tha t  the usual 

s u b s t i t u t i o n s  which are  used In the " d i f f e r e n t  meaning" pos i t ions  have 

many of the same problems which c r i t i c s  of the 'happiness '  t r a n s la t io n  

f ind  d i s tu rb ing .  For example, i f  we use 'w e l l -be ing '  or 'human 

f lo u r i s h i n g ' ,  we s t i l l  have to acknowledge tha t  apparently chi ldren

cannot f lo u r i sh  or be w e l l -o f f  which, a t  l ea s t  on the surface,  seems 

j u s t  as  wrong.

There seems to  be a leg it imate  argument on both s ides  of t h i s
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issue . Perhaps the f a u l t  does r e s t  with A r i s to t l e  for  not being quite 

c le a r  enough desp i te  h i s  claim tha t  t h i s  Is not an exact sc ience .  I 

f ind  myself agreeing with Ackr i l l  against  Kenny and then agreeing  with 

Kraut aga ins t  Ackrill  d e s p i t e  the fac t  tha t  sympathy with Akr111  ̂

seems to  be the more accepted p o s i t io n .

My sense on t h i s  issue  i s  tha t  though A r i s to t l e  c l e a r l y  makes 

the concept/conception d i s t i n c t i o n ,  he does seem to assume th a t  the 

empirical c r i t e r i a  which he uses  to f i l l - i n  h i s  conception of 

'eudaimonia'  w il l  au tomatica l ly  acquire the same p ro p e r t i e s  which the 

logic of the concept r e v e a l s .  He says,  "So 'eudaimonia'  i s  the bes t ,  

the f i n e s t ,  the most p leasu rab le  thing of a l l . . . " ® .  Clear ly  from 

the ea r ly  sec t ions  of Book 1, the logical connection between 

'eudaimonia'  and ' b e s t '  and ' f i n e s t '  i s  a p l a t i tu d e  as A r i s t o t l e  has 

already to ld  us.  But the move to  the empirical genera l iza t ion  from the 

p leasure  argument in Book 1-7 above where 'eudaimonia'  i s  a l s o  equated 

with "most p leasurable  th ing  of a l l "  is  something of a d i f f e r e n t  so r t  

which w il l  lead to problems i f  we then expect 'eudaimonia'  as "most 

p leasurab le  th ing  of a l l "  to  behave with the logical smoothness tha t  

the obvious p l a t i t u d e s  p ossess .  I t  would c e r t a in ly  be co r re c t  to  claim

that  a l l  men seek the bes t l i f e .  But i t  would a l so  be ob jec t ionab le  to

claim tha t  a l l  men seek the most p leasureable  l i f e .

In a ce r ta in  sense the problem is  not whether we ought to

t r a n s l a t e  'eudaimonia' as 'h a p p in e s s ' .  The problem i s  how we will  

subsequently define 'h a p p in e s s ' .  For the ins tan t  we go beyond the 

minimal logical p l a t i tu d e s  given in the ea r ly  s tages  of Book 1, we are 

no longer ta lk in g  about the concept of 'eudaimonia'  but have instead
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begun d iscuss ing  our conception of I t .  And, of course ,  when A r i s to t le  

f i n a l l y  f l l l s - o u t  h i s  conception of 'eudaimonia '  In Book 10 as 

contemplation,  ' t h e o r l a ' ,  and we go back to  Book 1 to plug-ln  t h i s  

conception to  some of the logical p l a t i t u d e s ,  we f in d  problems. All men

do not seek ' t h e o r i a '  as  the f ina l  end of a l l  t h e i r  a c t io n s .

My view here i s  that  no conception of 'eudaimonia'  can

p o ss ib ly  succeed i f  one expects the conception to  s a t i s f y  the logical

r i g o r  which the ea r ly  p l a t i t u d e s  meet. Perhaps, one could char i tab ly  

a t t r i b u t e  t h i s  reading to  A r i s to t l e  by using the  above alluded to 

warning about not expecting exactness .  But we s t i l l  have a sense tha t  

A r i s t o t l e  i s  cheat ing  when he chooses in Book 10-7 the p la t l tu d ln a l  

c r i t e r i a  which wil l  work with contemplation, e .g .  s e l f - s u f f i c i e n c y  and 

f i n a l i t y ,  while ignoring the ones tha t  might f a l l ,  e .g .  the end tha t  

a l l  men seek and the measure of a fu l l  l i f e t im e ,  because obviously if  

the conception i s  going to give us an i n s t a n t i a t i o n  of the concept then 

a l l  the p l a t i t u d l n a l  c r i t e r i a  which demarcate the concept must be met.

My p o s i t io n  here  is  th a t  there i s  no real  harm done in using 

'h a p p in e s s '  as  an in te rp r e ta t io n  for  'eudaimonia'  as  long as one is  

c a re fu l  in how one e x p l ic a te s  and uses one ' s  conception of 'happ iness ' .  

In s imples t  terms, a conception cannot be used as I f  I t  possessed a l l  

the p l a t i t u d i n a l  c r i t e r i a  unt i l  i t  has been conclus ive ly  shown to be 

a b le  to  do so. Certain A r i s to te l i a n  I n tu i t i o n s  wil l  work with 

' h a p p in e ss '  q u i te  n ic e ly .  I t  i s  something everybody wants. And i t  i s  

something th a t  people want for no other  reason. I t  i s  a f ina l  end* 

and A r i s t o t l e  does acknowledge th a t  there  might be more than one such 

end10. And i t  does possess  non-instrumental va lue .  However one
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f i l l s - o u t  t h e i r  conception of happiness ,  i t  would be d i f f i c u l t  to  give 

the conception Instrumental value ,  e .g .  to want happiness as a means to 

something e l s e .

Of course ,  i f  A r i s t o t l e ' s  p ro je c t  i s  to  u l t im a te ly  succeed, he 

wil l  eventua l ly  have to demonstrate th a t  h i s  conception of 'eudaimonia'  

wil l  survive  the t e s t  of meeting a l l  the p l a t i tu d ln a l  s t i p u l a t i o n s  

unless  one wants to take the "lack of exactness  warning" very 

s e r io u s ly .  From a purely phi losophic  pe rspec t ive  t h i s  t a c t i c  would seem 

to run counter  to the whole e n t e r p r i z e .  However, in a more c h a r i t a b le  

vein, one could  argue th a t  A r i s t o t l e ' s  in ten t  i s  only to produce the 

best  explanat ion among the a v a i lab le  competi tors  and not nece s sa r i ly  a 

p e r fec t  one per  s e ;  i . e .  t h i s  exp la in s  the lack of exactness  warning.

From my perspec t ive ,  the re  are th ree  cen tra l  issues  at  s take  

in reading A r i s t o t l e  on 'eudaimonia ' .  These three  issues are (1 . )  the 

logical a n a ly s is  of the concept ;  ( 2 . )  the defense of the l i f e  which 

best  exemplif ies  tha t  concept;  and <3.) the r e l a t io n s h ip  between 1 and 

2. I f  we p r i o r i t i z e  #1 and read the p l a t i t u d ln a l  c r i t e r i a  as 

conjunctive logical  condi t ions ,  the Ackri l l  type of view wil l  probably 

seem most a t t r a c t i v e  because many of our contemporary notions  about 

'happiness '  do not f u l f i l l  the p l a t i t u d l n a l  c r i t e r i a .  We thus could 

take the c h a r i t a b l e  p os i t ion  of claiming th a t  s ince  the p l a t i t u d ln a l  

c r i t e r i a  do not apply to ' h a p p in e s s ' ,  A r i s t o t l e  must be t a lk in g  about 

something s l i g h t l y  d i f f e r e n t ;  'eudaimonia'  simply ought not to  be 

t r a n s la t e d  by 'h a p p in e ss ' .

Ackril l  says, "The word 'eudaimonia '  has a force not a t  a l l  

l ike "happiness ,"  "comfort," or "p leasure ,"  but more l ike "best
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p oss ib le  l i fe* (when "best" has not a narrowly moral s e n s e ) . " 11 

There Is an I n te r e s t i n g  Issue here.  I t  c e r t a in ly  does make sense to 

read  'eudaimonia'  as  “bes t possible  l i fe "  with in  the context of the 

logical  p l a t i t i u d e s .  'Eudaimonia' i s  simply " th a t  which f u l f i l l s  the 

cond i t ions  s e t  down by the p la t i tu d e s . "  But there  seems to  me to be no 

reason a t  t h i s  p o in t ,  i . e .  the early  s t a t e s  of NE Book 1, not to allow 

'happ iness '  the same r o l e .  There i s  l i t t l e  problem in saying that  "the 

b e s t  possib le  l i f e  i s  the happy l i fe "  before we have su b s ta n t i a l ly  

f i l l e d - o u t  what c o n s t i t u t e s  ' a  happy l i f e ' 12. The problems a r i se  

a f t e r  we f i l l - o u t  a conception of 'h ap p in e ss ' ,  but the same problems 

a r i s e  for  A r i s t o t l e  a f t e r  he f i l l s - o u t  h i s  conception of 'eudaimonia' .  

A fter  a l l ,  why do we object  to A r i s t o t l e ' s  cha rac te r iz a t io n  of

'eudaimonia'  as contemplation? We do not object because 'contemplat ion '

does not mean the same th ing  as  'b e s t  poss ib le  l i f e ' .  We objec t  because 

the l i f e  of contemplation does not seem to be a good in s t a n t i a t io n  of 

what we would expect to  f u l f i l l  such a ro le .

From another  pe rspec t ive ,  on the Ackri l l  reading of A r i s to t le  

why does one ob jec t  to  the 'happiness '  t r a n s la t io n ?  'Happiness' does 

not give us the kind of logical  n e u t r a l i ty  that  'eudaimonia'  as 'b e s t  

p o ss ib le  l i f e '  g ives  us .  But once A r i s to t le  f i l l s - i n  h i s  conception of 

'eudaimonia ' ,  we a l so  lose the logical n e u t r a l i t y .  Once 'eudaimonia' i s  

f i l l e d - i n  by contemplation,  i t  i s  no longer a p l a t i t u d e  to say that  a l l  

humans seek 'eudaimonia ' ,  and t h i s  i s  why we ob jec t  to A r i s t o t l e ' s

d ep ic t ion  of the 'eudaimon' individual as  one n ecessa r i ly  engaged in 

the a c t i v i t y  of contemplat ion.  I think the problem here i s  that  terms 

l ike  'eudaimonia'  and 'happiness '  play mult ip le  r o l e s .  We in tu i t iv e ly
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recognize t h i s  f l e x i b i l i t y  when i t  comes to 'h a p p in e s s ' .  But we a lso  

tend to be e n t ic e d  by A r i s t o t l e ' s  ea r ly  p l a t i t u d e s  to read 'eudaimonia'  

as being a term with a s in g le  use .  And the s in g le  use not ion is  

c e r t a in ly  reasonable a f t e r  the p l a t i t u d e s  are given and p r io r  to  any 

conceptual f i l l i n g - i n  of the term. In f a c t ,  I take the r a th e r  famous 

"One swallow does not make a summer.. ." passage and i t s  f u l l  l i fe t im e  

c r i t e r i a  a t  NE 1098al9-21 to  c l e a r ly  demonstrate t h a t  'eudaimonia' 

probably did have mult iple  uses .  Why e lse  would A r i s t o t l e  make the 

c l a r i f i c a t i o n ?  However, there i s  a lso  no cogent reason why we could not 

t r e a t  'happ iness '  in the same manner. After  a l l ,  the f i r s t  appearance 

of the term in Ni_chomechean E th ics  i s  simply a report  about what people 

say .  And i t  i s  c e r t a in ly  not s t r e t c h i n g  matters  to r e p ly ,  “Happiness!" 

to  A r i s t o t l e ' s  posed question.

Since a l l  knowledge and every p u rsu i t  aims a t  some 
good, what do we take to be the end of p o l i t i c a l  
sc ience -  what i s  the h ig h es t  of a l l  p r a c t i c a l  
goods? Well, so fa r  as the _name goes there  i s  
p r e t t y  general agreement. ' I t  i s  happiness'  say 
both the ordinary and the c u l tu re d  people; and they 
id en t i fy  happiness with l iv in g  well and doing wel1.
But when I t  comes to  saying in what happiness
c o n s i s t s  opinions d i f f e r . . . 13(my under line)

I take the above to be a s u f f i c i e n t  negative t h e s i s  aga ins t  the

p o s i t ion  th a t  'happiness '  ought not to be used to t r a n s l a t e

'eudaimonia ' .  At t h i s  point nothing tu rns  on th i s  issue .  Before we are 

shown the kind of l i f e  which I n s t a n t i a t e s  'happiness '  the use of the 

term wil l  not a f f e c t  the early  p l a t i t u d e s  assuming tha t  'happ iness '  is  

a cogent reply  to A r i s t o t l e ' s  question and I do believe th a t  i t  i s .

Having, I hope, given an adequate negative reason why the

Ackri ll  p o s i t io n  on the t r a n s la t io n  is  not necessary, I want to o f fe r  a
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p o s i t iv e  reason why we do b e t t e r  to  take 'happ iness '  as  the t r a n s la t io n

and work with I t .  Kraut makes the c r i t i c a l  point  when he says,

CWlhen we say th a t  a person Is leading  a happy 
l i f e ,  and A r i s t o t l e  says tha t  the same person i s  
not eudaimon, do we have anything to  argue about? I 
th ink we d o .1*

Kraut h i t s  the hear t  of the matter  here. I t  Is A r i s t o t l e ' s  conception 

of the "best possib le  l i f e "  with which we want to o b j e c t .  Regardless of 

t h e i r  s p e c i f i c  meanings, both 'happ iness '  and 'eudaimonia '  a re  possib le  

ways to i n s t a n t i a t e  "best  poss ib le  l i f e " .  When I t a l k  about 'happiness '  

and A r i s t o t l e  t a lk s  about 'eudaimonia ' ,  we are both t a lk in g  about the 

same th ing  in the sense th a t  we want to d i scu s s  “what i s  the best 

poss ib le  l i f e " .  I f  we eschew 'happiness '  as a p o ss ib le  in t e rp re ta t io n  

for  'eudaimonia ' ,  we face  the following dilemma. I say th a t  a f r iend ,  

who had su f fe red  many of the misfortunes A r i s t o t l e  i n s i s t s  exclude 

'eudaimonia ' ,  died l a s t  week claiming to have had a happy l i f e .  

A r i s to t l e  says ,  "That i s  q u i te  n ice ,  but I assure  you h i s  l i f e  could

not have been 'eudaimon' ." Now, I want to claim, as  Kraut notes ,  tha t

we are about to have an argument because 'happ iness '  and 'eudaimonia'  

in the context  tha t  m a t te rs  most here mean the same th in g .  And in f a c t ,  

i f  they d id  not have some common threads,  we have nothing more to 

d iscuss .  But we do, and t h a t  i s  the point .

I do think the re  are  r e p l ie s  tha t  could be made here . For 

example, we could turn K ra u t ' s  argument around on him. We simply note 

tha t  A r i s t o t l e  c e r t a in ly  did  have a concept of weapon and he thought 

tha t  a bow was the bes t  i n s t a n t i a t i o n  of t h i s  concept .  We too have a 

concept of weapon, but we think a nuclear bomb i s  probably the best
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i n s t a n t i a t i o n  of t h i s  weapon. Are we now to  conclude th a t  'nuc lear  

bomb' and 'bow' mean the same thing? I do not mean to  imply here tha t

Kraut commits t h i s  kind of s i l l y  mistake as  he does o f f e r  a generic

d e f in i t io n  of happiness13 and t r i e s  to show how t h i s  d e f in i t i o n  

does meet A r i s t o t l e ' s  s tandards .  But he a l so  p laces  much weight on the 

"good recording" argument and a s im i la r  argument about "being t a l l " .  

And when he does give the d e f in i t io n  of 'happ iness '  one ge ts  the

d i s t i n c t  sense tha t  we are no longer t a lk in g  about a th in  non-specif ic  

rough o u t l in e  of an ordinary answer to the ques t ion ,  "What i s  the end 

th a t  a l l  men seek?"1*

What we probably need a t  t h i s  poin t  i s  a b i t  of

Wit tgenste inian  therapy.  The best we are going to  f in d  i s  a family

resemblance. One reason to bel ieve tha t  there must be a s t rong  family 

resemblance between 'happiness '  and 'eudaimonia'  i s  the f a c t  that  

A r i s to t l e  does not o f f e r  any a l t e r n a t iv e  view which might rep resen t  a 

'happiness '  view. If 'eudaimonia'  i s  not holding a p lace  in Greek

philosophic  d iscourse  s im i la r  to 'h a p p in e ss ' ,  what is? There i s  a lso 

the point t h a t  in the non-spec i f ic ,  p l a t i t u d in a l  s tage  A r i s t o t l e  t e l l s  

us tha t  most people iden t i fy  'eudaimonia'  with doing well and l iv ing  

w el l .  And t h i s  seems p re t ty  close to a non-spec if ic  explanation of 

'h a p p in e ss ' .  And to  fu r th e r  the case, one might wonder why someone as

as tu te  as A r i s t o t l e  would use an a l leged  meaning of the term

'eudaimonia'  to  ex p l ica te  i t ?  I mean i f  'eudaimonia'  meant 'do ing  well 

and l iv ing  w e l l ' ,  then A r i s t o t l e ,  in my view, would not use the l a t t e r  

terms to id en t i fy  the former as  he would be in essence t e l l i n g  us that  

most iden t i fy  a square with being square. Following the analogy, if
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t h i s  conten t ion  i s  r i g h t ,  then "doing well and l iv ing  well" probably

are b e t t e r  viewed as being more l ike  ' f o u r - s l d e d n e s s ' , e .g .  a t t r i b u t e s ,  

r a th e r  than s t r i c t  ident i ty  c la ims.

My in tu i t io n  i s  t h a t  the d ispute  has no genuine so lu t io n ,  but 

the p ro b a t iv e  value of us ing  'happiness '  fo r  'eudaimonia'  has

s i g n i f i c a n t  meri t  to what m a t te r s  most to me here .  Both A r i s to t l e  and 

myself want to  know what k ind  of l i f e  exemplifies  "successful" l iv ing  

for  the person whose l i f e  i s  being l ived.  I ca l l  t h i s  ta rge t

'h a p p in e ss '  and want to claim th a t  A r i s t o t l e ' s  conception of happiness 

does not measure up. The way I f i l l - o u t  the concept is  b e t t e r  than the 

way A r i s t o t l e  d id .  I f  A r i s t o t l e  i s  not ta lk ing  about 'happ iness '  then 

we have nothing to say to each o th e r ,  but I think we do. Nonetheless,  

i t  i s  not over ly imperative th a t  t h i s  issue be agreed upon by the 

reader  because we can s t i l l  ask the question,  "What makes l i f e  go 

best?" And i f  A r i s t o t l e ' s  answer is  'eudaimonia'  and mine is  

' h a p p in e s s ' ,  we s t i l l  need to  t a l k .  One way to s e t  t h i s  c le a r  i s  tha t  

i f  I am r i g h t  the discussion i s  analogous to asking the ques t ion ,  "What 

kind of f r u i t  i s  best?" I f  the d i f f e r e n t  t r a n s la t io n  po s i t io n  is  

c o r r e c t ,  then we are t a lk in g  "apples  and oranges". I f  my sense is  

c o r r e c t ,  we are  both t a lk ing  about f r u i t .  Both d iscuss ions  wil l  get us 

to  our g o a l , but the former seems the more f r u i t f u l  way to go.

2. Seal ing  the issue

In t h i s  s e c t io n  I want to complete the 'eudaimonia ' /happlness  issue and 

the o u t l i n e  the d i rec t ion  f o r  the r e s t  of t h i s  chapter .  I f  one s tands

back from the d e t a i l s  of A r i s t o t l e ' s  i n t r i c a t e  exp l ica t ion  of
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'eudaimonia'  and focuses Instead on the themat ic  perspec t ive ,  I be l ieve  

one wil l  f in d  many of the issues  of paramount Importance for  any theory 

of happiness dominating A r i s t o t l e ' s  scheme. On my view i t  i s  u l t im a te ly  

these major i ssues  of Inquiry which are of most importance for  any 

theory of happiness .  The problem of "what happiness is" may not be 

s a t i s f a c t o r i l y  reso lved ,  but the i ssues  which any theory of happiness 

needs to  address  are  qu i te  c l e a r .  There are  c e r t a i n  questions to which 

any theory of  happiness must give reasonable  answers.  And though we 

may, probably with some J u s t i f i c a t i o n ,  ques t ion  whether A r i s to t l e  i s  

d iscuss ing  'h a p p in e s s ' ,  there seems no doubt t h a t  he does address these 

major i s su es ,  g ives  them centra l  p r i o r i t y ,  and uses  much of the mlnutla 

about meaning as springboards to so lv ing  these  problems. Thus, our 

inquiry ,  as  I have noted, need not be bogged down by 'eudaimonia'  and 

i t s  meaning, but can instead do what any inquiry  must: examine how 

A r i s to t l e  addresses  these issues .

I take  these grander thematic ques t ions  to be:

1. the e x t e r n a l / i n t e r n a l  problem -  is  happiness  an Internal  sub jec t ive  

condit ion of a person, or do external  goods mat ter?  If  they do, how 

much? And i f  we do admit tha t  ex ternal  goods matter  can we stop the 

s l i d e  to more i s  b e t te r?  As far  as  A r i s to t l e  i s  concerned, t h i s  issue 

is  c e r t a i n l y  a major point of concern. When he t e l l s  us t h a t  

'eudaimonia'  i s  s e l f - s u f f i c i e n t  and th a t  nothing can take i t  

awayl7>, we sense what might be an i n t e r n a l i s t  p o s i t i o n .  But when he 

turns  to the issue of external  goods and claims th a t  a t  leas t  a minimal 

supply of ex terna l  goods is  necessary for  'eudaimonia'  and tha t  i t  i s  

foo li sh  to  b e l iev e  tha t  the man on the rack could be a s u i t a b le
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candidate fo r  'eudaimonia' ,  we f in d  him w res t l ing  with a problems which 

any view of happiness must confron t .

2. m ora l i ty  and happiness -  does mora li ty  matter for  happiness?  Here 

again our i n t u i t i o n s  are d ivided,  but su re ly  the topic  needs addressing 

by any theory of happiness.  Again A r i s t o t l e  devotes huge s e c t io n s  of 

h i s  work to  dea l ing  with t h i s  problem. Why do o thers  m at te r?  Why Is 

v i r tu e  necessary but not s u f f i c i e n t  for  happiness? And i f  v i r t u e  is  

important to  happiness,  then we wil l  need to grapple with "good 

actions" and “weakness of w i l l " ,  both c r i t i c a l  topics  for  A r i s t o t l e .

3. p leasu re ,  pain  and hedonism -  what ro le  and place does p lea su re  play 

in the happy l i f e ?  Once more t h i s  i s  a pe r t in e n t  issue fo r  any view of

happiness in the sense tha t  any theory must give us an answer to the

question to  be a reasonable theory .  And again we f in d  t h i s  to  be a 

major issue fo r  A r i s to t l e .

4. the b es t  chance for success  -  what kind of l i f e ,  mode of l iv ing ,

o f fe r s  the bes t  opportunity to a t t a i n  a happy l i f e ?  This  top ic  also

represen ts  a major issue for  our theme and Is a lso  a major po in t  of 

concern for  A r i s t o t l e .

I want to know "what makes l i f e  go best?" A r i s to t le  t e l l s  us  th a t  i t  is  

'eudaimonia ' .  I think i t  i s  happiness .  I f  we say these  are two 

d i f f e r e n t  concepts ,  then we need to t ry  to find a way to  determine 

which one i s  b e t t e r .  If  we say th a t  they are the same, then we need to
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determine who has the r i c h e r  and more tenable  conception of happiness.  

E i th e r  way we need to do the same work which i s ,  of course, f in d  out 

how A r i s t o t l e  answers the main thematic ques t ions  and determine i f  h i s  

answers are  c o r rec t .  Since I take A r i s to t l e  to  be asking a l l  the r ig h t  

qu e s t io n s ,  he s e t s  the t a b l e  q u i te  n icely  fo r  a l l  t h a t  follows. I t  i s  

to  t h i s  task  of analyzing A r i s t o t l e ' s  answers to  the c r i t i c a l  thematic 

q u e s t io n s  to  which we must now tu rn .

3. The Ex te rna l / In te rna l  P o l a r i t y :  the ro le  of ex terna l  goods 

One p o la r i z in g  issue which a r i s e s  in any d iscuss ion  of happiness i s  the 

s ig n i f i c a n c e  of ex te rn a l ,  ob jec t iv e  goods and circumstances in the 

determ ina t ion  of whether or  not someone i s  happy. In order  to  address  

c e r t a i n  i ssues  across  views, I want to in troduce some terms which wil l  

be used throughout t h i s  work. An “e x t e r n a l i s t  pos i t ion"  would claim 

th a t  the re  i s  some element of external  dependency involved in a t t a i n i n g  

the condi t ion  of happiness.  An “ i n t e r n a l i s t  posi t ion*  i s  a view which 

denied any such r e l a t io n s h ip .  E i ther  view seems to  leave the door 

wide-open fo r  c o u n te r - i n tu i t i v e  r e s u l t s .  Contra the i n t e r n a l i s t ,  i t  

j u s t  seems wrong to cla im th a t  someone s t a r v i n g  and in poverty i s  not 

r i g h t  should they claim to  need c e r t a in  e x t e r n a l s  In order  to be happy. 

And a g a in s t  the e x t e r n a l i s t ,  i t  seems equa l ly  wrong to  t e l l  anyone 

cla iming to  be quite  happy th a t  they are not because t h e i r  l i f e  is  

d e f i c i e n t  as  f a r  as e x te r n a l s  are  concerned. Mindful of the problematic 

i n t u i t i o n s  in the extreme p o s i t io n s ,  many t h e o r i s t s  t ry  to negot ia te  

the middle path and b u i ld  a heal thy respect  fo r  the s trong p o in t s  In 

each extreme while a t  the same time acknowledging the "obvious* e r ro r s
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in the extreme p o s i t io n s .  A r i s to t l e  t r i e s  to  negotiate  t h i s  middle path 

by t r y in g  to  f in d  a mean between the  two extremes. For example, though 

the possess ion  of c e r ta in  external goods is  necessary for- happiness, 

the mere possess ion  of these goods I s  not s u f f i c i e n t ;  one must a l s o  use 

the goods c o r re c t ly  and have a proper  a t t i t u d e  towards the value of 

these goods.

In her  work _The Morality of Happiness 13 J u l i a  Annas 

frames the  issue which concerns us  in t h i s  sec t ion  qui te  n ic e ly .  There 

i s  a t ens ion  in A r i s t o t l e ' s  view which pu l l s  us in d i f f e r e n t  

d i r e c t io n s .  One d i rec t ion  she c a l l s  the " theore t ica l  pul l"  and the 

other  the " I n t u i t i v e  requirement". I f  one moves In the d i re c t io n  of the 

" th e o re t i c a l  p u l l " ,  one i s  tempted to  eschew the Importance of 

e x te rn a l s ,  i . e .  ob jec ts ,  ob jec t ive  cond i t ions  and s t a t e s  of a f f a i r s ,  

and emphasize A r i s to te l i an  c r i t e r i a  for  happiness l ike  

s e l f - s u f f i c i e n c y ,  secu r i ty ,  and independence from e x te rn a l s .  On the 

other  hand, i f  one i s  drawn In the  d i re c t io n  of the " I n t u i t i v e  

requirement",  one c i t e s  A r i s t o t l e ' s  c la ims th a t  happiness normally does 

Involve some supply of external  goods, some luck and, of course ,  h i s  

d isdain  fo r  views which pos i t  t h a t  even the wise man on the rack can be 

happy. The tens ion  i s  emphatically brought out when A r i s to t l e  c la ims a t  

NE 1099a32-b8 th a t  happiness needs ex te rna l  goods and l a t e r  In the same 

sec t ion  l i s t s  some c r i t i c a l  m i t i g a t in g  circumstances, e .g .  u g l in e s s ,  

low b i r t h ,  c h i ld le s sn ess ,  bad c h i ld re n ,  e t c .  However, when he l a t e r  a t  

NE 1101a7 cla ims tha t  no b lessed  person could become miserab le ,  the 

tension In the  view leads Annas to c a l l  A r i s t o t l e ' s  view "uns tab le" .

A r i s t o t l e  wants to  hold two theses  tha t  s o r t  i l l
to g e th e r .  Loss of ex terna l  goods matters  to the
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v i r tuous  person, because they are requ ired  fo r  
happiness.  But loss  of ex ternal  goods cannot,  I t  
appears,  a c tu a l ly  make the v i r tuous  person 
unhappy.1*

P r io r  to  reaching t h i s  conclusion and her subsequent determination that  

A r i s t o t l e ' s  view is  unstable  because he does not reso lve  the problem 

and t h a t ,  In f a c t ,  the problem cannot be resolved wi th in  the

A r i s t o t e l i a n  framework, she examines the ro le  of ex terna l  goods in 

A r i s t o t l e ' s  pos i t ion  and two types  of defenses which are used to  save 

A r i s t o t l e ' s  view from the i n s t a b i l i t y  charge. I be l ieve  th a t  these 

i s sues  a re  a good place to  s t a r t  the Inquiry. We need to  see  what ro le  

ex terna l  goods play In A r i s t o t l e ' s  view, I . e .  h i s  re spec t  for

externa l  Ism, how there Is more to  happiness than j u s t  the possession of 

ex terna l  goods, I . e .  h i s  respec t  for  in terna l  Ism, and f i n a l l y  how he 

pu ts  the two pos i t ions  toge ther ,  or as  Annas claims why he cannot put 

them to g e th e r .

The ro le s  which external  goods play for  A r i s t o t l e  seem to be

of two k inds .  External goods a re  instrumental In the product ion of

v i r tuous  a c t io n s ,  and they seem to  have an " in t r i n s i c "  value .  External 

goods are  instrumental to  happiness  because "happiness Is  an a c t i v i t y  

in accordance with v i r t u e " 20 and we cannot do v i r tuous  ac t io n s  

without  them. They a lso  have I n t r i n s i c  value because our ordinary

I n tu i t i o n s  w il l  not allow us to c a l l  those of low b i r t h ,  the ugly, the

c h i l d l e s s  and the man on the rack happy. The problem for  A r i s t o t l e  with

these two types  of value for  external  goods Is th a t  within h is

te le o lo g lc a l  framework I t  seems d i f f i c u l t  to give anything besides 

happiness I n t r i n s i c  value. I f  the ques t ion ,  "But why do you want that?"
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has no non-instrumental answer, then the matter a t  issue does have 

i n t r i n s i c  va lue .  And since A r i s t o t l e  spends a considerable amount of 

e f f o r t  and time t ry ing  to show us  th a t  external goods l ike  wealth ,  

f r i e n d s ,  ch i ld re n ,  e t c ,  cannot be on a par  with h is  primary I n t r i n s i c  

good, happiness ,  one has to  wonder about the cogency in a t t r i b u t i n g  

I n t r i n s i c  value to external goods by making some of t h e i r  absences 

apparent c r i t i c a l  m i t iga t ing  cond i t ions  for  a happy l i f e .

I take the problem to be as  follows.

1. An o b j e c t ,  s i t u a t i o n ,  or cond i t ion  has i n t r i n s i c  value If i t s  loss  

Is a bad th in g  to  have happen.

2. An o b je c t ,  s i t u a t i o n ,  or cond i t ion  has instrumental value i f  i t s  

loss  causes something bad to happen.

Annas claims th a t  A r i s to t l e  a t  t imes  seems committed to 1 f o r  some 

external  goods, but tha t  h i s  view must subsume a l l  external goods under 

2 and thus  the tension or i n s t a b i l i t y  in the view. This commitment 

comes about because A r i s to t l e  must u l t im a te ly  advocate the p o s i t io n  

tha t  what makes a loss  bad i s  th a t  without  the given o b jec t ,  s i t u a t i o n ,  

or condi t ion someone could not be happy.

One type of defense fo r  A r i s t o t l e  here is  to reduce, a s  John 

Cooper21 does, the value of ex terna l  goods to Instrumental va lue .  

Ult imately ,  the reason why low b i r t h ,  u g l in e s s ,  ch i ld lessness  and being 

on the rack are  bad is  because they impede our a b i l i t y  to perform 

v ir tuous  a c t io n s .  I suppose we are  to  imagine that  being of low b i r t h  

and ugly w i l l  mean th a t  we will  be s u b jec t  to cer ta in  p re jud ices  which 

wil l  hinder  our a b i l i t y  to function in a f u l l y  virtuous manner within  

the community. Being c h i ld le s s  means we are  l imited  In the scope of our
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v i r tu o u s  ac t ions ;  we cannot spread our goodness around as  much as  

someone with many c h i ld re n ,  nor enjoy the v i r t u e s  of being a good 

p a r e n t .  And, of course,  the man on the rack cannot do anything 

v i r t u o u s .  The r a t i o n a l e  behind the proposed reduction Is  

s t r a ig h t fo rw a rd .  External goods have " In t r in s i c "  value only In the very 

weak sense that  one could not f u l f i l l  the happiness d e f in i t io n  as "a 

l i f e t im e  of vir tuous a c t i v i t y "  I f  one were not supplied with some 

measure of external goods. The " In t r in s ic*  value stems not from what 

the goods a re ,  but r a th e r  from the necessary r o le  they perform In the 

formulat ion of happiness.  I think the view Is cogent and de fens ib le .  

Food, water ,  a i r ,  e t c .  a re  necessary condi t ions  for  happiness,  a t  l e a s t  

in the minimal sense t h a t  one would have no l i f e  without them, and thus 

a l i f e t im e  of v i r tuous  a c t i v i t y  would be impossible.  And i t  Is  simply 

"as necessary conditions* th a t  the goods have " In t r i n s i c "  value.

Nonetheless,  the  view s t i l l  leaves us  with some counter

i n t u i t i v e  problems. Annas c i t e s  the following passage from Cooper.

A r i s to t l e  does not count the f a i l u r e  of the 
v ir tuous  man to  have good ch i ld ren  who grow to 
maturi ty  as  d i s f ig u r in g  h is  happiness  because I t  
f r u s t r a t e s  p lans  conceived and ac ted  on p rec ise ly  
' a s '  a v i r tuous  man. The f a i l u r e  to  have good 
chi ldren  only a f f e c t s  h i s  happiness Insofar  as  i t  
p revents  the subsequent a c t i v l t e s  he might have 
engaged in together  with them; i t  does not a f f e c t  
i t  by rendering h i s  e a r l i e r  a c t io n s  aimed at  
producing and educating h i s  chi ldren 
I n e f f e c t iv e .22

Annas f inds  t h i s  passage both " i n t u i t i v e l y  outrageous* and 

f lawed as  a leg i t imate  in t e rp r e ta t io n  of A r i s t o t l e ' s  p o s i t io n .  The 

"outrageous In tu i t ion"  i s  her content ion th a t  the i n te rp r e ta t io n  ge ts  

the v a lu e - lo s s  of these kinds  of occurrences backwards. I t  would
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c e r t a in ly  make some sense to claim th a t  losing a c h i ld  or  being broken 

on the rack  mars our happiness because these th ings  are  bad. But i t  

seems to  make no sense to c la im th a t  because I w il l  not be able to 

accomplish c e r t a i n  things in the fu tu re  these events ,  e .g .  being 

c h i l d l e s s  or  broken on the rack,  which would overwlse be n e u t r a l ,  turn 

out to  be bad. The In tu i t ion  Is t h a t  even i f  my ch i ld ren  are scoundrels 

who w i l l  never do a s ingle  good th ing ,  or  i f  I myself am one who will 

a lso  never do a s ing le  v ir tuous  a c t ,  the  death of a c h i l d  or my being 

broken on the rack are bad th in g s  to  have happen. And th a t  has to be 

the reason why t h e i r  occurrence s p o i l s  my happiness.

The in te rp re ta t io n  problem which Annas c i t e s  stems from the

following passage where A r i s to t l e  says ,

There are  also c e r t a in  advantages, such as  good 
an ces t ry  or good ch i ld re n ,  or personal beauty,  the 
lack of which mars our f e l i c i t y ;  fo r  a man Is 
s c a rc e ly  happy if  he i s  ugly to  look a t ,  or of low 
b i r t h ,  or s o l i t a ry  and c h i l d l e s s ;  and presumably 
even l e s s  so i f  he has ch i ld ren  or f r iends  who are 
q u i t e  worthless ,  or i f  he has had good ones who are 
now dead .23

The problem here Is  tha t  If  we reduce the value of external  goods to 

instrumental value  for performing v i r tu o u s  ac t ion ,  then i t  has  to  be

worse to have no children and/or no f r i e n d s  than to have some who die

or turn  out  bad because In the l a t t e r  case we can s t i l l  exerc ise  our

v ir tuous  d i s p o s i t i o n s  t ry ing to  remedy the s i t u a t i o n  while in the

former case we are  denied from the s t a r t  any such oppor tuni ty .  And 

s ince A r i s t o t l e  seems to opt fo r  the l a t t e r  as the above passage 

s t a t e s ,  he cannot hold the reduct ive  view. If  losing a c h i ld  Is worse 

than not having one, then the c h i l d  has more than mere instrumental
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va lue .

Annas draws th ree  conclusions from t h i s  s i t u a t i o n .  The f i r s t  

conclusion Is th a t  the  reduct ive  view cannot be r ig h t  because i t  i s  

■ in tu i t iv e ly  outrageous* and secondly i t  cannot be A r i s t o t l e ' s  view. 

Her conclusion Is t h a t  because A r i s to t l e  does not adequately, If  a t  

a l l ,  address the dilemma, h i s  view becomes uns tab le  In the sense tha t  

A r i s t o t l e  claims t h a t  ex te rna l  goods are va luable  fo r  two reasons and 

then f a i l s  to  show how the two reasons can peaceful ly  c o -e x is t .  If  

f r i e n d s  and ch i ld ren  have i n t r i n s i c  value,  then t h e i r  loss cannot be 

bad so le ly  because i t  Impedes my Instrumental means to a t t a in in g  

happiness .  But i f  i t  i s  not so le ly  because of  t h e i r  Instrumental value 

t h a t  the loss Is  bad, then the whole t e le o lo g lc a l  framework Is 

th re a tened  because th e re  would be su b s tan t ia l  incommensurable answers 

to  the question, *What do a l l  men desire?" And thus on Annas' view the 

instrumental reduction f a l l s .

A second way of defending A r i s t o t l e ' s  p o s i t io n  on the ro le  of 

ex te rna l  goods Is what Annas c a l l s  the “e x te rn a l -u se  view*. On t h i s  

type of defense, the at tempt Is made to syn thes ize  the two types of 

va lues  by represen t ing  them as  two d i f f e r e n t  elements which combine to 

form a s ingle  component. The Instrumental r o le  does not change from the 

way i t  i s  represen ted  in the reduct ive model; in order to  perform 

c e r t a i n  virtuous a c t io n s  we need some external  goods. However, ra the r  

than reduce a l l  value of ex terna l  goods to Instrumental value and face 

the  dilemmas c i t e d  above, these views emphasize A r i s t o t l e ' s  claim tha t  

the  mere possession of  c e r t a i n  external goods "adorns* happiness and 

c e r t a i n  external  goods when lo s t  "ruin* I t .
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The notion of deriving i n t r i n s i c  value from the ' a d o rn in g '  and

' r u i n i n g '  f e a t u r e s  of c e r ta in  external  goods has p iausib l  11ty within

the framework of A r i s t o t l e ' s  conception of happiness.  And t h i s  Issue is

probably one place where A r i s t o t l e ' s  conception of happiness  is

probably much c lose r  to what we would c a l l  'wel 1 - b e i n g ' I t  j u s t

does not make sense to A r i s to t l e  th a t  the ugly person could be happy.

The physical r e a l i t y ,  one 's  appearance and what other good v i r tuous

people th ink of us, is  probably much more important to A r i s t o t l e  than

i t  i s  to u s ,  -  witness h i s  p o r t r a i t  of  the Great Souled Man and t h i s

man's dependency upon conforming to  a cer ta in  s o c ia l ly  acknlred

p a t t e r n . ( c f  NE 4-3) Some examples of the adorning function would be

wealth, or h e a l th  which Annas uses.  Funct ional ly  speaking, i t  i s  b e t t e r

to be wealthy than poor even i f  one never does any v i r tuous  deeds with

one 's  wealth .  The same goes for  h e a l th .  I t  is ce r ta in ly  b e t t e r ,  no

matter how unvir tuous  one may be, to  be hea l thy  than to be i l l .

However, even granting t h i s  super f ic ia l  p l a u s i b i l i t y ,  there

may be problems here for  A r i s t o t l e .  Annas bel ieves  th a t  t h i s

■external-use* view f a i l s  because i t  i s  s t i l l  in ternally  in co n s i s te n t .

The f i r s t  c r i t i c i s m  which Annas makes about th i s  p o s i t io n  i s  that.

A r i s to t le  seems to have a problem here about the mlmimum level of

external goods necessary to f u l f i l l  the adorning funct ion. She quotes

the passage a t  NE 1097b9-14 where A r i s to t l e  acknowledges the problem

and promises to  re turn  to  i t ,  and then s t a t e s :

But A r i s to t l e  never does<return to the problem);
and we are l e f t  with the unhappy resu l t  th a t
happiness  on h is  view presupposes quite a high 
level  of external  goods, but no obvious means of 
s e t t i n g  any minimum l e v e l . 23 (Note that the
p a ren th e t ica l  remark in the quote i s  my addi t ion.)
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I b e l i ev e  tha t  she I s  wrong In t h i s .  F i r s t  he does l a t e r  address the

Issue d i r e c t ly  In NE 9-10 when deal ing with the  amount of f r iends  one

needs.  Secondly, and more important p h i lo so p h ic a l ly ,  I would In te rpre t  

the e n t i r e  s p i r i t  of the mean argument as  a c l e a r  attempt to  cope with 

J u s t  t h i s  issue -  A r i s t o t l e  gives  no minimum because there cannot be 

one. I t  i s  d i f f e r e n t  fo r  everyone. The In te rna l  e r ro r  would be for

A r i s t o t l e  to  t ry  to s e t  a minimum.

She then says th a t  even i f  we suppose tha t  A r i s to t le  could

d e l i v e r  her  a l leged  "needed minimum", the re  i s  s t i l l  an Internal

Inconsis tency for  the obvious reason tha t  more has  to  be b e t t e r .

I f ,  for  example, good hea l th  i s  r e q u i re d  to  make me 
happy, sure ly  ex ce l len t  health  w il l  make me even
happier .  I f  I need wealth to exerc ise  v i r t u e s  such
as generosi ty ,  su re ly  more wealth will  make me able
to  exercise  even la rg e r - sca le  v i r t u e s ,  such as
paying for  pu b l ic  fe s t iva ls?**

There are  two Important p o in t s  here .  The f i r s t  p o in t  Is  tha t  given the 

tenor  of her  example she Is  qui te  c o r re c t  t h a t  the c r i t e r i a  of

s e l f - s u f f i c i e n c y  and completeness are In t ro u b le  i f  t h i s  type of 

r e b u t ta l  could be a t t r i b u t e d  to  A r i s to t l e .  However, the second point Is 

th a t  the examples are not examples which f i t  A r i s t o t l e ' s  scheme. 

Judging the value of goods q u a n t i t a t iv e ly ,  e .g .  more Is b e t t e r ,  Is j u s t  

not A r i s t o t l e .  I t  i s  the  mean, the perfec ted  Individual  balance, which 

determines how much of something Is bes t  for  us .  And t h i s  value will  

a c tu a l ly  decrease i f  we have more than we need to be happy. Also the 

h ea l th  example Is  Ju s t  wrong. S e t t in g  the minimum a t  "mere* good when 

e x c e l l e n t  Is  s t i l l  a v a i l a b le  as  something " b e t te r"  would en ta i l  tha t
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one had not a t t a in e d  one/ s p e r fe c te d  mean and thus could not be happy. 

Remember the mean i s  an extreme in terms of value.

Final ly  she sea ls  the issue  when she s ta t e s :

I t  looks as If A r i s t o t l e  i s  faced with an awkward 
choice. Ei ther  he has  to say tha t  external goods 
are  required to  make a person happy, but cannot 
make him happier by being increased. But t h i s  i s  
deeply mysterious. Or he has to say th a t  happiness 
i s  not complete, s ince  i t  can be increased by the 
addi t ion  of fu r th e r  goods. But th i s  would go back 
on a fundamental point  of h i s  e th ica l  
s t r u c t u r e . 27.

Since I do not think he has to  say the f i r s t  thing,  then the re  Is no 

need fo r  him to take the second option.  The theory may have problems, 

and I th ink I t  does with the ro le  of external goods In the happy l i f e ,  

but I t  i s  not Annas' Internal  problem.

The f ina l  dilemma which Annas c i t e s  for A r i s to t l e  on t h i s  

issue of reconc i l ing  the r o le s  which external  goods play in the l i f e  of 

the happy man i s  the t ro u b l in g  passages c i ted  above where A r i s to t l e  

claims th a t  loss  of external  goods is  a genuine loss ,  but  t h a t  the 

happy man cannot ever become miserable .  She claims tha t  th e re  are only 

two ways to  make these theses  s i t  well together and tha t  n e i th e r  way. 

w il l  succeed. The f i r s t  I s  to  make happiness not d i r e c t l y  dependent 

upon the mere possession or lo ss  of external goods and p o s i t  some other  

condit ion which Is  so dependent. The other  would be to p o s tu la t e  kinds 

or  l ev e l s  of happiness.  The v i r tuous  person is  always happy, but the 

v i r tuous  person with an adequate,  or even abundant, supply of external 

goods i s  happier .  Perhaps one even claims that t h i s  Is the work which 

A r i s to t l e  Intends ' b l e s s e d ' ,  i . e .  'makarios ' ,  to do. And Annas 

c o r re c t ly  c i t e s  the flaws in both attempts.  Neither w i l l  work and
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n e i th e r  comports with what A r i s to t l e  says.  The loss  of cer ta in  c r i t i c a l  

e x te rn a l s  does spoil  o n e ' s  happiness and there  ul timately cannot be 

anything b e t t e r  than happiness desp i te  A r i s t o t l e ' s  claim at  NE1178a9-10 

tha t  non-contempi a t ive  v i r tuous  a c t iv i t y  i s  'happiness  in a secondary 

sense" .  From th i s  s i t u a t i o n  she concludes tha t  when A r is to t le  makes the 

two c r i t i c a l  comments c i t e d  above where he claims that loss  of 

e x te rn a l s  s p o i l s  one 's  happiness and also  tha t  the happy person cannot 

ever become miserable he i s  " [ . . . ]  s t rugglIng  with the problem r a t h e r  

than f in d in g  a s o lu t io n . " aa And because he cannot f ind  a solu t ion 

she concludes  that the these arguments again show U3 that  A r i s t o t l e ' s  

view i s  i n t e rn a l ly  uns tab le .

Again, I bel ieve  she Is wrong here and the two c o n f l ic t in g  

passages can be reconci led .  The issue,  which Annas believes  A r i s to t l e  

never s a t i s f a c t o r i l y  r e so lv es ,  emphasizes h i s  asser t ion  to th ree

seemingly I r reconc i lab le  claims -  1 the loss  of c r i t i c a l  ex te rn a l s  

s p o i l s  o n e ' s  happiness; 2 the happy person could never be miserable; 3

nobody who met Priam's f a t e  could be happy. The passage which I be l ieve

wil l  save A r i s to t l e  here is  curiously ommitted by Annas. I say 

"cur iously"  because she spends so much of her  argument, as I have 

noted, be ing  c r i t i c a l  of A r i s to t l e  for e i t h e r  not s e t t i n g  the minimum, 

i . e .  not g iv ing  us the conceptual resources to do so, or forcing us to  

make the flawed 'ad  hoc' d i s t i n c t i o n s  which marred the sav.ing arguments 

of the l a s t  few paragraphs. This important passage i s  as follows.

Now goods have been c l a s s i f i e d  under three heads, 
as  (a)  ex te rna l ,  <b> of the soul,  and (c) of the
body. Of these we say tha t  goods of the soul are 
good in the s t r i c t e s t  and f u l l e s t  sense,  and we 
rank act ions and a c t l v l t e s  of the soul as  goods of 
the soul;  so t h a t  according to t h i s  view, which is
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of long standing and accepted by philosophers ,  our 
d e f in i t i o n  will  be co r rec t .  We a re  r i g h t ,  too, In 
saying tha t  the end co n s is t s  In c e r t a i n  act ions  and 
a c t i v i t i e s ,  because t h i s  puts  i t  among goods of the 
soul and not among external goods . 99

I would i n t e r p r e t  t h i s  passage as  a c l e a r  attempt to solve Annas' 

problem. The happy person has the fu l l  r e p e r t o i r  of v i r tues ,  a l l  the 

goods of the soul needed to qual i fy  for  a happy l i f e .  By using these 

v i r t u e s  on my adequate mean supply of external  goods, I can tune my 

l i f e  to p e r fe c t io n .  However, to tune my l i f e  p e r fec t ly ,  some external 

goods are needed. Losing some of these causes  the tuning to become 

unharmonized. But since I have a l l  the necessary v i r tues ,  there Is 

s t i l l  a c t i v i t y  I can perform to r e -e s t a b l i sh  the harmony. The loss does 

not make me miserable  although i t  does push me off  my mean and I cannot 

be happy unt 11 I am re-tuned to mi mean. Now the proper measure of my 

successful  r e - tu n in g  i f  p r io r i t i z e d  co r rec t ly  w il l  not be determined by 

the r e - e s t a b l i s h i n g  of the previous condi tion in re la t ion  to the 

external goods. The p r io r i t y  is  to r e - e s t a b l i s h  happiness which i s  in 

f a c t  the v i r tu o u s  a c t iv i t y  of my soul and as  a person possessing the 

fu l l  r e p e r to i r e  of v i r tu e s  I can s t i l l  do t h i s .  The loss d is f igures  ray 

happiness but my v ir tuous  a b i l i t i e s  trump the disfigurement.  My bow 

s t r i n g  has broken. I can get a new one or take up a sword, s t i c k  or 

rock and s t i l l  f i g h t  p e r fec t ly .  Even If the replacement Is far  In fe r io r  

to the loss ,  t h i s  s i tu a t io n  will  not prevent the virtuous person from 

performing p e r f e c t ly  in the new s i tu a t io n  and tha t  is  a l l  A r i s to t le  

needs to mend the problem created from 1 and 2.

Does t h i s  not re turn  us to the instrumental reduction? I 

be l ieve  tha t  I t  does unless  someone could f in d  a non-instrumental way
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to  f u l f i l l  the "adorning* function which I b e l iev e  cannot be done. And 

I f  I t  does return  us the reduc t ive  view, a re  the re  not the problems of 

the  lo ss  of the c h i ld  being worse than no c h i l d  a t  a l l ?  This Is  a b i t  

s t i c k l e r ,  but the answer f i t s  b e t t e r  with the next problem as I t s  

answer needs some p r io r  c l a r i f i c a t i o n  of the next dllemma.

How about r e co n c i l in g  2 and 3? Of course ,  there  are losses

l i k e  Pr iam 's  which wil l  prevent  a l l  f u r t h e r  v i r tuous  ac t ions .  But on

the  o ther  hand from Pr iam 's  perspect ive  though h i s  l i f e  may In the end 

not be a v iable  candidate fo r  being considered a happy l i f e ,  he would 

n o t ,  t e ch n ica l ly  speaking, be miserable.  And t h i s  is  r e a l l y  a l l  

A r i s t o t l e  says .  " [ . . . ]  the happy person could never become miserable -  

but  he Is  not b lessed  e i t h e r ,  If  he meets an end l ike  P r lam 's . "ao

Even g ran t ing  Annas the po in t  she makes t h a t  ' b l e s s e d ' ,  'm akar los ' ,  and

'h a p p in e s s ' ,  'euda imonia ' , a re  ba s ic a l ly  r e f e r r i n g  to the same 

cond i t ion  and are only s t y l i s t i c a l l y  d i f f e r e n t 31 , the point  s t i l l  

ho lds .

F ina l ly  If the argument in the preceding paragraph seems a b i t  

weak, the following Is o f fe red  to  s trengthen  the po in t .  We know tha t  

goods of the soul are  ranked a s  superior  to  e x te rn a l s  and even hea l th .  

Now the primary good of the soul Is happiness which was def ined as  "an 

a c t i v i t y  in accordance with v i r t u e " .  We a lso  know th a t  the problematic 

passage occurs  r ig h t  a f t e r  the Instrumental necess i ty  of some external  

goods Is announced a t  NE 1099a32-b6 when A r i s t o t l e  claims tha t  "the 

lo s s  of some things mars our f e l i c i t y " .  Annas t r a n s l a t e s  t h i s  passage 

with  " ru in s  our happiness*33 , but the more common t r a n s la t io n  Is 

the former. I think the reply  here  is  s t i l l  f a i r l y  obvious. Surely, If
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happiness Is  an a c t i v i t y  In accordance with excellence or v i r t u e ,  then 

o n e ' s  happiness would c e r t a i n l y  be marred or ru ined If  th e  a c t i v i t y  

requ ired  c e r t a in  external  goods which were now l o s t .  And Priam has most 

d e f i n i t e l y ,  permanently l o s t  an I r rep lac lb le  external  good for  the

performance of any v i r tu o u s  a c t i v i t y .  For most o ther  lo s s e s ,  I t  would

c e r t a in ly  be t rue  tha t  I f  our exce l len t  a c t i v i t y  was dependent upon 

some external  good, our happiness  would be marred by the lo ss .  But 

given the announced p r i o r i t i z i n g ,  there  Is no reason to  conclude any 

permanent ru in ing  here shor t  of the "bad" death which might be r i g h t .

The f ina l  poin t  on t h i s  Issue Is to make sense of the claim 

th a t  losing the c h i ld  Is  worse than not having one because t h i s  

s i t u a t i o n  does seem to  h inder  the pure Instrumental read ing .  What I

would claim is  th a t  t h i s  s i t u a t i o n  i s  not as s trange as  Annas makes I t

out to be. There c e r t a i n l y  i s  a sense in which i t  does, f o r  example,

seem to be true th a t  being born b l in d  Is not as bad as  being bl inded

say a t  age f i f t e e n .  In the  l a t t e r  case, no performance of exce l len t  

s lg h t - see ln g  a c t i v i t y  would have been developed upon which our present  

e x ce l len t  performances would be based. In the l a t t e r  case we lose 

something; while In the former we j u s t  never have I t .  Nei ther  condit ion 

i s  optimal.  And in A r i s t o t l e ' s  t e leo log ica l  and p e r f e c t i o n i s t  universe  

n e i th e r  s i t u a t i o n  Is  very good, but we can s t i l l  understand how one 

might be Incl ined to view the lo s s  as  worse than the "never having*. As 

f a r  as Annas' claim tha t  the loss  should be b e t t e r  than the "not

having* because the loss  enab les  us to  engage in v i r tuous  r ep a ra t io n s ,

the point Is  r a th e r  hollow. Unless one wants to  a t t r i b u t e  to  A r i s t o t l e  

the pos i t ion  tha t  I t  would be good to deprive oneself  of th in g s  In
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o rd e r  to  be able to engage in the v ir tuous  a c t i v i t y  of f ix ing  the  

d e p r iv a t io n ,  there i s  only a temporal d i fference between the two cases .  

In the  lo ss  case you do the  v i r tuous  f ix ing  l a t e r  than you do in the  

"never  having" case. As f a r  as  the loss of the c h i ld  being worse than 

never  having one, I think a r e p ly  can s t i l l  be made. Since 'happ iness '  

i s  an a c t i v i t y  in accordance w i th  v i r tu e  having a c h i ld  and being happy 

would r e q u i re  a dependency r e l a t i o n  between my happiness and my 

p a r e n t in g  a c t l v i t e s .  Losing the  ch i ld  d i s ru p t s  t h i s  r e l a t io n s h ip .  A 

s i g n i f i c a n t  fu l ly  developed v i r tu o u s  d i sp o s i t io n  can no longer be 

a c t i v e l y  engaged while in th e  "not having" case no such dependency 

r e l a t i o n  would be developed.

I hope t h i s  i s  s u f f i c i e n t  to lay claim to  my pos i t ion  th a t  

A r i s t o t l e ' s  view of the r o le  of external  goods a s  f a r  as happiness i s  

concerned i s  Instrumental.  I t  i s  sure ly true  t h a t  he has problems when 

i t  comes to  f r iends  and ch i ld re n  and t h e i r  sole  value being

in s t ru m e n ta l .  But I suspect the  problem l i e s  In the egoism and not in 

any in te rn a l  i n s t a b i l i t y .  Perhaps,  A r i s to t l e  needs some addi t ion  to  h i s  

system to  soften the blows which the egoism th ru s t  upon us .  But

u l t i m a t e l y  there  i s  no p lace  fo r  any such th ing  in A r i s t o t l e ' s  

u n iv e r s e ,  J u s t  as given h i s  p r i o r i t i z i n g  there i s  no place for  external  

goods having value beyond th e  minimal "necessary conditions" fo r  

happ i n e s s .

The answer to our ques t ion  i s  a lso  evident  from our 
account Cof happ iness ! .  For we have s a id  i t  i s  a 
c e r t a in  so r t  of a c t i v i t y  of the soul expressing 
v i r t u e ,  Cand hence not a product of fo r tu n e ! ;  and
some of the other  goods are necessary condit ions
[of happiness! ,  o th e r s  are  n a tu ra l ly  useful and 
cooperat ive as Inst ruments  [but are not p a r t s  of 
i t ! . 33
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According to  Annas the following Is  the dilemma. I f  X 's  loss  Is  bad 

because I t  mars my happiness,  then X has  Instrumental value,  but In 

order  fo r  X ' s  loss  to mar my happiness  X must have i n t r i n s i c  value,  

i . e .  i t s  l o s s  roust be bad because X i s  a good th ing  and losing good 

th ings  i s  bad.  Thus X must have i n t r i n s i c  value but A r i s t o t l e  cannot 

give I t  any. In the s p i r i t  of the l a s t  c i t e d  passage I o f fe r  the

folowing defense  of the instrumental view. Annas i s  claiming th a t  i t

cannot be exp la ined  how a loss  could mar happiness u n le s s  the loss  had

some value Independent of I t  instrumental  r o le .  Being broken on the

rack must be bad and that  i s  why i t  d i s t u r b s  my happiness .  However I 

think we can s t i l l  explain t h i s  s i t u a t i o n  in A r i s t o t l e ' s  framework. 

Happiness i s  an a c t i v i t y .  Anything which d i s r u p t s  t h i s  a c t i v i t y  i s  bad. 

Thus i t  I s  the  "loss* as a d is ru p t io n  of my v i r tuous  a c t i v i t y  which 

causes  the judgment th a t  t h i s  loss  i s  bad.

4. Morality and Happiness

The p lace  of m ora l i ty  In A r i s t o t l e ' s  view of happiness Is  qu i te  c l e a r .  

Morality i s  a necessary condi tion fo r  happiness ,  but not a s u f f i c i e n t  

one. By a 'n e cessa ry  co n d i t io n ' ,  i t  i s  meant tha t  fo r  A r i s t o t l e  the 

immoral3* person could not be happy. And by 'n o t  s u f f i c i e n t '  i t  i s  

meant th a t  m o ra l i ty  as  the mere possession of the v i r t u e s  wil l  not make 

one a cand ida te  fo r  happiness. We need more than ju s t  moral v i r t u e s ;  we 

need to  show and use them.

My in c l in a t io n  on t h i s  Issue i s  to  avoid as much moral theory 

as  is  reasonably  poss ib le .  My o b jec t ive  here  Is  to examine 'happiness '  

as  t h i s  idea i s  used in these anc ien t  th eo r ie s .  The content  of the
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moral theory thus becomes secondary and would move the p ro je c t  beyond 

my Intended scope. What Is  Important Is the funct ion which mora l i ty  

f u l f i l l s  and not morali ty  per  s e .  In t h i s  way I think I can respec t  the

moral,  cu l tu ra l  d is tance which sep a ra te s  us from A r i s t o t l e  while s t i l l

determining whether h i s  In s ig h t s  Into the ro le  of mora l i ty  In the happy 

l i f e  harmonize with our ordinary  In tu i t io n s  about the ro le  mora l l ty

ought to  play in an explanation of 'h a p p in e ss ' .

One g la r ing  d i f f e ren c e  between us and A r i s to t l e  Is  contained

In the ques t ions ,  " I s  Bob a good man?11 and " Is  Bob a happy man?". For 

A r i s t o t l e ,  i f  the answer to  the f i r s t  question Is "No", then the answer 

to  the second question cannot be "Yes". For many of us ,  t h i s  s i t u a t i o n  

Is not necessa r i ly  the case.  We can c lea r ly  understand how the 

syndica te  cr lme-lord  could s t i l l  be a happy man desp i te  h i s  lack of

moral goodness.  Perhaps, we could specify why t h i s  could not be the

case.  But on the su rface  any such move would seem to r eq u i re  a major 

t ig h ten in g  of the ordinary  notion of 'happiness '  th a t  would demand 

s t rong  premises which would in turn  need su b s tan t ia l  arguments to

e s t a b l i s h  them.

What dr ives  A r i s t o t l e  to  adopt t h i s  view? I t  i s  most l ik e ly

the t e l e o lo g ic a l  background from which he operates .  I f  happiness i s  the 

end which a l l  persons seek ,  then the t h e o r i s t  needs to make moral 

ac t ion  harmonize with happiness .  Otherwise, the p o s s i b i l i t y  of g e t t i n g  

the "pay-off* by the most expedient ,  but perhaps r a th e r  immoral, means 

becomes a genuine v iable  op t ion .  The t a c t i c  of bu i ld ing  moral goodness 

Into happiness  may be admirable ,  but there  Is a confusion between 

' J u s t i f i e d  In being happy' and simply 'be ing  happy '.  This Is  one of the
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p laces  where we may f in d  the ordinary conception of happiness p u l l i n g  

away from A r i s t o t l e ' s  view.

The bad man g e ts  g rea t  p leasure  from doing the bad th in g ,  

f e e l s  no remorse, thoroughly enjoys what he i s  doing, but c l e a r l y  by 

A r i s t o t l e ' s  s tanda rds  i s  not a happy person. By c o n t r a s t  the 

weak-willed man g e ts  p leasure  from doing the bad thing,  f e e l s  remorse, 

does not thoroughly enjoy the a c t i v i t y ,  and i s  a lso  not a happy man. 

The l a t t e r  case  i s  c l e a r  and we would fu l ly  agree with A r i s t o t l e  t h a t

t h i s  kind of l i f e  Is  not a viable  candidate  fo r  happiness.  But In the

former case ,  we are perplexed to f ind  something wrong. After  a l l ,  what 

makes A r i s t o t l e ' s  bad man so d i f f i c u l t  to  deal with is  th a t  i t  I s  the 

bad th ing  t h a t  i s  making him happy. What A r i s to t l e  needs to  c la im  here 

i s  th a t  the bad man i s  wrong. But i t  seems hard to  make tha t  assessment 

s ince  by A r i s t o t l e ' s  view, the bad man can never be brought to  r e a l i z e  

t h i s .  Even In our more s o p h is t i c a te d  contemporary l i t e r a t u r e ,  the 

c r i t i c a l  l inchpin  in these kinds of s i t u a t i o n s  i s  that the a d d i t io n  of 

missing Information would cause the person to a l t e r  t h e i r

assessment,aa but  t h i s  option i s  not open to A r i s to t l e .  On h i s  

view, nothing can help the bad man change h i s  perspect ive .  And we are  

l e f t  having to  t e l l  him he i s  wrong, but there  i s  no way he can ever 

come to see t h i s .  The bad man Is simply not happy no matter  how h i s  

1ife  seems to  him.

Now, of course , A r i s to t l e  has a sound ra t io n a le  fo r  h i s

pos i t ion  on t h i s  Issue.  He defines  'happ ine ss '  as "an a c t i v i t y  in

accordance with v i r t u e " .  And obviously s ince  the bad man 13 not engaged 

In v i r tuous  a c t i v i t y ,  h i s  condi tion cannot be one of happiness.  And i f
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we add to t h i s  s i t u a t i o n  the fa c t  t h a t  the bad man's d i s p o s i t i o n s  are 

so  miserably d i s t o r t e d  by h i s  poorly developed responses to  the r ig h t  

kinds of p le a s u re .  I t  Is no wonder t h a t  A r i s to t l e  views him as  such a 

hopeless  case.

Hence th e r e  is  a chasm between the way A r i s to t l e  views th i s  

Issue and the way common sense might be Incl ined to  opera te .  And there 

may be no way to  br idge th i s  chasm. For A r i s to t l e  I t  makes no sense to 

a t t r i b u t e  success  to  the bad man. The bad man Is simply not a v iable  

candidate fo r  successfu l  l iv ing .  There can be no doubt th a t  A r i s t o t l e ' s  

conception of happiness  includes the th read  tha t  "a happy l i f e  is  a 

successful l i f e . *  He t e l l s  us th a t  " . . .  the happy man l i v e s  and fa res  

w e l l ;  because what we have descr ibed  I s  v i r t u a l l y  a kind of good l i f e  

or p r o s p e r i t y . " 3-  But the success analogy w i l l  only take us so f a r .  

Though A r i s to t l e  takes  great pains  to  demonstrate tha t  there  I s  no good 

way In which to  commit ce r ta in  Inheren t ly  bad ac t ions(c f  NE 2 -6 ) ,  the 

success  metaphor may break down. A t h i e f  may not be a morally admirable 

person.  However, as  long as the t h i e f  I s  not caught, I t  does seem tha t  

the t h i e f  Is  a success .  There may be no way to  be a good (morally good) 

t h i e f ,  but t h i s  does not preclude th a t  one could be a good ( su ccess fu l )  

t h i e f .

What A r i s t o t l e  would want us t o  show Is tha t  though one might 

be a successful  t h i e f ,  t h i s  kind of l i f e ,  animated as  I t  Is  by 

unvir tuous d i s p o s i t i o n s ,  i s  not a s u i t a b l e  example fo r  successful  

l i v in g .  Successful A r i s to te l i a n  a c t i v i t y  must be v ir tuous a c t i v i t y .  But 

the funct ional d e f i n i t i o n  of the v i r t u e s  as  excel lent  d i s p o s l t i o n s ( c f  

NE 2 -4 ) ,  which enable us to perform our a c t i v i t i e s  w e l l ,  only keeps
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Immoral successes  from count ing as  excellences  by the s t i p u l a t i o n  tha t  

the success makes one a "good man*a:*. However, t h i s  move undermines 

the s p i r i t  of the funct ional  argument which Is  Intended to gain our 

assent  by I t s  d e s c r ip t iv e  backbone while the normative claim about the 

"good man" Is  a Judgment which the functional argument cannot make If 

I t  Is to remain purely fu n c t io n a l .  Describing a success  Is one th ing  

while ev a lu a t in g  the s u c c e s s ' s  moral worth Is  something e l s e .  A r i s to t l e  

could be accused of wanting the best  of both worlds -  the empirical 

power of func t iona l  explanation and the p r e s c r i p t i v e  d i rec t ion  of the 

e th ica l  claim. However, I t  seems c le a r  th a t  the functional  d e f in i t io n  

w i l l  only e s t a b l i s h  tha t  the happy man Is  the successful  man, but I t  

cannot t e l l  us  anything about the moral qua l i ty  of the a c t i v i t y .

Another way to  see t h i s  Issue Is  t h a t  A r i s to t l e  def ines  

'happ iness '  in terms of the v i r t u e s .  In order  to avoid a v ic ious  

c i r c l e ,  he must then def ine  ' v i r t u e s '  Independent of happiness.

Otherwise he i s  merely saying th a t  v ir tuous  a c t io n s  are what give us 

happiness and happiness  Is  what we get from doing v i r tuous  ac t ions .  

Breaking out of the c i r c l e  i s  c lea r ly  the In ten t  of the functional 

argument. By b r in g in g  In the notions  of exce l lence  and success ,  

A r i s to t l e  Is  d e f in in g  the v i r t u e s  Independent of happiness.  "Let us 

a s s e r t ,  then, t h a t  any kind of excel lence renders  th a t  of which It- i s

the excel lence 'g o o d ' ,  and makes I t  perform I t s  funct ion ' w e l l ' . " 5*®

However, by t h i s  argument the  b es t  we are  e n t i t l e d  to Infer Is the 

weaker I n te rp r e t a t i o n  which renders  the happiness  d e f in i t io n  as

"happiness Is  an a c t i v i t y  In accordance with exce l lence" .  And we s t i l l  

have no c le a r  way to keep out Immoral successes  unless  we simply
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s t i p u l a t e .

I f  one Is Incl ined a t  t h i s  poin t  to claim t h a t  t h i s  s i t u a t io n  

only shows us t h a t  'happiness' '  i s  not the bes t  d e f in i t i o n  of 

'eudalmonia'  and we are b e t t e r  served  by using 'w e l l - b e in g '  or 'human 

f lo u r i s h i n g ' ,  the problem remains. The in tu i t io n  which supports  t h i s  

move Is th a t  i t  seems p re t ty  c l e a r  th a t  we ought to  be able  to  claim

th a t  the morally depraved are  not w e l l -o f f .  But we s t i l l  need to  claim

th a t  the lav ish ly  successful  c r lme-lord  Is not " w e l l - o f f  and t h i s

s i t u a t io n  s t r a i n s  our i n t u i t i o n s  J u s t  as much. The c r lm e- lo rd  may not

be a good person, but he i s  doing well a t  what he does; he is  in h i s

way f lo u r i sh in g  and probably, i f  we asked, him qui te  happy.

My conclusion here i s  to  keep morality and happiness  separate

u n t i l  we are  forced to connect them. This "forc ing the  connection", I

contend A r i s to t l e  does not succeed In accomplishing. His d e f in i t io n  of 

'happiness '  in the weakened form as  "an a c t i v i t y  in accordance with 

excellence* may s t i l l  have grea t  va lue .  But the human excel lence  which 

A r i s to t l e  i s  pursuing would only be incompatible with immorality i f  the 

Immoral ac t ion  func t iona l ly  prevented happiness.  Sometimes i t  c e r ta in ly  

does, but i t  does not always seem to have t h i s  e f f e c t  unless  we

s t i p u l a t e  the connection between moral behaviour and happiness which 

seems to assume what needs to  be proven.

One f in a l  problem here seems to  be tha t  the only way to  make

the needed connection between 'hap p in e ss '  and mora l i ty  i s  to  use some

version of the instrumental argument found In the p r io r  sec t ion .

However, the cos t  of making the connection In t h i s  manner may be too 

s teep as  i t  seems to  r e leg a te  the value of o thers  to mere Instrumental
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means for  a t t a i n i n g  my happiness.  What happens with t h i s  type of move 

Is  th a t  we g e t  the needed connect ion but a t  the cost  of devaluing 

m ora l i ty .  Others  count as moral o b j e c t s  only In the sense th a t  t h e i r  

w el l -be ing  enhances mine. The egoism which a r i s e s  from t h i s  type of 

move offends more than I t  he lps ,  but  I t  Is  p a r t  of A r i s t o t l e ' s  view. 

Some th inkers  be l ieve  that  A r i s t o t l e  Is  not necessar i ly  committed to  

t h i s  s t rong  form of egoism. Bernard Williams epi tomizes the

non-egoIs t lc  I n te rp r e ta t io n .

But n e i th e r  Pla to nor A r i s t o t l e  thought of the 
e t h i c a l  l i f e  as a device t h a t  Increased s e l f i s h  
s a t i s f a c t i o n s .  Their outlook Is  formally e g o i s t i c ,
In the  sense tha t  they suppose t h a t  they have to 
show each person tha t  he has good reason to live 
e t h i c a l l y ;  and the reason has to  appeal to tha t  
person In terms of something about h imself ,  how and 
what he w i l l  be If he Is a person with tha t  so r t  of 
c h a r a c t e r .  But t h e i r  outlook Is  not eg o i s t i c  In the 
sense t h a t  they t ry  to  show th a t  the e th ica l  l i f e  
s e rv es  some se t  of Individual s a t i s f a c t i o n s  which 
Is  w e l l -de f ined  before e th ic a l  considera t ions  
appear .  Their aim Is no t ,  given an account of the 
s e l f  and i t s  s a t i s f a c t i o n ,  to  show how the e th ica l  
( l u c k i l y )  f i t s  them. I t  i s  to  give an account of 
the s e l f  Into which tha t  l i f e  f i t s . 3*

I think Williams Is  p a r t i a l l y  r i g h t  in h i s  claim. A r is to t le  c e r t a in ly  

does want h i s  p r o je c t  to emerge In the kind of 'harmless '  egoism for  

which Williams wants to make a case .  However, I a lso  bel ieve  th a t  

A r i s t o t l e  Is  well-aware of the problems lu rk ing  here.  Witness h i s  

machinations about f r i e n d sh ip . ( c f  NE 8 8. 9) To generate a t ru ly  

non-ego is t ic  m o ra l i ty ,  we have to give I n t r i n s i c  value to persons, I . e .  

o the r  persons.  But If  we give I n t r i n s i c  value to  persons, the t e lo s  of 

happiness  I s  th rea tened  because I then have a genuine reason for  doing 

th ings  which do not aim so le ly  a t  my happiness .  To opt a t  t h i s  poin t
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for  the  s o - c a l l e d  ' In c lu s iv e "  type of pos i t ion  where we subsume

components, e . g .  external goods, m ora l i ty ,  e t c . ,  Into one f ina l  grand

end may p a l l i a t e  the problem, but sooner or  l a t e r  we w i l l  have to make

the hard  choice.  Despite A c k r l l l " s  claim th a t :

I f  I f ind I t  necessary to  undergo p r iv a t io n  or 
s u f f e r i n g  In order  to  do my duty I sha l l  have to 
recognize tha t  my l i f e  w il l  f a l l  shor t  of 
"eudalmonla". But what I "renounce" Is comfort In 
favor  of r ig h t  a c t i o n ,  not "eudalmonla" In favor  of 
r i g h t  a c t i o n . . .  Comfort and p rosper i ty  may be 
goa ls  to  be secured by ac t io n ,  but 'eudalmonla'  Is
p r e c i s e ly  not such a goal .  I t  Is doing w el l ,  not
the r e s u l t  of doing w e l l ,  a l i f e ,  not the reward of 
a l i f e . 40

I t  Ju s t  seems wrong to me t h a t  i f  I ' renounce '  a necessary condi tion 

for  a type of l i f e ,  I am not t a c i t l y  renouncing tha t  kind of l i f e .  I f  I 

recognize t h a t  doing my duty w il l  cause my l i f e  to  f a l l  short  of 

"eudalmonla", then doing my duty i s  more Important than "eudalmonla".

Some th in k e r s  would c e r t a i n l y  agree with Ackrill  here ,  but i t  Jus t  

seems wrong to  think A r i s t o t l e  would. I t  would be l ike  claiming th a t  

the person who commits adu l te ry  Is  not choosing pleasure  over the "best 

poss ib le  marriage",  but p leasu re  over f i d e l i t y .  "Eudalmonla" may be the 

a c t i v i t y  of success fu l ly  h i t t i n g  c e r t a in  t a rg e t s  and not techn ica l ly  a 

t a r g e t ,  but s u i t a b le  t a r g e t s  a re  necessary.  And I t  seems hard to  deny 

tha t  A r i s t o t l e ' s  s u i t a b i l i t y  t e s t  does not Include highly s ig n i f i c a n t  

re ference  to  my wel l-being,  my happiness ,  or my best  p o s s ib le  l i f e .  I t  

Is c e r t a i n l y  t ru e  that  A r i s t o t l e  t e l l s  us (cf  1173b25-27) t h a t  we ought 

to renounce wealth over be t raya l  and hea l th  were i t  to  require  

g lu t tony .  But the context here concerns pleasure not happiness.  In fac t  

the way I would read A r i s t o t l e  In the Ackril l  case Is t h a t  I f  I do not
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undergo the p r iv a t io n  or s u f fe r in g ,  then I would be f a l l i n g  sh o r t  of 

'eudalmonla '  because I would not be a c t i n g  co r rec t ly ,  and I t  Is 

p r e c i s e l y  because of t h i s  f a c t ,  e . g .  the  p o s s i b i l i t y  of f a l l i n g  s h o r t  

of 'eudalmonla ' ,  tha t  I would undergo them.

The s p i r i t  of the W ll l lams/Ackr l l l  pos i t ion  Is  c e r t a i n l y  

a d n i r ab le ,  but I t  Ju s t  does not seem t o  me to be A r i s to t l e .  Even If  we 

c h a r i t a b ly  use the 'w e l l -b e in g '  or ' b e s t  possib le  l i f e '  

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s ,  as each would r e s p e c t iv e ly  p re fe r ,  the only reason 

anyone would take on A r i s to t e l i a n  t r a i n i n g  in the f i r s t  place  Is  not 

because they have an account of th e  s e l f  in to  which the moral l i f e  

f i t s ,  but ins tead  because they are aiming a t  'h a p p in e ss ' ,  'w e l l - b e i n g ' ,  

or  the  ' b e s t  possib le  l i f e '  and have an ink l ing  tha t  behaving morally 

might be a Judicious adjunct  towards h i t t i n g  tha t  t a r g e t .  I t  I s  

Important to always keep In mind th a t  A r i s t o t l e  goads us with a reward,

I . e .  'eudalmonla ' ,  and u l t im a te ly  on h i s  view the only reason why one 

would engage In the t r a in i n g  Is  because I t  was going to be good fo r  

'Me'.

I t  seems to me tha t  the problem here i s  p r i o r i t i e s .  I f  one 

p r i o r i t i z e s  as A r i s to t l e  does and p l a c e s  'ha pp ine ss '  a t  the top of the 

s c a l e ,  then morality has to be accounted fo r  within the framework of 

being conducive to th a t  end. If  one then wants to  avoid the 'p roblem' 

of having Immoral a c t io n s  pay-off  in 'h a p p in e s s ' ,  then s e l f - i n t e r e s t  

seems the s implest way to achieve th a t  end. Excellent l i v in g ,  

happiness ,  r equ i res  ex ce l len t  behavior ,  v i r t u e s .  Some of these v i r t u e s  

are  so c ia l  v i r tu e s  which concern the w e l l -b e in g  of o thers .  The argument 

Is  r a t h e r  simple. Excellent  moral behavior  Is  necessary for  happiness .
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Social v i r t u e s  are  forms of  ex ce l len t  behavior ,  the re fo re ,  perform them 

when necessary.  I s  the argument sound? Obviously, I do not be l ieve  so 

as  I contend th a t  the f i r s t  premise Is  f a l s e .  I s  t h i s  A r l s o t o t l e ' s  

view? In my opinion the answer Is  *yes". On A r i s t o t l e ' s  view, 

performing v i r tu o u s ly  Is  necessary for  happiness;  v ir tuous ,  I . e .  moral,  

behavior bears  an Instrumental r e l a t io n s h ip  to  happiness.

5. Pleasure

A r i s t o t l e ' s  view on the r e l a t io n s h ip  between pleasure and happiness Is 

r a th e r  conservat ive .  He takes  a common-senslcal stance which Is p l i a b l e  

and generic  enough not to  need very much ana lys is .  The most complex 

p a r t  of the doct r ine  concerns  ' a k r a s l a ' ,  weakness of w i l l ,  and as  such 

Is somewhat beyond the scope of my main theme. The concern here I s  the 

ro le  th a t  p leasure  p lays  In A r i s t o t l e ' s  conception of happiness,  not 

the ro le  th a t  pleasure  p lay s  In A r i s t o t l e ' s  psychological an a ly s i s  of 

why we f a l l  or succeed In a t t a i n i n g  or leading happy l iv e s .  In my view, 

the p o s i t io n s  of both Epicurus and the S to ics  are  the b e t t e r  p laces  to 

explore the more I n te r e s t i n g  aspects  of the re la t io n sh ip  between 

p leasure and happiness.  Hence, A r i s t o t l e ' s  view on t h i s  Issue w i l l  not 

occupy us for  long.

As i s  of ten h i s  po l icy  A r i s to t l e  wil l  t read the f ine  l ine  on 

t h i s  issue .  He r e j e c t s  views which claim th a t  pleasure  Is  not good, but 

he Is a lso  cau t ious  and wary of p l e a s u r e ' s  power to lead us a s t r a y .  

Pleasure  Is  both the benevolent  teacher  and the s te rn  task-maste r .  I t  

Is  both the means by which we c u l t i v a t e  the v i r tu e s  and the temptress  

which undermines th e i r  f u l l  and proper development. Pleasure Is l ik e  a
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tuning fork by which we per fec t  our a c t i v i t i e s .  However, I t  Is a l so  a

tun ing  fork which requ i res  a highly t ra ined  ea r .  I t  resonates  sweetly

on m ul t ip le  l e v e l s ,  and the untra ined  ear is  e a s i ly  led as tay .

[Pleasures  and pains  are appropria te ly  taken as
signs]  because v i r tu e  of charac ter  Is  concerned
with p leasures  and pa ins.  For I t  I s  pleasure  that
causes us  to do base ac t ions ,  and pain causes us to 
abs ta in  from f in e  ones. Hence we need to have had 
appropria te  unbrlnglng -  r ig h t  from ea r ly  youth, as 
P la to  says - to make us f ind  enjoyment or pain In
the r ig h t  th ings ,  for  t h i s  Is  correc t
education.**1

The in tu i t io n  which Is molding A r i s t o t l e ' s  pos i t ion  on th i s  Issue Is 

the  b e l i e f  tha t  the happy l i f e  would be a p leasant  l i f e .  The good l i f e  

does not equal the most pleasant  l i f e ,  but the good l i f e  has the 

a t t r i b u t e  of being p leasan t .  A r i s t o t l e ' s  in ten t  Is f a i r l y  c lea r .  Since 

n e i th e r  extreme view Is  In te l l e c tu a l ly  s a t i s f y i n g  and since n e i the r  

extreme s i t s  well with our common sense, some middle ground must be

found. A r i s to t l e  r e fu te s  the extreme views a number of times with 

numerous arguments.(cf  NE Bks 7 8. 10) What A r i s to t l e  does In these 

arguments i s  demonstrate t h a t  ne i ther  extreme view succeeds. The 

arguments need not de ta in  us .  What i s  of importance fo r  A r is to t le  i s

t h a t  a place fo r  pleasure  be found in a s a t i s f a c to ry  account of

happiness  or the bes t  poss ib le  l i f e .

A r i s to t l e  is  sometimes c r i t i c i z e d  for  h i s  account of pleasure  

because i t  Is  a l leged  tha t  he gives pleasure two d i f f e r e n t  d e f in i t io n s .  

In NE Bk 7 he Id e n t i f i e s  pleasure with "an unimpeded a c t iv i ty  of our 

na tura l  state"*42. And In NE Bk 10, he claims tha t  pleasure is that  

which completes and p e r fe c t s  our a c t iv i t i e s .* 42 However, I do not 

view the p o s i t io n s  as problematic.  I, take the Bk 7 posit ion as
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d e s c r ip t iv e  and the Bk 10 p o s i t io n  as  giving the desc r ip t ive  content-a

functional p lace  In A r i s t o t l e ' s  te leo lo g lc a l  universe .  Pleasure r e s u l t s

from engaging in unimpeded a c t i v i t y  and i t s  function i s  to teach us  how

to know when we have succeeded. Of course, things  are not always t h i s

simple.  The problem is  tha t  because pleasure i s  not a process ,  but

Ins tead the r e s u l t  of success fu l ly  completing a process,  we can

inapprop r ia te ly  "succeed" at g e t t i n g  pleasure ,  and thus the Importance

of P l a t o ' s  warning. We need to  come to see tha t  though pleasure i s  a

necessary condi t ion  for successful l iv ing ,  for  happiness,  pleasure  per

se i s  not s u f f i c i e n t .  Pleasure needs assess ing and the whole sphere of

p leasure  i s  fraught  with danger. Though he does acknowledge the dangers

and seems to  be inclined to  near  aversion when a t  NE U 09b8- l l  he

s t a t e s  the following,  he is  too much a man of common sense to  eschew

pleasure  t o t a l l y .

And in everything we must beware above a l l  of 
p leasu re  and i t s  sources; fo r  we are already biased 
in I t s  favor when we come to Judge i t .  Hence we 
must reac t  to i t  as the  e ld e r s  reac ted  to  Helen, 
and on each occasion rep e a t  what they sa id ;  for  i f  
we do th i s ,  and send I t  o f f ,  we shall  be less  in 
e r r o r . * *

From my p e r sp e c t iv e ,  i t  i s  r e a l ly  the  "bias" and hence the magnitude of 

the danger w ith  which he i s  concerned. We will  c e r ta in ly  make fewer 

e r ro r s  by going the way of the e ld e r s ,  but u l t imate ly  the happy l i f e  

w il l  be a  l i f e  upon which the bloom of pleasure supervenes. I t  i s  in my 

view th a t  many of A r i s t o t l e ' s  g r e a t e s t  ins ights  into human nature l i e  

in h i s  handl ing  of th i s  Issue. Too much a common-sense man to  deny 

p leasure  a p lace  In the happy l i f e ,  and too much the p rag n a t l s t  to 

fu l ly  embrace i t  unchecked, he acknowledges the need for  i t s  presence
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while wisely  warning about the charms and deception a t tached to  i t s  

lu re .  Living the  r i g h t  kind of l i f e  wil l  b r ing  us  p leasure ,  but the 

l i f e  of p leasu re  seeking i s  not the r ig h t  kind of l i f e .  Living the 

r i g h t  kind of l i f e  i s  not something to be sought because I t  i s  

p lea su ra b le ;  r a t h e r  one of the s igns  th a t  we are l i v in g  the r i g h t  kind 

of l i f e  Is  t h a t  the w e l l - t r a in e d  person w il l  f in d  t h i s  kind of l i f e  

highly  p le a s in g .  Perhaps, t h i s  i s  merely a fan tasy .  Perhaps i t  i s  more 

than we ought t o  expect and simple decency se rves  us  much b e t t e r ,  but 

i t  i s  A r i s t o t l e ' s  conception of how we account for  the ro le  of p leasure  

In the l i f e  of the good person. The good l i f e  i s  p leasurab le  to  the 

good person,  a vacuous claim for  sure .  Yet the deeper ins ight  may s t i l l  

be A r i s t o t l e ' s  i n s ig h t .  Expecting decency fo r  decency 's  sake may 

u l t im a te ly  be expect ing  more of us than we are r e a l l y  capable of doing.

6. Contemplation and Per fec t ion

No issue  r an k le s  readers  of A r i s to t l e  more than the Book 10 conclusion 

th a t  the bes t  l i f e ,  the most happy l i f e ,  Is the l i f e  of contemplation. 

I f  the  end which we a l l  u l t im ate ly  seek i s  merely to s i t  in 

contemplation of e te rna l  t r u t h s ,  why the moral t r a in in g ?  What was the 

poin t  of the f i r s t  nine books? Some w r i t e r s ,  e .g .  A c k r l l l 43, A.O. 

Rorty4*, have t r i e d  to  defend A r i s to t l e  by showing th a t  the two 

apparen t ly  d iv e r se  p r o je c t s  could be synthesized in to  a coherent whole, 

e .g .  Rorty, or could a t  l e a s t  be made to  avoid o u t r ig h t  Incoherence, 

e .g .  A c k r l l l .  Other w r i t e r s ,  e .g .  B. Williams47, T. Nagel4®, 

have seen A r i s t o t l e  as  c l e a r ly  wrong in presuming tha t  he could
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reasonably mesh the two p r o je c t s  toge the r .  The p r in c ip le  ob jec t io n  is  

th a t  A r i s t o t l e  simply cannot d e l iv e r  the needed e ssen t ia l  d e sc r ip t io n  

of persons which Williams views as  a flawed "psychological

e s se n t i a l  Ism" and Nagel as  an I n a b i l i t y  to  Ju s t i fy  the dominant ro le  

given to ' t h e o r i a '  over o ther  poss ib le  f in a l  ends.

For my purposes the substance of t h i s  debate i s  secondary. I 

take A r i s t o t l e ' s  conception of happiness  as  the p e r fe c t io n  of the 

a c t i v i t y  of human l iv in g  to  be the most p e r t in e n t  Issue fo r  my p r o je c t .  

A r i s t o t l e ' s  funct ional  te leology fo rces  him to locate  and s e l e c t  a 

crowning exce l lence .  I ch a r i t ab ly  assume th a t  he must have bel ieved 

tha t  he could d e l iv e r  the needed Instrumental J u s t i f i c a t i o n  fo r  the 

ro le  of the o the r  v i r tu e s  within the grander overal l  scheme. I take the 

ro le  of ' t h e o r i a ' ,  as  contemplation of e te rna l  t r u t h s ,  to  be the 

pe r fec t ion  of the f ina l  excel lence .  'T h eo r ia '  Is not the same th ing  as 

'h a p p in e s s ' ,  but a l i f e  animated by contemplation Is  c l e a r l y  the bes t 

poss ib le  I n s t a n t i a t i o n  of the concept of happiness.  'T h e o r ia '  i s  the 

culmination of  a gradual assent  by which we progress ively  master  the 

sundry a c t i v i t i e s  th a t  are  Involved In human l iv ing .  Success in the 

process  i s  determined by developing the necessary d i s p o s i t i o n s  which 

wil l  enable us  to  perform the a c t i v i t i e s  p e r fec t ly .  C lear ly  some 

a c t i v i t i e s  cannot be pe r fec ted  u n t i l  o th e rs  have been p e r fe c te d .  We 

cannot be couragous warr io rs  u n t i l  we have learned the physical  a r t  of 

warfare .  And from A r i s t o t l e ' s  viewpoint ,  we cannot be successful 

statesmen u n t i l  we master the a r t  of r u l i n g .  We cannot master  the a r t  

of human l i v in g  unless  and u n t i l  we have mastered the  a r t  of 

contemplation which cannot be done u n t i l  we have mastered a l l  of the
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other  v i r t u e s .

I t  may be t rue  t h a t  once we get to  Book 10 I t  appears tha t  we

no longer need everything th a t  has gone before;  I . e .  the v i r tues  we

have c u l t i v a t e d .  However, I th ink we can give some ra t io n a le  for t h i s  

appearance. One explanation might be tha t  once we get to where we are

going we no longer need the road th a t  took us there ,  but we s t i l l  had

to t rav e l  tha t  road to  get  th e re .  Another explanat ion, perhapa even

b e t t e r ,  might be tha t  we do need a l l  the work tha t  went before. The 

r a t i o n a l e  here would be t h a t  one could not engage In the arduous 

a c t i v i t y  of successfully  contemplating "eternal  truths* without a 

considerable  cache of reference m a te r ia l .

Ackri l l  c i t e s  as primary to  A r i s t o t l e ' s  p ro jec t  the question,

"What i s  the best  l i f e  for  a  man to  lead?" He then addresses the issue

which i s  the primary concern here .

The d i f f i c u l ty  with the second ques t lon f th ls
question)' i s  not th a t  he f a l l s  to d iscuss  i t  -  i t
i s  a f t e r  a l l  the cen te r  of h i s  t a rg e t  -  or tha t  he
f a i l s  to answer I t ,  but tha t  he seems to give two 
answers.  Most of the Eth ics  implies tha t  good 
ac t ion  is  -  or i s  a major element in -  man's best
l i f e ,  but eventua l ly  In Book 10 purely 
contemplative a c t i v i t y  i s  s a id  to be perfect
'eudaimonla ' ; and A r i s t o t l e  does not t e l l  us how to
combine or r e l a t e  these two Ideas . A9 ( the 
parenthe t ica l  remark Is  my addi t ion)

As we have a lso  seen in sec t ion  2 above Annas makes a similar- claim In 

her d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  with the notion of "kinds of happiness". And in 

general the l i t e r a t u r e  tends  to  support the view tha t  reconcil ing the 

two p o s i t i o n s  does present  A r i s t o t l e ' s  view with an unresolved dilemma. 

As s t a t e d  I am not t e r r i b l y  pressed  by any need to  solve t h i s  problem. 

For my concerns the problem Is not a major i ssue .  The major Issue for
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me Is  A r i s t o t l e ' s  f ina l  exp l ica t ion  of what c o n s t i tu t e s  the bes t  kind

of l i f e ,  the b e s t  example of happy l i v i n g .  Noting the dilemma and

having o f fe red  my own so lu t ion ,  I w i l l  leave t h i s  Issue by g iv ing

A r i s t o t l e  the l a s t  word.

The l i f e  expressing the o ther  kind of v l r t u e d . e .
the k ind  concerned with ac t ion)  i s  (happies t)  in a
secondary way because the a c t i v l t e s  expressing t h i s  
v i r t u e  a re  human.30

On my view the most In te re s t in g  po in t  about A r i s t o t l e ' s  view of 

'h ap p in e ss '  I s  th a t  the primary I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of 'happiness '  c o n s i s t s  

In i t s  being an a c t i v i t y .  'Happiness'  i s  not a s t a t e  of mind, not  a 

condi t ion  s o le ly  dependent upon b e l i e f  co n ten t .  I t  is  a syn thes ized  

condi t ion  In which b e l i e f ,  ac t ion ,  exce l lence  and success a l l  mesh 

toge ther  to  produce the highest  q u a l i ty  of human lived  experience.  We 

might use the analogy of playing a p e r f e c t l y  tuned Instrument.  

'Happiness '  as  'eudalmonia'  simply d es igna te s  the perfec t  performance 

along with the condi t ions  necessary to  b r in g  i t  about.  Of course ,  

un l ike  the musical performance, the scope of the temporal dimensions 

which the happy l i f e  encompasses are  q u i te  wide. And very much l ike  the 

musical performance, the sour note a t  the  wrong time can have the 

e f f e c t  of r u in in g  the whole performance. F in a l ly ,  the t r a in in g ,  the

condi t ion  of the  Instrument,  the In s t rum en t ' s  tuning and the s t a t e  of 

mind of the p laye r  a l l  must be in p e r fec t  harmony.

Something In t h i s  desc r ip t ion  harmonizes and resonates  with 

l ived  exper ience.  Whenever we are  enaged In successful ly  doing 

something we cons ider  to  be important and s ig n i f i c a n t ,  there  i s  a 

c e r t a in  charm in our l iv e s .  I t  Is l ike  r i d i n g  the bike of l i f e .  The
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dis tance  between the experience and the performer i s  lo s t  and only the 

performance remains. These are  the genuine magical moments of  l i f e .  And 

I b e l iev e  th a t  i t  i s  these  magical moments which A r i s t o t l e  be l ieves  

ought to  be s t rung  along the th re a d  which we wil l  ca l l  the happy l i f e .  

This d ep ic t io n  captures  much of what A r i s to t le  wanted to  c a p tu re .  I t  

merges the  Inner and ou te r .  Success and s ign if icance  b lend  with 

performance, the excel lence of our d isp o s i t io n s  and an a t t e n t i v e  Inner 

ea r  to  syn thes ize  ob jec t ive  cond i t ion  with subjec t ive  viewpoint .  The 

need fo r  mora l i ty  a r i s e s  from the need for  a harmonious environment 

without  which the focused a t t e n t i o n  and concentrat ion needed for 

excel lence would d i s t r a c t  and Impede the performance. F in a l ly ,  the re  Is 

the need fo r  the inner mover to be as  well equipped as  p o s s ib le  - 

excel lence of performance depends upon the in t e l l e c tu a l  s k i l l s  and know 

how of the performer.

The view Is e n t i c in g  and I t s  charm has had a r e s i l i e n c y  which 

keeps i t  s t i l l  v iab le .  One p o in t  which espec ia l ly  charms I s  th a t  the 

successful  A r i s to te l i a n  person would meet most d esc r ip t io n s  o f  a happy 

person. The view may be too s t r i n g e n t ,  as  I will  argue below, but i t  Is 

not Inaccura te  in the sense t h a t  the view does seem to  cap tu re  most of 

the o rd inary  I n tu i t io n s  about successful  l iv ing .  I f  someone ac tua l ly  

concluded the A r i s to te l i a n  p r o je c t  by thoroughly enjoying t h e i r  success 

a t  ex ce l len ce ,  one would be hard  pressed  to honestly claim th a t  they 

were not happy.

S t i l l ,  fo r  me, a problem remains. The p e r f e c t io n  and 

s tr ingency tu rn  a good idea sour .  The external grounding of the 

p e r f e c t i o n i s t  requirement e r e c t s  an e d i f i c e  that becomes Insurmountable
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as  well as  highly u n r e a l i s t i c .  I f  we assume the tuning metaphor has

reasonable  cogency, and I be l ieve  tha t  I t  does, something breaks down.

Why does the Instrument have to be p e r fe c t  In order for  I t ,  the

Instrument,  to sound i t s  own per fec t  note? I f  happiness Is j u s t  *an

a c t i v i t y  In accordance with excellence*,  why would i t  not be poss ib le

f o r  the plumber to plumb p e r fe c t ly ,  l ive  morally,  and thus be happy

because of h is  excel len t  performances? To perform one 's  a c t i v i t i e s

e x c e l l e n t ly  and have one 's  in ternal  d i sp o s i t io n s  mesh p e r fec t ly  with

the  excel lence of the performance Is c e r t a in ly  a v iab le ,  Insightful and

reasonable  explanation of happiness.  However, In h is  attempt to

Incorporate  the e x te r n a l i s t  in tu i t io n  and the morality requirement,

A r i s t o t l e  Is  forced to demand perfec t ion  of the Instrument which leads

u l t im a te ly  to the Inclusion of the *rulnlng losses*, the In te l l e c tu a l

e l i t i s m  and a good Idea has gone badly a s t r a y .  Perhaps, what A r i s to t l e

should  have done Is to have gone back to  the doctr ine of the mean and

remembered the lesson he had t r i e d  to Impart.

I f ,  e . g . ,  ten are  many and two are few, we take s ix
as  Intermediate In the object  s ince  I t  exceeds 
[two! and Is exceeded [by ten] by an equal amount,
[ four ] ;  t h i s  Is  what Is  Intermediate by numerical 
proport ion.  But th a t  Is not how we must take the
Intermediate r e l a t i v e  to us .  For I f ,  e . g . ,  ten
pounds [of food] are  a lot for  someone to ea t ,  and
two pounds a l i t t l e ,  i t  does not follow that  the
t r a in e r  wil l  p resc r ibe  s ix ,  s ince  t h i s  might also
be e i th e r  a l i t t l e  or  a lot for  the person who Is
to  take I t  -  for  Milo [the a th le t e ]  a l i t t l e , ,  but
fo r  the beginner In gymnastics a l o t ;  and the same
i s  true  for  running and w res t l ing .  In th i s  way 
every s c i e n t i f i c  expert avoids excess and 
deficiency and seeks and chooses what Is 
intermediate -  but in termediate r e l a t i v e  to us. not 
In the o b je c t .* 1(my underlining)

I t ,  thus ,  seems tha t  A r i s to t l e  had the resources to say what needed to
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be s a id ,  but was driven by the I n te l l e c tu a l  and p e r fe c t io n i s t  penchant 

In h i s  thought to  push the view to excess.  The happy l i f e  might be 

ap p rop r ia te ly  described as a l i f e  l ived  and animated by excellent 

performances. External cons idera t ions  and virtuous c r i t e r i a  could be 

brought in to  play.  But the ob jec t ive  c r i t e r i a  by which the excellence 

of the performances a t  Issue are Judged have to be determined from the 

perspec t ive  of the performer. This  claim does not mean tha t  more 

information about what c o n s t i tu te s  an "excel lent  performance" might not 

make someone change th e i r  assessment,  but I t  does mean tha t  th i s  

assessment must be made by the person performing. I t  may be object ively  

t rue  t h a t  the performance could have been be t te r  given a superior 

Instrument or b e t t e r  t ra in in g .  However, in h i s  attempt to ob jec t i fy  his  

"happiness" c r i t e r i a  via the functional argument A r is to t le  d e f l a t e s  the 

c r i t i c a l  value of the p a r t i c ip a n t  perspective and devalues the 

legit imacy of the subjective pe rspec t ive .  And on the "happiness" issue 

how l i f e  seems to the p a r t ic ip a n t  has to have far  deeper s ignif icance  

than A r i s t o t l e ' s  objectivism is  w i l l i n g  to  give i t .  Whether the 

p a r t i c p a n t  viewpoint is  a l l  tha t  m at te rs  i s ,  of course, another s tory ,  

but i t  has  to be a major p a r t  of the s to ry .  Thus we turn to  Epicurus 

who w i l l  t r y  to  show exactly how much of the s tory  i t  ought to be.
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Chapter 3 'A ta r a x i a ' :  Epicurean T ra n q u i l l i t y  of Mind

1. 'A ta r a x i a '

One p o s s ib le  reac t ion  to  the A r i s to te l i a n  p r o je c t  and i t s  necessary 

t r a i n i n g  might be simply to  leave A r i s t o t l e ' s  l e c tu re  h a l l .  Bewildered, 

confused, and perhaps overwhelmed, the happiness a s p i r a n t  might wonder 

how i t  would ever be p o s s ib le  to  synthesize the e n t i r e  ed i f ic e  into a 

coherent  and viable  l i f e  p lan .  I t  seems l ike  a huge undertaking and one 

could  c e r t a i n l y ,  hones t ly ,  question whether one had the "stuff* of 

which A r i s to t e l i a n  success  i s  made. One cannot even be qu i te  ce r ta in  

what one i s  pursuing given the problems of decipher ing 'eudalmonia ' .  

The leng ths  to  which A r i s t o t l e  goes to spec ify  what we need to  do, the 

n e c e s s i ty  of the culminat ing v i r t u e ,  I . e .  I n t e l l e c tu a l  excel lence,  and 

the general  tenor of the p e r f e c t i o n i s t  r ig o r  might inc l ine  those of

more modest stock to seek a l e s s  tax ing ,  more “user  f r iend ly" ,

approach. And for those inc l ined  in t h i s  d i r e c t i o n ,  Epicurus o f fe r s  a 

reasonable  a l t e r n a t iv e .

I f  one wanted to  know what kind of l i f e  has  the bes t  chance to 

be a happy l i f e  and i f  the complexity of A r i s t o t l e ' s  'eudalmonia'

seemed more than one could handle,  Epicurean ' a t a r a x l a ' ,  usually  

t r a n s l a t e d  as  t r a n q u i l l i t y  of mind, might be J u s t  what such a person 

needs.  From the perspec t ive  of my cen tra l  ques t ion ,  i . e .  whose 

conception of a happy l i f e  i s  b e s t ,  the Epicurean option c e r t a in ly  does 

o f f e r  a reasonable a l t e r n a t i v e  to  the most p re ss in g  object ion in 

A r i s t o t l e .  This object ion I take to  be the e l i t i s m  -  the need to have a 

p e r f e c t  Instrument.  Given the more modest nature  of what most people
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have with which to  work, the scope of poss ib le  candidates  f o r  genuine 

A r i s to t e l i a n  success  ranges over a very 1 Imted f i e ld .  Even If  one were 

to  take the  weaker pos i t ion  defended In the previous ch ap te r ,  c i t e  

A r i s t o t l e ' s  s t a t e d  p r i o r i t i e s ,  and work only to pe r fec t  the "goods of 

one ' s  s o u l " ,  I t  s t i l l  seems d i f f i c u l t  to  avoid the conclusion th a t  a 

person lack ing  the necessary i n t e l l e c t u a l  acumen to  p e r f e c t  t h e i r  

contemplatory s k i l l s  has,  on A r i s t o t l e ' s  view, an Insurmountable 

problem.

In I t s  bas ic s ,  the Epicurean p ro je c t  i s  r a th e r  simple .  Pain Is 

bad, p leasu re  Is  good. Anyone who can get t h e i r  l i f e  In order  a s  f a r  as 

p leasure  and pain are concerned wil l  f in d  t r a n q u i l l i t y  of mind and t h i s  

j u s t  I s  happiness .  However, to  a c tu a l ly  f in d  Epicurus c l e a r l y  s t a t i n g  

h i s  p o s i t i o n  i s  another s to ry .  At t imes i t  seems th a t  p lea su re  Is 

simply an Instrumental means to  t r a n q u i l l i t y  and a t  o the r  times 

p leasure  I s  c l e a r ly  i d e n t i f i e d  with t r a n q u i l l i t y .  In p laces  

t r a n q u i l l i t y  Is  designated as  a kind of  p leasure  and In o ther  p laces  Is 

appears t h a t  t r a n q u i l l i t y  causes p lea su re .  At times I t  seems th a t  

having no pa in  Is the f ina l  goal which seems to make happiness  the 

absence of pa in .  While In o ther  p la c e s ,  even when one has  no pain 

d i s tu rb in g  s t a t e s  of mind can s t i l l  be generated which undermine 

happiness.  The des i re  management program Is  designed to  minimize 

physical p a in .  But a c rucia l  po in t  of the management p r o je c t  Is 

d i re c ted  a t  q u e l l in g  des ires  which a re  unnatura l ,  unnecessary or both, 

and these  d e s i r e s ,  I . e .  unnatural and/or  unnecessary, are I d e n t i f i e d  as 

those d e s i r e s  which do not lead to  a f e e l i n g  of pain If not f u l f i l l e d .

There i s  a perpetual tens ion  in the view In which i t  Is
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d i f f i c u l t  fo r  the reader  to  be c e r ta in  whether the end to be achieved 

Is  a s t a t e  of mind or a condi tion of the body. The body c lear ly  has the 

power to  d is tu rb  our s t a t e  of mind while the death-bed recomendatlon to 

r e c a l l  pas t  p leasures  in order to avoid the painful physical condit ion 

appears to push the view towards a s t a t e  of mind account.

In order to  solve these problems a number of options seem to 

be a v a i lab le .  The f i r s t  would be to reduce t r a n q u i l l i t y  of mind to  a 

form of p leasure;  thus  making the end goal p leasure .  The more 

s o p h is t i c a te d  version of the reduct ive view co l lapses  the body/mind 

d i s t i n c t i o n ,  c i t e s  p leasure  as the end ob jec t ive ,  tempers the view by 

noting tha t  there are  d i f f e re n t  kinds of p leasure ,  and then presents  

va t a r a x l a / as  the s p e c i f i c  kind of p leasure  to be sought.  A t h i r d  

option would be to claim tha t  there i s  a conjunctive end to the 

Epicurean p ro jec t  which Includes both p leasure  and t r a n q u i l l i t y ;  the 

goal becomes physical pleasure  and mental t r a n q u i l l i t y .  F inal ly  there 

Is the p o s s i b i l i t y  of viewing t r a n q u i l l i t y  of mind as the goal,  using 

p leasure  as  an instrumental means to t r a n q u i l l i t y ,  and acknowledging 

th a t  pain can be a t r a n q u i l l i t y  mit iga t ing  condi t ion.  In t h i s  sect ion I 

want to  t ry  to examine t h i s  problem by attempting to decipher how best- 

to  understand the goal towards which the Epicurean p ro jec t  Is d i rec ted .  

In order  words, exact ly  what is  the Epicurean person who properly 

understands Epicurus supposed to  be pursuing?

The f i r s t  d i f f i c u l t y  one f inds  i s  that  even in the

contemporary l i t e r t u r e  consensus on t h i s  Issue Is  hard to  find.  Glsela 

S t r i k e r  makes the following assessment of Greek theor ie s  of happiness:

For P la to  and Aristotle<and in fac t  for  the
H e l le n i s t i c  phi losophers too, Including the
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hedonist  Epicurus) the happy l i f e  ce r ta in ly  had to 
be pleasant or enjoyable,  but they did not think 
t h a t  happiness i t s e l f  c o n s i s t e d  in being pleased 
with one 's  l i f e . . .  Greek t h e o r i e s  of happiness from 
P la to  to  Epicurus were a t tem pts  to  spell  out what 
s o r t  of l i f e  one would have to  lead In order to 
have good reasons fo r  f e e l i n g  tranquil or 
contented: they were not r e c ip e s  for  reaching a
c e r t a i n  s t a t e  of mind.1

Thus i f  S t r i k e r  i s  correc t  one would read  Epicurus as claiming t h a t  the 

a t ta inm ent  of the r ig h t  kind of p le a su re  gives  one s u f f i c i e n t  reasons

to  be happy, and i t  i s  these reasons and not the s t a t e  of mind they

produce which makes one happy. 'Happiness '  i s  a pleasurable  l i f e  in 

which the  "pleasurable  feeling" comes about fo r  the r ight  reasons.

Martha Nussbaum views the problem d i f f e re n t ly .  She sees  the

goal of Epicurean l iv ing  as "Ct]he cont inued undisturbed and unimpeded

f u n c t io n in g  of the whole c re a tu re .* 2 And she defines ' a t a r a x i a '  and

e x p la in s  Epicurean success in the following manner.

'A ta ra x ia '  (freedom from d is tu rbance  and anxiety)
in the soul and freedom from pain in the body:
these  are the uncorrupted c r e a t u r e ' s  goals.  We 
should not,  however, conceive these goals In a 
purely  negative way. What the  hea l thy  creature goes 
f o r ,  according to  the t e x t s ,  appears to be not a 
ze ro  s t a t e ,  a s t a t e  of s tagnant  in ac t iv i ty ,  such a 
s t a t e  would, Indeed, be death to  the organism.3

On t h i s  dep ic t ion  we find a dual o b j e c t iv e .  'A taraxia '  and ' a p o n l a ' ,

the absence of pain in the body, are p o s i t e d  as the goals and the  mark

of su c ce ss ,  in con t ras t  to S t r i k e r ,  i s  not a Judgment but the condi t ion

of unimpeded, uncorrupted funct ioning of the healthy creature .

F in a l ly  J u l i a  Annas c i t e s  the Epicurean end as " ta lch lev ln g

the s t a t e  th a t  r e s u l t s  from f u l f i l l i n g  only the r ig h t  kind of 

d e s i r e s . " *  'A ta ra x ia '  i s  thus the k ind  of pleasure which r e s u l t s
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from l iv in g  by Epicurean s tandards .  Yet on Annas' view, there Is-a

paradoxical sense about the f ina l  end In tha t  what u l t imate ly  matters

Is  not what one does but o n e ' s  a t t i t u d e  towards those 'doings*.  Thus In

c o n s t r a s t  to  S t r ik e r ,  Annas views the culmination of the Epicurean

p r o j e c t  as  the attainment of a p a r t i c u la r  s t a t e  of mind.

So happiness I s ,  on r e f l e c t i o n ,  r ad ica l ly  
In te rna l ized .  I t  depends on what one does -  one 
cannot achieve Epicurean happiness by engaging In 
any old course of ac t ion  -  but happiness I t s e l f  Is
not c o n s l s t l t u t e d  by one 's  a c t i v i t i e s ,  but by what
could be c a l l e d  o n e ' s  a t t i tu d e  to  or po in t  of view 
on those a c t i v l t e s . 3

From t h i s  perspect ive ,  Epicurean success amounts to  having a tranquil 

a t t i t u d e  towards one 's  l i f e .  'Happiness' co n s i s t s  In having the 

t r a n q u i l  a t t i t u d e  and not having good reason fo r  having t h i s  tranquil 

a t t i t u d e .  I t  might seem th a t  t h i s  view Is  not r e a l l y  tha t  d i f feren t  

from S t r i k e r ,  but I view Annas' In tepre ta t lon  as  quite  d i f f e ren t .  On 

S t r i k e r ' s  view happiness I s  not a matter of being pleased with one's 

l i f e ,  but instead having a 1 l fe  about which good reasoning would be 

p leased .  On Annas' view, being pleased with o n e ' s  l i f e  makes that  l i fe  

a good l i f e .  In value terms, S t r ik e r  could be read as  claiming that for 

Epicurus having the r ig h t  kind of l i f e ,  I . e .  a l i f e  based upon good 

reasons ;  gives  one the r i g h t  kind of pleasure;  while Annas Is saying 

th a t  the presence of the r i g h t  kind of pleasure makes the r ig h t  kind of 

l i f e .

The second problem one encounters is  th a t  I t  seems from the 

small amount of f i r s t - h a n d  mater ia l we have from Epicurus, any of the 

views could be supported and a l l  of them could be refuted. Some 

examples might help to  make t h i s  claim c l e a r .  S ta r t ing  with the

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



59

pleasure  t h e s i s ,  one can c i t e  numerous passages where Epicurus claims 

th a t  the end to be sought i s  p leasure .  There seems to be l i t t l e  doubt 

th a t  Epicurus advocates the l i f e  of seeking pleasure .  He t e l l s  us  tha t  

" Ip l le a su re  Is  the s t a r t i n g  point  and goal of 1 iving b lessed ly ."*

He a l so  s t a t e s  that  "twle recognize t h i s  as  our f i r s t  Innate

g o o d . . .* ’’ And we recognize t h i s  "Innate  goodness* by the c r i t e r i o n  

of f e e l i n g .  However, he a lso  t e l l s  us tha t  b e l i e f s  cause great

d is tu rbances  in the soul and we need to use good reasoning "Cwlhlch

seaches out the reasons for  every choice and avoidance and d r ives  out 

the opinions  which are the sources of the g rea tes t  turmoil for  men's 

souls."® However when we note tha t  the reason why death i s  nothing 

to  us Is  because we will  feel no pain when we are dead and th a t  what 

causes no pain when present causes only unnecessary pain when not

p resen t ,  one Is  again swayed to the p leasure  th e s i s .  But then one reads

'Kurial  Doxai '  X ("Princip le  Opinions", KD hereaf te r )  and one i s  again

unsure.

I f  the things which produce the pleasures of
p r o f l i g a t e  men dissolved the I n t e l l e c t ' s  f e a r s
about the phenomena of the heavens and about death 
and pains  and, moreover, i f  they taught us the
l i m i t  of our des i res ,  then we should not have
reason to  c r i t i c i z e  them, s ince  they would be
f i l l e d  with pleasures from every source and would 
con ta in  no fee l ing  of pain  or d i s t r e s s  from any
source -  and tha t  Is what Is  bad.*

I f  p leasure  can and does produce d i s tu rb in g  s t a t e s  of mind, e .g .

d e s i r e s  which go "beyond the l im i t" ,  then pleasure seems not to be the

only th ing  a t  s take in the Epicurean p ro je c t .  And th i s  passage Is not 

the only problematic one as we can a l so  note KD XXX where the des ire  

which does not produce a fee l ing  of pain if  u n f u l f i l l e d  leads to
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dis tu rbance.

Among na tura l  d e s i r e s ,  those which do not lead to  a 
f e e l i n g  of  pain i f  not f u l f i l l e d  and about which 
there  Is  an Intense e f f o r t ,  these  a re  produced by 
groundless  opinion and they f a i l  t o  be dissolved 
not because of t h e i r  own nature but  because of the 
groundless  opinions of mankind.tQ

Again we have the same problem. Opinions seem to have a power

which undermines the " inna te  goodness" of p le a s u re .  Some readers  might

f ind  the absence of d i r e c t  reference to  p leasure  In t h i s  passage

problematic,  but we need to  be aware tha t  Epicurus equates the absence

of pain with p le a s u re .  The c o u n te r - in tu i t i v e  nature of t h i s  equation

wil l  be f u l l y  explored in Section 4 below. Here we need only note the

equation c i t e d  a t  KD I I I .

The removal of a l l  f ee l ing  of pa in  i s  the l imit  of 
the magnitude of p leasures .  Wherever a p leasurable  
f e e l i n g  i s  p re se n t ,  for  as long as  i t  i s  present ,
the re  i s  n e i th e r  a fee l in g  of p a in ,  nor a fee l ing  
of d i s t r e s s ,  nor b o t h . 11

There thus appears  to  be a c o n f l i c t  between how one ought to understand

the f ina l  end towards which the Epicurean p r o j e c t  i s  d i rec ted .  And the

c o n f l i c t  stems p r im a r i ly  from two competing In te rp re ta t io n  of Epicurus.

One in te rp re ta t io n  Is  the pleasure  t h e s i s  whereby one conceives the

f ina l  end of the p r o j e c t  as p leasure  and the o the r  i s  the s t a t e  of mind

account In which the  f ina l  end i s  dep ic ted  in terms of t r a n q u i l l i t y .

One means of so lv ing  t h i s  dilemma i s  to  reduce t r a n q u i l l i t y  of mind to

form of p leasure .  Annas o f f e r s  a version of t h i s  t a c t i c .

'A ta rax ia '  and 'apon la '  are s t a t i c  pleasures  
(Diogenes X 136). The end of the b lessed  l i f e  is  
bodily h e a l th  and 'ataraxia'CEpMen 128); a few
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l i n e s  l a t e r  I t  I s  s a id  th a t  the beginning and end 
of the b lessed l i f e  Is  p leasure ,  so u n le s s  we have 
a sudden switch of  f in a l  ends, "a taraxia ' '  I s  Ju s t  a
s p e c i f i c a t io n  of the kind of p leasure  t h a t  can be
our f ina l  end. T h is  Is  what we f ind  a t  131, where 
Epicurus says when we ca l l  pleasure the end we mean 
not p r o f l ig a te  p le a s u re  but absence of bodi ly  pain 
and mental " ta ra cha i"  or t roubles :  t h i s  i s ,  the
kind of p leasure which i s  elsewhere s a id  to  be 
s t a t i c  ra the r  than k i n e t i c . 12

The s t a t l c / k l n e t l c  d i s t i n c t i o n  and i t s  J u s t i f i c a t i o n  w i l l  be covered in 

sec t ion  4. For my purposes here  a l l  we need note Is  t h a t  Epicurus makes 

a d i s t i n c t i o n  between two k inds  of p leasures ;  the  s t a t i c  p leasures

being the ones worthy of p u r su i t  and the k i n e t i c  p leasu res  not so

worthy. To keep things  c l e a r  a t  t h i s  po in t ,  some d e f i n i t i o n  of t h i s  

d i s t i n c t i o n  ought to be no ted .  'K ine t ic  pleasure"  I s  r e s t o r a t i v e ;  the 

p leasure  one f e e l s  as pain  I s  being removed. " S t a t i c  pleasure" Is 

somewhat homeostatic;  i t  i s  what one f ee ls  a f t e r  pain has been removed, 

the p leasure  of being in our "na tura l  s t a t e " .  On Annas' In te rp re ta t io n  

' a ta ra x ia "  becomes a candida te  fo r  the f ina l  end because I t  i s  a kind 

of s t a t i c  p leasu re .  P leasure  thus  remains c r i t i c a l  in determining the 

f in a l  end and 'a ta rax ia"  thus  becomes a leg i t imate  goal because I t  is  

reducib le  to  s t a t i c  p leasure .

I want to  make one techn ica l  note before I move on to  explain 

why I be l ieve  t h i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of Epicurus i s  not c o r re c t .  This 

technical po in t  concerns the  depic t ion of 'apon ia" ,  the absence of 

pa in ,  and 'a ta ra x ia "  as s t a t i c  p leasures .  I am aware t h a t  t h i s  

c h a ra c te r iz a t io n  i s  qui te  common in the l i t e r a t u r e .  However, i t  seems 

problematic to  me. According to  the KD I I I  equation,  "pleasure* and the 

■absence of pain* are the same th in g .  I assume th a t  the p leasure  of KD
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I I I  I s  s t a t i c  p l e a s u re ;  I be l ieve  t h i s  assumption has to  be co r rec t  

s in c e  k in e t i c  p lea su re  would make no sense in the context  of KD I I I .  

Thus, I t  would appear to  me tha t  I t  Is  a m lsch a rac te r lza t lo n  to

des igna te  'a pon ia '  as  a "kind" of s t a t i c  p leasure because KD I I I

i d e n t i f i e s  ' a p o n ia '  as  s t a t i c  p leasure .  Perhaps a case could be made 

f o r  'a pon ia '  having two uses  -  one being r e l a t e d  to  the  absence of 

physica l  pain and thus rep resen t ing  a s p e c i f i c  token in the  c l a s s  of 

s t a t i c  p leasu res  while the o the r  use would be the general term to  cover 

the  e n t i r e  r u b r i c .  However, Epicurus gives us l i t t l e  reason to  be l ieve  

t h i s  to  be h i s  In te n t  although he does d iscuss  mental p le a su re s  and 

some support fo r  such a d i s t i n c t i o n  could be found, but the d i s t i n c t i o n  

should  be made q u i te  c l e a r  and i t  i s  generally  not .

I f  one i n t e r p r e t e s  Epicurus using the t h e s i s  th a t  s t a t i c

p leasu re  i s  the f in a l  end of the Epicurean p ro je c t ,  then the presence 

of  s t a t i c  p leasure  ought to  be necessary, s u f f i c i e n t  or  both for  

happiness .  However according to  the formal f i r s t - h a n d  d o c t r in e  there

a r e  problems fo r  a l l  of these  condi t ions .  The f i r s t  problem i s  tha t

s t a t i c  p leasure  a s  ' a p o n ia ' ,  and t h i s  i s  what i t  i s  by d e f i n i t i o n ,  i s

not  necessary for  happiness .  Nei ther  Epicurus on h i s  death-bed,  nor the 

wise man on the rack  " f e e l “ no pain. What they are able to  experience 

i s  a lack of t roubledness  by the presence of pain .  Thus the presence of 

s t a t i c  p leasure  i s  not a necessary condi tion for  Epicurean happiness.

As f a r  as  the su f f i c i e n c y  condi tion i s  concerned, the re  i s  no doubt

t h a t  'a pon ia '  can be s u f f i c i e n t  for  happiness.  However, n o t i c e  how weak 

the  claim becomes. 'Aponia'  can only be s u f f i c i e n t  for  happiness  when 

coupled with the presence of ' a t a r a x i a '  otherwise the t ro u b l in g  d e s i r e s
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of KD XXX, as  we wil l  see below, could not be problem. F in a l ly  s ince 

the weaker d is ju n c t iv e  d e s ig n a t io n s  f a l l ,  I t  Is obvious t h a t  s t ronger  

conjunct ive s p e c i f i c a t i o n  w i l l  not work e i t h e r .  I f  ' a p o n ia '  i s  not 

necessary and weakly s u f f i c i e n t  fo r  happiness,  then I t  cannot possib ly  

be necessary and s u f f i c i e n t .

Another po in t  on t h i s  Issue which deserves a t t e n t i o n  i s  

Epicurus '  not ion of "empty d e s i r e s " .  "Empty desires* are  d e s i r e s  based 

upon f a l se  b e l i e f s .  The c r i t i c a l  nature  of these f a l s e  b e l i e f s  Is  th a t  

Implic i t  in t h e i r  content  i s  some a l lu s io n  to one of two no t io n s .  The 

f i r s t  notion i s  th a t  If the d e s i r e  Is  not f u l f i l l e d  pain w i l l  r e s u l t .  

The second notion Is tha t  s ince  t h i s  des i re  Is not a t  p re sen t  f u l f i l l e d  

one Is In pain .  And the d e s i r e s  are ca l led  "empty" I f  one of these

not ions  i s  f a l s e .

One, If  not the , primary ob jec t ive  of the Epicurean p r o je c t  Is 

to  r i d  ourselves  of pain .  One of the Identi fying th re ad s  by which we

recognize the 'empty d e s i r e s '  I s  t h a t  they "do not lead to  a f e e l i n g  of

pain If not f u l f i l  l e d . Hia I f  empty des i res  do not lead to  pa in ,

then s t a t i c  p leasure  must be p r e s e n t 1*. However, If s t a t i c  p leasu re

i s  the end which the Epicurean i s  seeking,  then empty d e s i r e s  cannot be 

a problem because s t a t i c  p leasu re  Is  p resen t .  But the empty d e s i r e s  are 

a huge problem In the Epicurean scheme of things and t h i s  Is  because 

they d is tu rb  our ' a t a r a x i a ' .  I t ,  thus ,  seems tha t  the p le a su re  t h e s i s  

has to  be wrong and we ought to  t ry  another approach because the

presence of even the r i g h t  k ind  of pleasure Is not s u f f i c i e n t  for

happiness.

One way to  t ry  to  avoid  t h i s  dilemma Is to  co l lap se  the
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body/mind d i s t i n c t io n  and claim th a t  mental s t a t e s  have “f e e l s " .  There

i s  some support for  t h i s  kind of p o s i t i o n  in the l i t e r a t u r e .  Nussbaum

o f f e r s  the following explanat ion.

Unlike A r i s to t l e  and the S t o i c s ,  he(Eplcurus) does 
not make the d i s t i n c t i o n  between emotlonsCfear, 
anger,  love, g r i e f ,  envey, g r a t i t u d e ,  e t c . )  and 
appe t I t le s (hunger ,  t h i r s t ,  sexual d e s i r e ,  des ire  
fo r  warmth and s h e l t e r )  a c e n t ra l  theore t ica l
d i s t i n c t i o n ;  h i s  own d i s t i n c t i o n s  between “natural"
and "empty" and between bod i ly  and mental cut
across  I t .  For many a p p e t i t e s  have a "mental" 
component, while many emotions have a close
connection to  a bodily co n d i t io n .  And many 
a p p e t i t e s  are "empty", r e s t i n g  on f a l s e  b e l i e f s  
about Items tha t  are  n e i th e r  necessary nor even 
Important for  wel l -being;  and a t  l ea s t  some 
emotions may be based on b e l i e f s  t h a t  are  not f a l se  
but t r u e . 1*

The defense of the p leasure  t h e s i s  which would follow from t h i s

dep ic t io n  would be to  claim th a t  mental s t a t e s  have accompanying bodi ly

" fe e l s"  and tha t  mental d is tu rbances ,  e . g .  ' t a r a c h a l ' ,  are "pa in fu l" .  

One might imagine here g e t t in g  a s t r e s s  migraln .  However, t h i s  cannot 

be the proper explanation of Epicurus '  view because the problems of KD 

XXX s t i l l  remain. I f  I am troubled  by my d e s i r e  fo r  a pay-ra lse  and my 

o b s t in a t e  b o s s ' s  refusal  to  grant one, then I could have "pain" as  the 

bodi ly  c o r r e l a t e  of my mental s t a t e .  And, of course,  Epicurus would 

have the p e r fe c t  remedy by po in t ing  out t h a t  I am causing myself

unnecessary pain by my mental anguish over t h i s  Issue, But t h i s  only 

s o lv e s  h a l f  of the dilemma as  the problem with the des i res  th a t  do not

lead  to  a fee l ing  of pain remains. Perhaps,  some defenders of the

body/mind co l lapse  might be Incl ined  to  c la im th a t  there cannot be any

such th ings  as  " t roubl ing  d e s i r e s  which do not lead to a f e e l in g  of

pain" and tha t  the message of the passage 13 r e a l ly  about unnecessary

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



65

pain .  However, t h i s  move would render  c r i t i c a l  p a r t s  of the doctr ine  

vacuous as  a l l  u n f u l f i l l e d  d e s i r e s  would then lead to  a f e e l l n g  of 

pa in .  But c l e a r l y  on Epicurus '  view some do not and the r e s u l t  of 

pushing the  body/mlnd col lapse  to  the extreme makes I t  Impossible to 

t e l l  the d i f f e r e n c e .

The next approach would be to  take the declared  end In the 

"Le t te r  to  Menoeceus" s e r io u s ly .  While address ing Menoeceus about h is  

d e s i re  management program Epicurus s t a t e s  h i s  conception of the f inal

g o a l .

The unwavering contemplation of these ( the  kinds of 
d e s i r e s )  enables one to  r e f e r  every choice and
avoidance to  the hea l th  of the body and the freedom
of the soul from d is tu rbance ,  s ince  t h i s  Is the
goal of the b lessed l i f e . lrf(Note bracketed 
phrase  added for c l a r i t y  and contextual  s e t t in g )

Here we have a  dual f ina l end. "Health of the body" and "the freedom of 

soul from d is tu rbance" ,  p leasure  and t r a n q u i l l i t y  of mind, are  the 

c i t e d  ends. This Is  the passage to  which Annas r e f e r s  In the above

quo ta t ion1’' .  However, ra the r  than read  the passage In the reduct ive  

manner, the next l ine  of explanat ion would be to  take Epicurus a t  face

value.  Epicurus i s  o f fe r ing  a p r e s c r ip t i o n  for good l iv in g ,  a

conception of happiness,  which con ta ins  two threads  both of which need

to  be p resen t  In order to a t t a i n  the b lessed  end. The problem with t h i s

reading of Epicurus Is tha t  ' a p o n ia ' ,  as  we have seen, i s  not needed to

achieve Epicurean happiness. A good use of reason has the power to

overwhelm the  presence of pain.  Nussbaum pu ts  the problematic po in t  In 

p e r fec t  p e r s p e c t iv e .  In her d iscuss ion  of Epicurean therapy and

Epicurus'  d e s i r e  management program she notes  a s ig n i f i c a n t  consequence
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of the e n t i r e  p ro jec t  in r eg a rd  to bodi ly p a in s .

A tu to red  use of reason can help the ad u l t  to  avoid 
these pains :  by provid ing sources  of food, dr ink ,  
and s h e l t e r ,  by f ind ing  medical t rea tment ,  by 
forming f r ie n d s h ip s  tha t  provide  f u r th e r  support ,  
even bv using happy memories to  counteract bodily  
pain . *®(My underlin ing  added.)

The claim here seems to  be tha t  reason has two powers. F i r s t ,

reason can instrumenta l ly  a id  In the process  of properly decipher ing 

the c o r re c t  kinds of p leasure-producing  a c t l v l t e s  tha t  we ought to  

pursue.  But i t  a l so  appears  to  have a second power which might 

undermine the dual ends t h e s i s .  I f  reason can "counteract"  pa in ,  one of 

two th in g s  must be happening. The f i r s t  occurrence would be a s o r t  of 

" d i s t r a c t i n g "  or p a l l i a t i v e  e f f e c t .  I might "forget"  my toothache while 

r e ce iv in g  an important telephone c a l l .  The occurrence i s  f a i r l y  common. 

Some r e a d e rs  might be in c l in ed  to  suspect "unfe l t"  f e e l in g s  lurking in 

the background here ,  but the happening i s  common enough to be somewhat 

cogent.  And I Just  th ink i t  has to  be wrong to  argue tha t  when the 

phone c a l l  ends and the pain r e tu rn s  t h a t  I now have a "d if fe rent*  

p a i n . 1* However, I do not want to  belabor t h i s  po in t  as i t  does not 

r e a l l y  help the defender of the dual p o s i t io n  e i t h e r  way. Whether the 

pain goes away or i s  suppressed,  reasoning has shown I t s e l f  to  be more 

powerful than the pain .  Unless one wants to  claim th a t  hea l th  i s  a l so

r e s to r e d  in these types  of cases ,  i t  seems p r e t t y  c l e a r  tha t  only one

of the two ends Is s a t i s f i e d  and thus a dual perspec t ive  cannot be 

r i g h t .  And, of course, we s t i l l  have the p rev ious ly  noted dilemma where 

pain  does not d is tu rb  t r a n q u i l l i t y .

This wi l l  b r ing  us to  a f ina l  conception of Epicurus '  v is ion
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of happiness .  T ra n q u i l l i t y  of mind i s  the end of the p u r s u i t .

T ra n q u i l l i t y  of mind i s  p l e a s u ra b le .  Pleasure Is an a t t r i b u t e  of

t r a n q u i l l i t y ;  s p e c i f i c a l l y  the kind of pleasure  Epicurus c a l l e d

' s t a t i c * .  But i t  i s  not t r a n q u i l l i t y ' s  s t a t u s  as a s t a t i c  p leasu re

which makes i t  s p ec ia l .  What makes i t  special  is  the power t h a t  I t

bestows upon i t s  possessor .

As soon as the f e e l i n g  of pain  produced by want i s  
removed, p leasure  in the f l e s h  wil l  not Increase 
but i s  only v a r i e d .  But the l imit  of mental
p lea su res  i s  produced by a reasoning out of these 
very p leasu res [o f  the  f l e sh ]  and of things r e l a t e d  
to  these ,  which used to  cause the g rea te s t  fear  in 
the I n t e l l e c t . 20

'A ta rax ia '  i s  the l imit  of mental p leasu res .  "Mental p leasure"  i s  

super io r  to

the p leasu re s  of the f l e s h  because i t  can manage, control  and even 

usurp t h e i r  r a m if ic a t io n s .  Thus i t  i s  my content ion tha t  the Epicurean 

end Is a t ranqu i l  s t a t e  of mind; not because the tranquil s t a t e  of mind 

is  p leasu rab le ,  which of course  i t  i s ,  but because t r a n q u i l l i t y  of mind 

bes t  meets the c r i t e r i a  which Epicurus '  view demands of a happy l i f e .  

And, in f a c t ,  i f  one f a c to r s  in the c r i t e r i a  for  happiness as  the f in a l  

end which Epicurus shares  with h i s  competi tors ,  e .g .  s e l f - s u f f i c i e n c y  

and completeness, ' a t a r a x i a '  would be the only form of p leasu re  t h a t  

could f u l f i l l  the task as  the  o the r  forms of s t a t i c  p leasu re  are  

dependent upon e x te rn a l ,  o b jec t iv e  condi t ions  beyond the autonomous 

control  of the su b jec t .

2. Desires  and the External World

The ro le  which external goods play In Eplcuruean theory Is weaker than 

tha t  of A r i s t o t l e .  The ex te rna l lsm  in A r i s to t l e  i s  mild while  in
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Epicurus i t  I s  weak. By mild external  ism I mean th a t  for  A r i s t o t l e  the 

absence of c e r t a i n  external  goods s p o i l s  one happiness,  but the mere 

presence of c e r t a i n  external  goods Is  not s u f f i c i e n t  for  happiness.  

S trong external  Ism is  any view which maintains th a t  the presence of 

c e r t a i n  ex ternal  goods i s  s u f f i c i e n t  fo r  happiness,  as  some “ob jec t ive  

l i s t "  accounts maintain.  On the s trong e x t e r n a l i s t  view, the happiness 

of a person i s  determined independent of t h e i r  mind s t a t e .  Thus, 

A r i s t o t l e  would be a mild e x t e r n a l i s t  because h i s  view mainta ins  th a t  

though c e r t a in  ex ternal  goods are necessary fo r  happiness,  t h e i r  

presence i s  not s u f f i c i e n t .  The person must a l so  be in possession of

the  f u l l  complement of v i r t u e s  and these do requ ire  animation by 

c e r t a i n  in te rna l  condi t ions .  The weak e x t e r n a l i s t  would temper the

dependence even f u r th e r .  On the weak e x t e r n a l i s t  view, ob jec t ive

c o n d i t io n s  play only a causal ro le  and the s ig n i f i c a n t  causal e f f e c t  i s  

only the manner in which the presence or absence of the re levan t  

ex te rna l  goods a f f e c t s  the Internal  condi tion of the person. In simple 

terms,  for  Epicurus i f  the absence does not cause pain and d i s tu rb  

t r a n q u i l l i t y ,  then the absence cannot be bad.

On Epicurus '  view i t  i s  a f ac t  of nature  tha t  pain  i s

something which we a l l  i n s t i n c t i v e ly  avoid and d i s l i k e  while p leasure

i s  the natural  opposite of pain being something we i n s t i n c t iv e ly

pursue.  However, we a lso  f ind  tha t  t h i s  I n s t in c t  If always followed

w i l l  lead us to  problems.

So every pleasure  i s  a good th ing ,  s ince  i t  has a 
nature  congenial [ to  us ] ,  but not every one i s  to 
be chosen. Jus t  as  every pain too i s  a bad th ing,  
but not every one i s  such as to  always be avoided.
I t  i s ,  however, appropriate  to  make a l l  these 
d ec is ions  by comparative measurement and an
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examination of the advantages and d isadvantages.
For a t  some times we t r e a t  the good th in g s  as  bad 
and conversely, the bad th ings  as good.21

Epicurus should not be confused with any kind of U t i l i t a r i a n  

q u a n t i f i c a t i o n  of pleasure  over pain .  On Epicurus '  view the absence of 

pain i s  p leasu re .  An Epicurean does not go Jogging because f ive  

measures of pain will  t r a n s l a t e  in to  e ight  measures of p leasure .  The 

Epicurean goes Jogging because i f  she does not she i s  in v i t in g  fu tu re  

pain which may in turn  d i s tu r b  her t r a n q u i l l i t y .  Nei ther  " s t a t i c  

pleasure* nor t r a n q u i l l i t y  a re  the kinds of th in g s  which can be 

q u a n t i f i e d ,  a person e i t h e r  has  them or does n o t .  This  point  wil l  be 

e lab o ra ted  upon in sec t ion  4. The Epicurean "comparative measurement" 

i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  a type of "what if" pragmatic ques t ion :  "What if  I l ive  

a long l i f e  as  my austere  Epicurean l i f e s t y l e  wil l  probably, given good 

fo r tune ,  cause to  happen?" Then, I would c e r t a in ly  take the appropriate  

"measures" concerning my fu tu re  ex is tence .  There Is  poss ib ly  a temporal 

problem fo r  Epicurus regard ing  the nature of p leasu re  which wll 1 be 

examined In Section 4, but a t  t h i s  poin t  i t  I s  only the ro le  of 

ex ternal  goods which concerns us .

External goods are thus  purely Instrumental in the Epicurean 

scheme of th in g s .  We e a t ,  d r ink  and need s h e l t e r  only to avoid the 

p o s s i b i l i t y  of the pain which t h e i r  depr ivation would br ing .  The goods 

have no value in themselves. They are good or bad because of the 

p leasure  or pain which they br ing  us. Epicurus i s  an external

m in im a l is t .  One ought to pursue only those goods t h a t  are  necessary to 

avoid pain  and pursue these only i f  the pain wil l  d i s t u r b  t r a n q u i l l i t y .  

Any p o s i t i v e  p u rsu i t  of p leasu re  i s  a misreading of Epicurus '  message.
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I take t h i s  message to  be: i f  one has no pain ,  then p le a su re  Is

p re se n t ,  and I f  one has no p a in ,  there  can be no sound, e .g .  

"non-empty", reason to  have o n e ' s  t r a n q u i l l i t y  d i s tu rb e d .  The 

r e l a t io n s h ip  which Epicurus t r i e s  to  explain In the des i re  management 

program is  between pain ,  t r a n q u i l l i t y  and external  goods. Since the 

d is turbance of t r a n q u i l l i t y  Is  the primary concern for  Epicurus and 

s ince  pain Is  so le  leg i t im ate  reason to  have one ' s  t r a n q u i l l i t y  

d is tu rbed ,  the only external  goods with which we ought to  be concerned 

are  those whose absence produces pain which d is tu rb s  t r a n q u i l l i t y .

These goods are  represented in the theory as the d e s i r e s  which are 

■natural and necessary*.  And the  c r i t i c a l  fea ture  which I d e n t i f i e s  

these goods i s  tha t  the d e s i r e  to  pursue them Is based upon a 

"non-empty", e .g .  t ru e ,  b e l i e f .  Without food, water and s h e l t e r ,  I most 

l i k e ly  wil l  experience tranqul 11 l t y - d l s t u r b l n g  pain.

There are two other  types  of des i re s  which need spec ia l  

a t t e n t i o n  th a t  are c l a s s i f i e d  a s  negat ive - d e s i r e s  to  be avoided 

because they w i l l  unnecessar i ly  d i s t u r b  our t r a n q u i l l i t y .  The f i r s t  of 

the negat ive d e s i r e s  are those t h a t  are "natural but not necessary" ,

and they are def ined in KD XXX as  those d e s i r e s  "which do not lead to  a

f e e l in g  of pain i f  not f u l f i l l e d " . 22

The most common d e s i r e s  subsumed under t h i s  rubr ic  are  a p p e t i t e s  for

s p e c i f i c  o b jec t s .  The appe t i te  Is  natura l  but there Is  no need to  have 

the s p e c i f i c  o b jec t .  I f  one Is  hungry and t h i r s t y ,  bread and water  wil l  

s u f f i c e .  But I f  the person b e l i e v e s  th a t  only steak and champagne wil l  

do the t r i c k ,  then though the a p p e t i t e  i s  natural the demand Is 

unnecessary In the sense tha t  the pain could be el iminated by the bread
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and water .  Though there  may be d e f in i t i o n a l  problems with 'n a t u r a l '  

here ,  the s p i r i t  of the d i s t i n c t i o n  I would maintain Is bes t  understood 

In the ordinary  sense th a t  bas ic  su rv iva l  ap p e t i t e s  are "natura l"  while 

s p e c i f i c  a p p e t i t e - s a t i s f y i n g  tokens a re  not necessary. One c r i t i c a l  

manner to Id e n t i fy  these d e s i r e s  i s  t h a t  they contained an element of 

t r u th  and an element of fa lsehood.  I f  the ap p e t i t e  i s  not f u l f i l l e d  

pain wil l  r e s u l t ,  but the s p e c i f i c  objec t  des ired  If  not necessary 

makes the b e l i e f  p a r t i a l l y  f a l s e .  The th ing to keep In mind here Is 

th a t  expedient e l im ina t ion  of pain Is  the centra l  ob jec t ive  and f a l l i n g  

prey to  r e s t r i c t i o n s  on the means of a l l e v i a t i o n  by l im i t in g  oneself to 

a s p e c i f i c  ob jec t  or type of ob jec t  Is sub jec t ing  oneself  to

unnecessary pain .

The second type of negat ive  d es i r e s  are  those tha t  are

'n e i t h e r  na tura l  nor necessary".  These are  the d e s i r e s  fo r  "objects" 

whose absence produces no pain but d i s tu rb s  our t r a n q u i l l i t y .  These 

d e s i r e s  e s s e n t i a l l y  represent  what we might ca l l  the "socia l  d es i re s " .  

They occur as  a r e s u l t  of the " [ g r o u n d l e s s  oplnons of mankind".*3 

Unlike the "na tura l  but not necessary d e s i r e s " ,  there  I s  no t ru th

Involved In the b e l i e f s  from which these  d es i r e s  are  der ived .  They are 

based completely on "empty b e l i e f s " .  An "empty be l ie f s "  I s  a be l i e f  

which u n j u s t i f i a b l y  d is tu rb s  t r a n q u i l l i t y .  And an " u n ju s t i f i e d  

disturbance* of t r a n q u i l l i t y  Is  a d is turbance th a t  i s  not caused by 

p a in .  An example here might be someone who thought they could not be 

happy un less  they had a favorable  p ub l ic  rep u ta t io n .  Since the  absence 

of publ ic  re spec t  causes no necessary pa in ,  the b e l i e f  i s  "empty" and 

any d is turbance  i t  causes i s  not necessary .
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Though these  d e s i r e s ,  I . e .  n e i t h e r  na tura l  nor necessary,  tend 

to  be soc ia l  In n a tu r e ,  I believe t h a t  I t  I s  wrong to  construe Epicurus 

as  p lac ing  a l l  s o c ia l  d es i re s  In t h i s  ca tegory .  The th ing  to  note about 

these  d e s i r e s  i s  t h a t  the designation i s  con junct ive .  The tendency Is 

to  read Epicurus as  having no conceptual tool  In h i s  system to  advocate 

any kind of p o l i t i c a l / s o c i a l  concerns .2** However, given that 

Epicurus does advocate c e r ta in  soc ia l  concerns when a "na tura l  good", 

e . g  s e c u r i t y ,  I s  a t  s take ,  there does seem to  be some room In the 

system fo r  s o c l a l / p o l l t l c a l  ac t ion .  Epicurus th inks  t h a t  ce r ta in  

emotional r e a c t io n s  are natural and c a l l  fo r  appropr ia te  responses. 

There I s ,  fo r  Epicurus, a "natura l anger" .  Epicureans can reac t  and 

take soc ia l  cont ingencies  Into co n s id e ra t io n  If they have the r ig h t  

kind of reasons fo r  doing so. And Epicurus  makes t h i s  q u i te  c l e a r  at  KD 

VII.

Some men want to become famous and respected ,  
b e l i e v in g  t h a t  t h i s  Is the way to  acquire  s e c u r i ty  
a g a in s t  [o ther!  men. Thus, I f  the l i f e  of such men 
Is  secure ,  they acquire the n a tu ra l  good; but If  I t  
Is  not secure ,  they do not have th a t  fo r  the sake 
of which they st rove from the  beginning according 
to  what Is  n a tu ra l ly  c ongen ia l .23

I th ink t h i s  passage does give one the  conceptual resources  to  see how 

Epicurus can, w ith in  h i s  p r i o r i t i z e d  scheme, s o c ia l l y  r e a c t .  One e i th e r  

reads  the r e a c t io n  as  a natural emotional response for  the sake of what 

Is n a tu r a l ly  genial to  us.  Or one views the reac t io n  as  a purely 

pragmatic n eces s i ty  In order to avoid p o t e n t i a l  fu ture  pa in .  What makes 

a socia l  d e s i r e  " n e i th e r  natural nor necessary* Is  not I t s  social 

s t a t u s ,  but what Is a t  s take .  And If pa in  Is  a t  s tak e ,  then the be l ie f  

which animates the d e s i r e  Is not empty in the Epicurean sense .  Thus
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though t e c h n ic a l ly  a soc ia l  d e s i r e  may not be n a t u r a l ,  If  a natural 

good Is a t  s take  the des ire  would not be "not necessary" and thus would

not f a l l  in to  the negative ca tegory.

What comes out of t h i s  p i c tu re  of Epicurean d e s i r e  management

i s  the view tha t  for  Epicurus external  goods possess  only Instrumental

value.  He does not In S to ic  fashion shun the world. He has great 

r e spec t  for  the wor ld 's  power to  cause us pa in .  Any apparent hedonic 

tenor  i s  toned down by the s p e c i f i c a t i o n  tha t  "p leasure  simply Is the 

absence of pain*.  There i s  only one reason an Epicurean would seek 

p leasure  and th a t  reason i s  because of pain.  In f a c t ,  If one takes 

Epicurus to  the radical  extreme even pain has only an instrumental 

value.

For we do everything for  the sake of being n e i th e r  
in pain nor in t e r r o r .  As soon as we achieve t h i s  
s t a t e  every storm in the soul Is d i s p e l l e d ,  s ince  
the animal is  not in a passion to go a f t e r  some 
need nor to  seek anything e l s e  to  complete the good 
of the body and the sou l .  For we are  in need of 
p leasu re  only when we are  in pain because of the 
absence of p leasure ,  and when we are not In pa in ,  
then we no longer need p l e a s u r e .2*

"As soon as  we achieve t h i s  s t a t e  every storm in the soul is  

d i sp e l led ."  I t  thus seems c le a r  to  me th a t  what Epicurus proposes Is an 

account which e le v a te s  t r a n q u i l l i t y  of mind to  the  h ighest  po in t .  The 

primary source of motivation i s  the attainment of t h i s  s t a t e .  Pain can 

be a leg i t im ate  impediment to  t h i s  s t a t e  and thus our only i n t e r e s t  in 

pain and p leasure  Is Inst rumental.  The external  world i s  s ig n i f i c a n t  

only in the weak sense th a t  i t  can cause us pa in .  Managing matters  to 

minimize t r a n q u i l l i t y  m i t iga t ing  condi t ions  means approaching the world 

in a c au t ious ,  concerned manner in which f a c t s  and information are
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sy th e s lz ed  to motivate one to produce a l i f e  of t r a n q u i l l i t y .

3. Epicurus' '  Ethical  Problem

The Epicurean mora li ty  dilemma i s  r a t h e r  simple in form: How can a

theory which advocates the kind of s e l f - d i r e c t e d  p u r su i t ,  be i t  for

p leasu re  or t r a n q u i l l i t y ,  th a t  Epicurus endorses f ind  a legi t imate

place  fo r  mora li ty  in the sense of genuine o ther  concern? Where

A r i s t o t l e  t r i e d  to  t r e ad  the f in e  l ine  and a t  t imes even

v a c i l l a t e s 27', Epicurus seems to main ta in conceptual in te g r i ty  a t

a l l  cos t  as he claims th a t  exe rc is ing  the v i r t u e s  i s  fu l ly  compatible

with the Epicurean end. And though he t r i e s ,  as  in the following

passage a t  KD V, to  a l l e v i a t e  the problem by subsuming v ir tuous

behavior  under the p leasure  r u b r i c ,  i t  remains hard to  understand how

in a c t u a l i t y  such could be the case.

I t  i s  impossible to l ive  p le a san t ly  without l iv ing  
prudently ,  honorably and J u s t l y  and impossible to 
l ive  p rudent ly ,  honorably and J u s t l y  without l iv ing  
p lea sa n t ly .  And whoever lacks  t h i s  cannot l ive 
p l e a s a n t ly .20

The problem Is not only tha t  the passage Is  c o u n te r - ln tu l t l v e ,  but I t  

does not even appear to  be in t e rn a l ly  c o n s i s t e n t  with the general tenor 

of Epicurus '  p r o je c t .  I t  seems very d i f f i c u l t  to  understand how 

p leasu re  connects with J u s t i c e  and honor given th a t  the 'p l e a su re '  

worth Epicurean p u r su i t  i s  Jus t  the absense of pain .  The mention of 

honor in p a r t i c u l a r  seems t o t a l l y  inappropria te  given the Epicurean 

■fact" th a t  the only way the absence of honor could cause me pain would 

be i f  I had some empty des i re  animating my mind s t a t e ,  i . e .  I cared 

what people thought about me. J u s t i c e  might be somewhat more f e a s ib le ,
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but the kind of Jus t ice  a t  s take  would not solve  the s e l f - i n t e r e s t

problem. Acting to  secure J u s t i c e  might prompt someone to  help

e rad ica te  an un jus t  c iv ic  environment, but then su re ly  poss ib le

personal pain  would have to  be a t  Issue s ince  the only reason an

Epicurean would ac t  agains t an un jus t  government would be because I t

might ev en tua l ly  vict imize he r .  But behaving J u s t l y  fo r  J u s t i c e  sake 

could run s e r io u s ly  counter to  my deeper Epicurean concerns.  Taxes on

my Garden fo r  the  good of the poor could cause me to  f o r f e i t  my Garden. 

Of the th re e  declared v i r t u e s  only prudence seems to  present  no 

In te rnal  problem as  long as  one reads "prudence* In the s e l f - i n t e r e s t e d  

s p i r i t  advocated by the d es i re  management p r o j e c t .  This  reading of 

prudence i s  In the general s p i r i t  of the per iod ,  but I t  s t i l l  leaves , 

as  we saw with  A r i s to t l e ,  a c e r t a in  b as ic  form of egoism which Is very 

d i f f i c u l t  to  wed to  any kind of genuine benevolent I n t e r e s t s  In the 

wel l -being  of o th e r s .

In the  "Let ter  to Meneoceus", Epicurus o f f e r s  the same advice

given In KD V and adds, "For the v i r t u e s  are  na tu ra l  ad junc ts  of the

pleasan t  l i f e  and the p leasan t  l i f e  Is Inseparable  from them."at>

Assuming a d i sp o s i t io n a l  depic t ion  of the v i r t u e s ,  i t  I s  understandable

how the v i r t u e s  might produce p leasu re .  The problem Is  g e t t i n g  them to 

produce the r i g h t  kind of p leasure  without r e d e f in in g  the bas ic  content 

of what we normally take c e r t a in  v i r t u e s  to be. Even accepting 

Epicurus'  conception of j u s t i c e  as  mere " rec ip roca l  use fu lness" ,  I t

would seem th a t  no good Epicurean would be w i l l i n g  to  engage in an

unnecessary pain-producing quest In the name of J u s t i c e .  Yet t h i s  Is 

exact ly  what we would normally expect the advocate of J u s t i c e  to  do. I t
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Is  t rue  th a t  Epicurus does  t e l l  us tha t  sometimes we should be w i l l i n g  

to  undergo pains when a s  a r e s u l t  we will  get p leasure  from them. But 

in the s a c r i f i c e  case ,  one has to  wonder about t h i s .  Perhaps, t h i s  

might be a case where Nussbaum's claim of the co l lapse  of the 

emotional/physical d i s t i n c t i o n  might come in to  p lay .  I f  emotional 

s t a t e s  can be l i t e r a l l y  ■painfu l" ,  then my emotional attachment to  the 

w e l l -be ing  of o thers  might cause me severe pain .  Yet problems remain. 

Any emotional attachment to  the well-being of o the rs  would f a l l  Into 

the  second negative category of d e s i r e s .  Also, i t  Is not th a t  we cannot 

ge t  the v i r tu e s  to  produce emotive pleasure;  I t  Is th a t  th lo  seems to  

d e p ic t  the v i r t u e s  a s  an instrumental means to  the a g e n t ' s

p l e a s u r e / t r a n q u i l l i t y  and t h i s  methodology wil l  only save the theory a t  

the cos t  of devaluing the  v i r t u e s .  I f  the real  reason someone makes a 

c h a r i t a b l e  contr ibu t ion  i s  because I t  p leases  her ,  we would be le ss  

in c l in ed  to  p ra ise  the p e r s o n ' s  v i r tuous  s p i r i t .

Perhaps, Epicurus could use some type of a id  a t  t h i s  p o in t .  We 

might po in t  out the famous "Paradox of Hedonism"30. Someone cannot 

ge t  p leasure  from a l t r u i s t i c  ac t io n s  unless  they r e a l l y  do care  about 

the welfare  of o th e r s .  Someone l ike  Mandeville31 might claim th a t  

the only reason the mother saves  the ch i ld  from f a l l i n g  Into the f i r e  

was because I t  would have d i s tu rb ed  her t r a n q u i l l i t y  to  see I t  f a l l  

in to  the f i r e  and burn. The a s tu t e  defender of the "Paradox" would then 

p o in t  out tha t  t h i s  p o s i t i o n  has to  be wrong. The mother must r e a l l y  

ca re  about the c h i ld  because otherwise she could not  have had her 

t r a n q u i l l i t y  d is tu rbed  in the f i r s t  place . This kind of explanat ion 

might help Epicurus. He could  claim tha t  In order to  experience c e r t a in
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normative human "pleasures" and emotions, a rea l  genuine a f f e c t i o n  for

o the rs  must be p resen t .  And s ince  Epicurus does place g re a t  s tock  In

f r iendsh ip  as  he c lea r ly  s t a t e s  a t  KD XXVII, there might be some meri t

In t h i s  approach. "Of the th ings  which wisdom provides  fo r  the

b lessedness  of on e ' s  whole l i f e ,  by f a r  the g re a te s t  Is the  possession

of f r i e n d sh ip ."* 2 Of course ,  Epicurus nowhere advocates a  defense

of h i s  view based upon the  ram if ic a t io n s  of the a l leged  "Paradox of

Hedonism", and such a defense does s t i l l  seem to c o n f l i c t  with o ther

th ings  he does d i r e c t ly  say.

I f  you do not ,  on every occasion,  r e fe r  each of 
your ac t ions  to  the  goal of na ture ,  but in s tead
turn  prematurely t o  some other  [ c r i t e r io n !  In
avoiding or pursu ing  [ th in g s ! ,  your ac t ions  w l l 1 
not be cons is ten t  with  your reasoning .23

Thus, s ince  the goal of na tu re  Is  simply to  avoid pa in ,  the mother 

ought to  l e t  the ch i ld  f a l l  as  otherwise her  reasoning, e .g .  avoid 

pa in ,  would be In c o n f l i c t  w ith  her  ac t ion ,  e .g .  possibly  burning her  

In hands in the f i r e .  The problem seems d i f f i c u l t  to so lve .  Saving 

passages can be found only l a t e r  to  c o n f l i c t  with other passages ,  and 

no c ons is ten t  explanation to  sy n thes ize  the two dlchotomous goals  seems 

p o s s ib le .

Fur ther  problems a r i s e  when we think about the p reca r ious  

p o s i t io n  In which an Epicurean w i l l  be placed regarding o the r  people . 

As Annas3'* observes, the Epicurean cannot be r e l i e d  upon by o the rs  

as i t  w i l l  f requently  happen th a t  the Epicurean goal of pursuing

p leasure  will  f a l l  Into d i r e c t  c o n f l i c t  with the In te r e s t s  of o th e r s .  

And If  there  are  no external  r e s t r a i n t s  present  which would r e s u l t  in 

pain to  the Epicurean, given the choice between my pleasure  and someone
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e l s e ' s  pa in ,  there seems no reason why any Epicurean would deny 

themself  the pleasure  even i f  i t  meant behaving unv l r tuous ly .  Annas 

a l so  notes  in the same paragraph a cur ious  dilemma fo r  any f u l l y  avowed

Epicurean.  The theory i s  not one th a t  could be openly advocated.  I f  I

announce to  the world t h a t  the goal of nature i s  to  pursue my own 

p le a s u re ,  then other people w i l l  not t r u s t  me and t h i s  s i t u a t i o n  would 

make i t  more d i f f i c u l t  to  a t t a i n  my openly advocated g o a l . Thus, I 

could not l e t  others know my genuine Intent which seems to  pose a 

s e r io u s  problem for any acknowledgment on my p a r t  to  the v i r t u e  of 

t r u t h f u l n e s s .

Annas summarizes the  primary Epicurean mora l l ty  problem as 

fo l lows  in the same s e c t io n .  "All these  ob jec t ions  are aimed a t  a

theory  which ' s a y s '  tha t  I t  g ives  the v i r tu e s  i n t r i n s i c  va lue ,  but In 

f a c t  f in d s  i t  problematic to  do so, given tha t  i t s  f i n a l  end is

p l e a s u r e . " aa And even i f  I am r ig h t  and the f ina l  Epicurean end Is 

' a t a r a x l a ' ,  the d i f f i c u l t y  remains. The problem Is  simply th a t  our 

I n t u i t i o n s  balk  a t  the Idea of the v i r t u e s  having " I n t r i n s i c  value" and 

a t  the  same time being means to  our own pleasure  or t r a n q u i l l i t y .  Even 

i f  we hones t ly  discover t h a t  behaving v ir tuous ly  from a genuine,  noble 

i n te n t  tu rn s  out to be p leasu ra b le ,  once the discovery i s  made i t  w il l  

be d i f f i c u l t  to  keep t h i s  information out of the motivational  scheme. 

And the  more t h i s  information seeps in to  the scheme, the g r e a t e r  the 

temptation to  fac to r  from the  instrumental value of the v i r t u e s .  From a 

pragmatic perspect ive  t h i s  s i t u a t i o n  might not be a bad th in g .  I f  we 

could teach people th a t  behaving v i r tuous ly  would always "pay-off" in 

p lea su re  we might be w i l l i n g  to  take the theore t ica l  devaluing of the
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v i r t u e s  as  the cos t  of a more c i v i l  wor ld. However, from Epicurus '  

t h e o re t ic a l  p e r sp ec t iv e  I t  does seem to  cause problems for  the theory 

as  well as  the s t a t u s  of the v i r tu e s .  I f  the v i r t u e s  are instrumental  

means to p le a s u re ,  they cannot have i n t r i n s i c  value .  And If  they do not 

have i n t r i n s i c  value,  the pleasure  motive i s  necessary and 

s e l f - i n t e r e s t  as  th e  motivator  seems inescapable .

The l a s t  sentence deserves some comment before moving on to

the next s e c t io n .  As noted with A r i s to t l e  and as  we observe in Epicurus 

there  i s  a c e r t a i n  form of egoism which seems to  animate these views. 

I f  s e l f - i n t e r e s t  i s  a motivational f a c to r ,  v i r t u e  for  v i r t u e ' s  sake Is 

in constant  tens ion  with any theory t h a t  makes v i r tue  important but 

s tands  on a framework which makes happiness  the primary m ot iva t ing  

f ac to r  In l i f e .  I t  Is  my view tha t  the problem cannot be solved w i th in  

these frameworks. I f  one Is going to  co n s t ru c t  a theory which i s  

Intended to  answer Socra tes '  quest ion,  "How ought we to  l iv e  our 

l ives?* and one wants to  give m ora l i ty ,  as  genuine other concern, a

cen tra l  place in the theore t ica l  answer, e g o i s t i c  motivation must be

d e f l a t ed  f i r s t .  C lass ical  Western views tend  to  ignore t h i s  issue  and 

concentrate  in s tead  on t ry ing  to  show how moral i ty  wil 1 in the end 

r e s u l t  in enhancing one ' s  happiness.  However, we w i l l  see l a t e r  In t h i s  

work how on the approach of c e r ta in  e g o -d e f la t in g  Eastern views, the 

r e s u l t s  might be very d i f f e r e n t .

4. P le a su re ' s  Limit

The ro le  p leasu re  p lays  In Epicurus'  conception of happiness has been 

in the fo re f ron t  of our a t t en t io n  due to  I t s  c rucia l  Importance to

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



v i r t u a l l y  every top ic  which Epicurus d i sc u s se s .  This be ing  the case

many of the top ic s  which might have appeared in t h i s  s e c t io n  have been 

addressed.  Given t h i s  s i t u a t i o n  r a th e r  than rehash p l e a s u r e ' s  r o l e ,  I 

want to  examine Epicurus '  understanding of  pleasure  and in p a r t i c u l a r  

p l e a s u r e ' s  l im i t .  By ' p l e a s u r e ' s  l i m i t ' ,  I mean s p e c i f i c a l l y  the

Epicurean problems which r e l a t e  to p l e a s u r e ' s  magnitude and the

temporal l im i t  which Epicurus p laces  upon th e  m anifes ta t ion  of pleasure  

in o n e ' s  l i f e .  The two p r in c ip le  theses  which Epicurus p u t s  fo r th  on

these  p o in t s  are  as follows. The magnitude limit  has a l ready  been

def ined  as  given in KD I I I  and the p r in c ip l e  claim there  i s  t h a t  "the

l im i t  of the magnitude of p leasu res  i s  the absence of  pa in ."  The

temporal problem concerns the t h e s i s  given in a number of  p la ce s  but

the main s p i r i t  of the p o s i t io n  i s  b e s t  exemplified by KD XIX

"Unlimited time and l imited  time contain equal [amounts o f ]  p leasu re ,

i f  one measures i t s  l im i t s  by reason ing ."3* I wil l  now examine each 

of these th e se s .

Cicero in _de Finibua Book 1 r e p o r t s  the following p o s i t io n  of

Epicurus.

So gen e ra l ly ,  the removal of pa in  causes p leasure  
t o  take i t s  p lace .  Epicurus consequent ly maintained 
t h a t  there  i s  no such th ing  as  a  neutral s t a t e  of 
f e e l i n g  Intermediate between p lea su re  and pain ;  f o r  
the  s t a t e  supposed by some th in k e r s  to  be n e u t r a l , 
being charac te r ized  as  i t  i s  by e n t i r e  absence of 
p a in ,  i s  I t s e l f ,  he he ld ,  a p l e a s u re ,  and, what i s  
more, a p leasure of the h ighest  o rd e r .  A man who i s  
conscious of h is  condi t ion  a t  a l l  must necessa r i ly
feel  e i t h e r  p leasure or pain .  But complete absence
of pain Epicurus cons iders  to be the l im i t  and
h ighes t  poin t  of p leasu re ;  beyond t h i s  po in t
p leasure  may vary In kind, but i t  cannot vary In
in t e n s i ty  or degree . 97
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Though the view here comes from a second-hand source ,  the re  seems to  be 

l i t t l e  doubt th a t  one must a t t r i b u t e  t h i s  kind of p o s i t io n  to  Epicurus 

given the c i t e d  KD I I I  "p leasu re  equals no pain" equa t ion .  There might 

be a  question-begging problem with the issue th a t  "one who i s  conscious 

must n ec e s sa r i ly  feel e i t h e r  p leasure or pain" as  t h i s  would only be 

t ru e  i f  the "pleasure equals  no pain" equation Is  t ru e  and no other 

support  Is  given for  the p o s i t i o n .  However, given Epicurus '  col lapse  of 

the emotional /physical  d i s t i n c t i o n ,  he c e r t a i n l y  would have some 

r a t i o n a l e  for  the view. Someone who had no pain and was conscious would 

have some kind of p o s i t iv e  emotional response towards the condit ion,  

even i f  i t  were only the t a c i t  acknowledgement of the condi t ion .  And if  

emotions do have bodily c o r r e l a t e s ,  then i t  would seem th a t  a case 

could  be made for  t h i s  p o s i t i o n .  Thus i f  emotions count as  p leasures  

and p a in s ,  there does seem to  be some argument embedded In t h i s  view. 

Another way to argue t h i s  p o s i t io n  within an Epicurean framework would 

be t o  note  tha t  unl ike A r i s t o t l e ,  Socrates,  P la to  or  the S toics ,  

Epicurus has no qualms about reducing the good to  p le a su re .  Therefore, 

i f  good equals  pleasure  and having no pain i s  good, i t  seems a truism 

th a t  having no pain must be a p leasu re .

Of course,  these views are  not uncontes tab le ,  but they do seem 

to be the argued p o s i t io n  of Epicurus. The usual defense of the view 

th a t  "p leasure  j u s t  is  the absence of pain" takes  i t s  support  from the 

Epicurean pos i t ion  given by Cicero in de F i n i bus where the 

k i n e t i c / s t a t i c  d i s t i n c t io n  i s  c i t e d  and exp la in ed .38 On t h i s  view, 

as  noted above, there are two kinds  of p leasure;  one i s  the r e s to r a t iv e  

and the  o ther  a s o r t  of homeostatic condit ion whereby we experience the
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pleasure  of being In our "na tura l  s t a t e " .  K inet ic  p leasure  is

cha rac te r ized  by movement, f o r  example the pleasure  of s a t i s f y i n g  my

hunger. S t a t i c  p leasure  i s  not  charac te r ized  by movement, fo r  example 

the p leasure  of not being hungry. Annas def ines  s t a t i c  p leasure  as 

" t t l h e  p leasu re  you have when there  i s  no pain or  want to  be

removed."3* This c h a ra c te r iz a t io n  of pleasure  i s  a good example of 

how Epicurean pleasure c u t s  r ig h t  across the emotional/mental

d i s t i n c t i o n .  One i s  not exper ienc ing  s t a t i c  p leasure  If  one has an

u n f u l f i l l e d  d e s i r e .  Agitating b e l i e f  s t a t e s ,  i . e .  s t a t e s  of mind which 

depend upon propost ional  co n ten t ,  l ike  anger,  Joy, contempt or  Jealousy 

are subsumed along with toothache,  s ickness ,  hunger and burns under the 

"painful* ru b r i c .  The k in e t ic  p le a su re s  are the p leasures  we feel  as  we 

are being r e s to r e d  to our n a tu ra l  s t a t e .  The in tu i t i o n  which seems to 

be d r iv in g  t h i s  view is  that  the  pleasure  one experiences  in g r a t i f y in g  

one 's  t h i r s t  i s  d i f f e r e n t  from the p leasure one experiences  when one 's  

t h i r s t  Is  s a t i s f i e d ,  e .g .  when t h i r s t  i s  not p resen t .  Epicurus c lea r ly  

considers  the l a t t e r  type of p leasu re  to be the r ig h t  one to  pursue. 

And on my reading of Epicurus, the r a t io n a le  behind the  advocacy of 

pursuing s t a t i c  p leasure would be tha t  ' a t a r a x i a '  i s  most ea s i ly  

maintained under t h i s  condi t ion.  However, notice again how the col lapse  

makes theory-saving  sense a t  one po in t ,  but then has the  problem of 

expla ining how the empty d e s i r e s ,  those which cause no pain If  not 

f u l f i l l e d ,  can become a problem.

Given the nature of the  homeostatic p leasure ,  i t  follows In a

sense tha t  s t a t i c  pleasure  i s  not  something which can be increased .  And

if  ' a t a r a x i a '  i s  a kind of s t a t i c  p leasure ,  there is  some sense to be
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drawn from the claim th a t  t h i s  kind of p leasure  cannot be Increased. 

T r a n q u i l l i t y  of mind Is  not something which comes In q u a n t i t i e s .  We 

e i t h e r  have I t  or we do not ,  and the Idea of g e t t i n g  more of I t  could 

only make sense in a  temporal context which, as  we wil l  see below, 

Epicurus  denies .

The problems with the view th a t  p leasure  cannot be Increased 

and i s  In fac t  merely the absence of pain are  cons iderab le .  The f i r s t  

dilemma Is  tha t  the view might c e r t a in ly  be saved If we could make the 

' a t a r a x i a '  equals ' p l e a s u r e '  equation work. However, the d i f f i c u l t y  Is 

t h a t  Epicurus does not r e a l l y  say t h i s  and, as we have seen, too many 

o th e r  theses  make the d i r e c t  Iden t i ty  Improbable. The most one could 

glean from the av a i la b le  t e x t s  i s  tha t  ' a t a r a x i a '  I s  p leasu rab le ,  but 

so a r e  sex and food. 'P l e a s u r e '  has  a much wider scope than ' a t a r a x i a ' .  

Some p leasu re s  w l l 1 spo il  our ' a t a r a x i a '  as EpIcurus was we 11 aware. If  

the c r i t i c a l  pleasure  we are  supposed to  be seeking and the one which 

cannot be Increased Is ' a t a r a x i a ' ,  why does Epicurus In the crucia l  KD 

I I I  passage use 'hedone'  and not ' a t a r a x i a '  when he s e t s  the l imit  of 

' p l e a s u r e s '  magnitude a t  the absence of pain? One reason,  noted by 

Cicero ,  i s  that  the e a r ly  I n tu i t i o n s  about p l e a s u r e ' s  Innate goodness 

a re  drawn from the f a c t  t h a t  we a l l  l ike  physical p leasu re  and as long 

as  we s tay  physically  grounded i t  i s  hard to deny th a t  p leasure is  

good, e . g .  p leas ing.  However, when Epicurus t a lk s  about 'p l e a s u r e '  as 

the f in a l  end to be sought,  the scope needs to  be narrowed. The most he 

I s  e n t i t l e d  to Is that  p leasu re  Is good and ' a t a r a x i a '  i s  the best kind 

of p le a s u re ,  therefore  pursue ' a t a r a x i a ' .  However, Jus t  because the 

r i g h t  kind of p leasure  Is  not something which can be increased does
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assure us  th a t  the other  k inds  cannot be increased and the above 

passage, I . e .  Cicero,  c lea r ly  does r e f e r  to  “kinds of p leasu re" .

Perhaps, we could c h a r i t a b ly  a t t r i b u t e  to  Epicurus the claim 

th a t  only the r i g h t  kinds of p lea su re  cannot be Increased. This  i s  the 

approach taken by Annas and i t  i s  aimed a t  the f a l lo u t  from the  Cicero 

c r i t i c i s m .  From C ice ro ' s  p e r sp ec t iv e ,  Epicurus equivocates when he uses  

the physica l p leasu res  to e s t a b l i s h  h i s  claim about p l e a s u r e ' s  goodness 

while,  In f a c t ,  on Cicero 's  r ead ing  i t  i s  only mental p le a su re s  which 

count as  s t a t i c .  And Annas addresses  the issue with the fol lowing 

r e b u t t a l .

Epicurus th inks of p leasu re  not as  a uniform 
sensa t ion  th a t  one cou ld  get  more or less  of from 
d i f f e r e n t  a c t l v l t e s ,  but  r a th e r  as what r e s u l t s  
from f u l f i l l i n g  a d e s i r e .  In seeking p leasure ,  what 
m at te rs  i s  tha t  we f u l f i l l  those des i res  which are  
n a tu r a l ,  and the Epicurean s t r a t e g y  for  l iv in g  the 
bes t  l i f e  Is d i r e c te d  a t  f ind ing  and following 
na tura l  d e s i r e s .  Natural d e s i r e s ,  however, do not 
produce mental r a th e r  than bodily p leasures ;  r a th e r  
the n a tu ra l /n o t  n a tu ra l  d i s t i n c t i o n  cuts  r i g h t  
ac ross  th a t  of mental and b o d i ly .40

One technical  poin t  before I move on to  the th rus t  of t h i s  view. I t  i s  

not only "natura l  des ires" which we ought to f u l f i l l .  I t  i s  only the 

natural and necessary des i re s  t h a t  we ought to f u l f i l l .  The "natura l  

and necessary des ires"  are the ones which r e s u l t  In necessary pain i f  

not f u l f i l l e d .  This point might seem p e t ty  as Annas i s  wel l-aware of 

t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  and the omission Is  probably only an overs igh t .  

However, qu i te  a few technical  issues  are Involved with t h i s  po in t .  

Technical ly any u n f u l f i l l e d  d e s i r e  wil l  d i s tu rb  our va t a r a x l a ' .  What 

needs managing are the unnecessary d is turbances  and these a re  the ones 

which r e s u l t  in no pain i f  not f u l f i l l e d .
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The p leasu re  which Annas claims Epicurus Is  advising us to 

pursue i s  simply the pleasure of being In our  na tura l  s t a t e .  I t  i s  a 

condi t ion  which synthes izes  good hea l th  and peace of mind. I have used 

homeostasis t o  describe t h i s  condi t ion .  Annas d e f ines  the condition as 

*what r e s u l t s  from f u l f i l l i n g  a des i re .*  When we f u l f i l l  a des ire  both 

the mental a g i t a t i o n  and the physical pain which goaded us to seek out 

the ob jec t  of  fu l f i l lm en t  are e l iminated ,  and we are re turned to the 

natura l  c o n d i t io n ,  e .g .  no pain and no a g i t a t i o n .  This  i s  a condit ion 

which obviously cannot be increased. I t  i s  a l so  the condit ion

represen ted  by s t a t i c  p leasure .  However, t h i s  i s  a considerably weaker 

claim than e i t h e r  KD I I I  or C ice ro ' s  above c i t e d  Epicurean makes. I f  

Epicurus were only claiming th a t  s t a t i c  p leasure  cannot be Increased or 

th a t  s t a t i c  p lea su re  is  the b e s t ,  there  would be no problem. However, 

C ic e ro ' s  Epicurean and KD I I I  seem to  be making a s t ronger  claim about 

'p l e a s u r e '  and not  j u s t  about a s p e c i f i c  kind of p leasu re .

I b e l i e v e  tha t  t h i s  s t ronger  claim has  to  be wrong. In order 

for  the s t r o n g e r  pos i t ion  to  be t ru e ,  i t  would have to  be shown tha t  

unexpected and unwanted g i f t s  of good fortune do not Increase the f e l t  

q u a l i ty  of my l i f e  exper ience. I f  the s t ro n g e r  cla im i s  t rue ,  then 

Epicurus not only has  to t e l l  me th a t  being in the na tura l  condi tion is

the most e x c e l l e n t  form of p leasu re ,  but a l s o  t h a t  i f  I des ire

something and be l ieve  I t  to  be more p leasu rab le  than the natural 

condi t ion ,  I am wrong. For example, Imagine th a t  I am s ta rv ing  and

t h i r s t y  when I am presented with a hef ty  he lp ing  of bread and water.  

The pain subs ides  and I am now basking in the  p leasure  of my natural 

condit ion when much to my supr lse  my f a v o r i t e  d e s se r t  appears.  On
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Epicurus '  view when I ea t  the d e s se r t  my p leasu re  does not Increase but 

Is  only v a r ied ,  but t h i s  s t i l l  seems wrong. Given the option between a 

d a l ly  dose of bread and water or  the  d a l ly  dose with the d e s s e r t  

a t ta c h e d ,  I choose the l a t t e r  everytlme,  a t  l e a s t  as long as  I do not 

have hea l th  problems r e l a t i n g  to  the d e s s e r t  or i t s  c a lo r i e s .  And the 

reason I choose the l a t t e r  Is because I t  t a s t e s  more p leas ing .  Epicurus 

would c e r t a in ly  be c o r re c t  to t e l l  me t h a t  I am unwise to develop t h i s  

dependency, but  he a l so  has to t e l l  me t h a t  my b e l i e f  and the f e e l i n g  

which accompanies i t ,  i . e .  tha t  the l a t t e r  Is  more p leas ing  than the 

former, Is  f a l s e  because I am r e a l l y  only p r e f e r r in g  a v a r i a t i o n .  But 

If  I p r e fe r  the  v a r i a t io n ,  the re  may be some reason why I p r e f e r  the 

v a r i a t io n  and I t  might not be only because I have a fa l se  b e l i e f .  An 

i n t e r e s t i n g  p o in t  would be wine t a s t e r s  o r ,  In f a c t ,  any well t r a in e d  

p leasure  e v a lu a to r .  On Epicurus '  view the  wine t a s t e r  does not p r e f e r  

the more p lea su rab le  wine, she simply p r e f e r s  one va r ia t ion  of p leasu re  

to  another ,  but  we s t i l l  have the same problem. Why the preference? And 

the only p o ss ib le  answer has to be th a t  the  v a r i a t io n  t a s t e s  b e t t e r .  Is 

more p leasu rab le .

Another puzzling problem on t h i s  top ic  i s  tha t  pain does seem 

to  vary in i n t e n s i t y .  Some pains  are worse than o thers .  'Worse' and 

'more'  are c e r t a i n l y  appropria te  terms to  use in describ ing painfu l  

exper iences.  Our physical i n t u i t i o n s  about p a i n ' s  in tens i ty  var iance 

seem qui te  sound. In f a c t ,  these i n t u i t i o n s  would form a major f a c to r  

in properly managing our l ives  according to  Epicurus '  recommendations. 

Yet,  If  Epicurus Is r i g h t ,  the converse In tu i t io n s  we have about 

p leasure  are not r e l i a b l e  and ac tu a l ly  a l l  wrong even though by the
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c r i t e r i o n  of fee l in g ,  Epicurus'  avowed measuring s t i c k ,  the Information 

they p re se n t  compels us In the opposite  d i r e c t io n .  The problem Is  that  

the phys ica l  Ism Is  undermined by do c t r in e  In the p leasure  case while 

the physical Ism Is  used to support and guide doctr ine In the pain case, 

but we f in d  no p r inc ip led  r a t io n a le  fo r  the decision and It- seems to be 

a r a th e r  a r b i t r a r y  choice. In o the r  words, I might claim th a t  anyone 

who Is  conscious must necessa r i ly  feel  e i t h e r  warm or co ld .  I might 

then de f ine  'warmth' as the absence of cold.  But I t  would c l e a r ly  be 

wrong to  claim th a t  though cold  does come In degrees warmth does not.  

The l im i t  of the magnitude of warmth could be described as  the absence 

of cold .  But there  Is no p r in c ip l e d  reason why I could not change my 

d e s c r ip t io n  and claim tha t  ' c o l d '  i s  the absence of warmth, then note 

t h a t  the l im i t  of c o ld ' s  magnitude i s  the absence of h e a t .  However, 

s ince  they both seem to come In degrees any such choice would be purely 

a r l b l t r a r y  and require  s t ro n g  backing to disengage the 

c o u n t e r - i n t u i t i o n s .  And th i s  Epicurus does not give us.

The po in t  which needs to  be noted on t h i s  to p ic  Is a 

d i s t i n c t i o n  between two separa te  I ssues .  Epicurus may be r i g h t  about 

what r e a l l y  Is the best kind of p leasu re  and i f  he Is r i g h t  about t h i s  

p o in t ,  then the bes t  kind of p leasu re  Is  not something which can be 

Increased. However, I t  remains problematic  to extend the Id e n t i f i a b le  

q u a l i t i e s  of s t a t i c  pleasure to  a l l  p leasu res .  But If  these  q u a l i t i e s  

cannot be extended to  a l l  "p leasu res" ,  then i t  seems u n fa i r  to  Ju s t i fy  

p l e a s u r e ' s  goodness by using the common a t t r i b u t e s  shared  by al l  

' p l e a s u r e s '  under the broad-scope of  the term and then use the assent 

gleaned from the broad-scope use to  argue for  h is  p ro je c t  on the bas is
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of a q u a l i ty  only found In the narrower case of s t a t i c  p leasu re .  In

other  words, Epicurus motivates  h i s  p r o je c t  with two c r i t i c a l  premises .

The f i r s t  I s  p l e a s u r e ' s  goodness and the  second a lack of I n te n s i ty

var iance .  I f  these  are  both t ru e ,  then he has  good reasons to  endorse

h i s  program. Both s ta tements  can be t r u e .  But In order for  both to  be

re lev an t ly  t r u e ,  ' p l e a s u r e '  needs to have the same scope In both

s ta tements .  All p le a su re s  need to have the c r i t i c a l  q u a l i ty  of 

in t e n s i ty  Invar iance.  And I t  Is t h i s  po in t  which I contend Is suspec t .  

The l im i t  of the magnitude of a l l  p leasu res  i s  not the absence of p a in .

A second issue  on pleasure  which Epicurus takes  to be of g re a t

Importance to  h i s  p r o je c t  concerns p l e a s u r e ' s  temporal l im i t .  According

to  Epicurus more p leasu rab le  time does not mean more p leasure .  In KD

XIX he s t a t e s ,  "Unlimited time and l imi ted  time contain equal [amounts

of l  p leasure  If one measures I t s  l im i t s  by reason ing ."* l Two things

are  worth noting on t h i s  passage. The f i r s t  i s  the a l lu s io n  to

' r ea so n in g '  mlgfat tempt one to  think th a t  Cicero Is  r ig h t  and Epicurus

i s ,  a s  argued in Sect ion  1, o f fe r ing  a s t a t e  of mind account.  A second

poin t  Is  th a t  the advice  here seems to run con t ra  the avowed " c r i t e r i o n

of feel ing" passage in the "Let ter  to  Meneoceus". There we a re

s p e c i f i c a l l y  to ld :

And t h i s  Is  why we say th a t  p leasure  Is the
s t a r t i n g - p o i n t  and goal of l iv in g  b le ssed ly .  For we 
recognize t h i s  as  our f i r s t  innate  good, and t h i s  
Is our s t a r t i n g - p o in t  for  every choice and
avoidance and we come to t h i s  by judging every good 
by the c r i t e r i o n  of f e e l in g .* 2

Some readers  might be Incl ined to note the r e fu t in g  passages which 

follow t h i s  s ta tement where Epicurus c l e a r l y  advises  Meneoceus not to
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Indulge in c e r t a i n  p leasures  and thus  not f in d  a c o n t r a d ic t io n  on t h i s  

Issue.  However, the r e fu t in g  passages  are  a l l  aimed a t  not indulging In 

p leasu res  which w il l  u l t im a te ly  b r ing  on more pain than they a re  worth. 

And thus  Epicurus i s  s t i l l ,  in "The L e t te r  to Meneoceus", us ing  the 

c r i t e r i o n  of f e e l i n g  a l b e i t  modified by Epicurean d e s i r e  managment- 

concerns while In the KD XIX passage something beyond f e e l in g  Is 

usurping the f e e l in g  c r i t e r i o n .  The c r i t i c a l  f ac to r  in KD XIX i s  tha t  

I t  i s  r eason ing  about p leasures  and not p leasure  per  se  which will 

d e l iv e r  th e  goa l .

A defending Inc l ina t ion  to  t h i s  poin t  might come In the  form 

of some re fe ren ce  back to the co l lapse  of the physical/menta l  p leasure  

d i s t i n c t i o n .  The argument would be th a t  reasoning c o r r e c t l y  Is a form 

of s t a t i c  p l e a su re .  However, i f  t h i s  i s  the defending move i t  s t i l l  in 

a sense f a i l s .  "Good reasoning about p leasure" may be p lea s u ra b le .  But 

i f  good reasoning  i s  p leasurable  and t h i s  Is why we ought to do I t ,  

then the r o l e  of "good reasoning" i s  purely Instrumental In r e l a t i o n  to 

p leasu re .  However, the tenor  of KD XIX only makes sense in a Judgnent 

mode. "Reasoning about pleasure* c l e a r ly  means making a judgnent .  We 

are  not being t o l d  to  reason well in order  to produce p le a s u re .  We are 

be ing t o l d  If  we reason wel l ,  then we wil l  discover  something about 

p leasure  -  namely th a t  time Is  not a re levan t  f a c t o r  In assess ing  

p leasu re .  In f a c t ,  the reason we are being to ld  to  reason about 

p leasure  i s  because the "feel"  of p leasure  cannot always be t ru s te d .  

Thus, to  note the physical/mental p leasure  co l lapse  here  would be to 

confuse a f e l t  symmetry with a functional  asymmetry.

One l a s t  problem on t h i s  Issue i s  tha t  the re  seems to  be a

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



90

p e c u l i a r  asymmetry between p le a su re  and pain .  Pains  are c l e a r ly  subjec t

to  temporal considera t ions .  Epicurus  t e l l s  us a t  KD IV th a t ,

The fee l ing  of pa in  does not l inger  continuously In
the f le sh ,  r a t h e r ,  the  sharpest  Is p re sen t  for  the
sh o r t e s t  t ime, while  what merely exceeds the
f e e l in g  of p leasure  In the f le sh  l a s t s  only a few 
days. And d i se a se s  which l a s t  a long time Involve 
f ee l in g s  of p lea su re  which exceed f e e l in g s  of
pa in .* 3

This  passage seems very hard  to  reconci le  with the non-temporal s t a t u s

of p l e a s u re .  Since there  i s  a t a c i t  implicat ion th a t  the shor tness  of

the severe  pain compensates fo r  the in te n s i ty ,  one has to wonder about 

the n a tu re  of the compensation which seems p r e t ty  c l e a r ly  to Imply more 

time spent  in pleasure.  A p o s s ib le  defense to t h i s  object ion might be 

t h a t  Epicurus is  only t a lk in g  about the quant i ty  of p leasure and tha t  

t h i s  q u an t i ty  is  not Increased temporally.  However, even given t h i s  

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  which i s  c e r t a i n l y  in harmony with the s p i r i t  of KD XIX, 

once Epicurus announces a t  KD XX tha t  understanding the nature  of 

p le a su re  has  the e f f e c t  of  e l im ina t ing  the "Cnleed of unlimited  

time"'*'*, we can see tha t  more i s  a t  s take than "quan t i ty " .  Living a 

longer  l i f e  Is  not more p leasu rab le  than l i v in g  a sho r te r  l i f e .  

P leasu re  Is a non-temporal phenomena, not only In the sense tha t  I t s  

q u a n t i ty  cannot be increased over t ime, but a lso  in the sense tha t  more 

p l e a s u ra b le  time cannot be b e t t e r  than less .  However, longer per iods  of 

severe  pain would be worse than sho r te r  ones and nature  provides the 

na tu ra l  remedy by making the longer  pains le ss  in tense .  But the absence 

of pa in  i s  j u s t  p leasure ,  and If  n a tu r e ' s  compensation i s  to shorten 

the in tense  pains then one has to  wonder what i s  occurr ing  during t h i s

shor tened  per iod .  And by d e f i n i t i o n  i t  seems tha t  we have to be in long
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per iods  of p leasu re  and t h i s  must be a good th ing .  In f a c t ,  by 

Epicurus '  own actolsslon I t  has  to be b e t t e r  than high In te ns i ty ,

lo n g - l a s t i n g  pain which leaves one wondering what makes I t  b e t t e r  If 

longer p le a s u re s  are  not superior  to  s h o r te r  ones?

However, despite  the c r i t i c i s m ,  there may be a way to  make

sense of the non-temporal s t a t u s  of p leasure as  well a s  the a l leged

fa c t  t h a t  i t  does not Increase .  I f  I am r ig h t  about Epicurus'

conception of happiness being a s t a t e  of mind account,  I th ink we can

see a way th a t  the two c o u n te r - ln tu l t l v e  claims of t h i s  s ec t io n  could 

be t ru e .  The problems surrounding the two problematic claims stem from 

the d i f f i c u l t y  one encounters t ry in g  to  get physical p leasu res  to 

behave In the same manner as the mental ones. In simple terms, physical

p leasures  do seem to be sub jec t  to  both q u a n t i t a t iv e  and temporal

var iance.  I f  we could reduce a l l  physical p leasures  to  k in e t ic

p le a su re s ,  the problem could be solved by making mental p lea su res  the 

only s t a t i c  p leasu res ,  but t h i s  we cannot do because Epicurus c lea r ly  

considers  some physical p leasu res ,  e . g .  s a t i s f i e d  a p p e t i t e s ,  to be 

s t a t i c  p le a s u re s .

In KD XVIII Epicurus does draw a d i s t in c t io n  between "mental 

pleasures* and the "pleasures of the flesh* as noted above in Section

l . “*s He a l s o  notes  an a t t r i b u t e  of "mental p leasures" ;  the "II l imit  

of mental p le a su re s  Is produced by a reasoning out of these  p leasures  

of the f l e s h  and of the th ings  r e l a t e d  to  these,  which used to  cause 

the g r e a t e s t  f e a r s  In the in te l l e c t . " '* *  There are thus a t  leas t  

four k inds  of p leasure in Epicurus '  taxonomy of p leasu res :  k in e t ic  

phys ica l ,  s t a t i c  physica l ,  k i n e t i c  mental and s t a t i c  mental.  The

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



92

physical  breakdown of  the  p leasu res  should be obvious a t  t h i s  p o in t .  I 

take ' a t a r a x i a '  to  be the s t a t i c  mental p leasure  and view t h i s  p leasure  

as  the object  of KD XVIII. Kinet ic  mental p l e a su re s  would probably 

encompass 'p leasures* which accompany the s a t i s f a c t i o n  of s t a t e s  of

mind l ike greed, revenge,  l u s t ,  e t c .  Given th a t  a l l  these  d i s t i n c t i o n s  

a re  c lea r ly  p re sen t ,  the re  has to be a way to p r i o r i t i z e  them.

Obviously the s t a t i c  p le a s u re s  are superior  to  the k i n e t i c  which only 

leaves the two types  of s t a t i c  p leasures  as v iab le  candidates .  Since 

the presence of mental p leasu re  i s  by d e f in i t i o n  dependent upon the 

management of the physica l p leasu res ,  ' a t a r a x i a '  as  mental p leasure  has 

to  be the u l t im a te  p r i o r i t y  and the physical p leasu res  have to  be 

viewed as Instrumental means to  ' a t a r a x i a ' .

I f  the o b je c t iv e  i s  then ' a t a r a x i a '  as  a s t a t e  of mind 

i d e n t i f i e d  as t r a n q u i l l i t y ,  i t  might, perhaps, be appropria te  to  take

some l i b e r t i e s  with Epicurus '  ambiguous language. Epicurus t a lk s  of 

p leasure  In two ve ins  and i s  not careful  In d i s t in g u i s h in g  between

them. He d iscusses  ' p l e a s u r e '  In a wide context as  something which we 

can a l l  feel and a l l  f in d  good. He a lso  d iscusses  ' p l e a s u r e '  In a 

narrower context as  the end or goal of h i s  p r o j e c t .  In the narrow 

context  he Is d iscuss ing  ' a t a r a x i a '  as a mental p le a su re .  If then t h i s

i s  the end goal ,  i t  i s  c l e a r  why 'p le a su re '  in t h i s  context  cannot be

increased In I n te n s i ty .  Mental p leasure ,  t r a n q u i l l i t y  of mind, Is not 

something subjec t  to I n te n s i ty  increase.

The temporal problem i s  more d i f f i c u l t  a s  I t  s t i l l  seems th a t

more tranquil time ought to  be b e t t e r  than l e s s .  However, from a purely

technical  pe rspec t ive ,  anyone who had any concerns about the temporal
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durat ion of t h e i r  t ranquil  s t a t e  of mind probably Is  not In a s t a t e  of

t r a n q u i l l i t y  as  t h i s  thought I t s e l f  would be one which d i s tu rb ed  one 's

t r a n q u i l l i t y .  The present moment could only be a t ra n q u i l  moment, If 

there  were no fu tu re  concerns p r e s e n t .  This may not seem r e a l i s t i c ,  but 

I t  does a t  l e a s t  give an exp lana t ion ,  and If  I am c o r re c t  about the 

rad ical  nature  of Epicurus'  In te rna l  Ism I t  Is a cogent explanat ion .  If  

one has a reason to be concerned about t h e i r  fu ture  t r a n q u i l l i t y ,  t h i s  

condit ion In I t s e l f  Indicates  t h a t  t r a n q u i l l i t y  of mind i s  not presen t .

T ra n q u i l l i ty  could then not be something about which t a l k  of temporal

durat ion would be appropria te .  This  would be the case ,  not so much 

because more t ranqu i l  time might not  be b e t t e r  than l e s s ,  but for  the 

reason th a t  to  the tranquil  person no such thought can a r i s e .  In other  

words, the re  Is  no conceptual r o le  fo r  the temporal thought to  play In 

the b e l i e f  scheme of the t r a n q u i l ly  composed person.

5. Epicurean Happiness

Epicurus '  conception of happiness p r e s e n t s  problems fo r  the In te rp re te r  

because i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  to reco n c i le  what he says about 'p l e a s u r e '  with 

a genuine hedonic account of The Good L i fe .  He t e l l s  us  t h a t  'p l e a s u r e '  

i s  the end we ought to pursue,  but when he ac tu a l ly  descr ibes  the 

content of the "pleasurable l i f e "  I t  does not look very p leasu rab le  a t  

a l l .  In f a c t ,  Epicurus i s  r a th e r  conservative  about p leasure  and 

endorses a conservativism r a th e r  unbecoming for an a l l e g e d  hedonis t as 

he c le a r ly  advocates passing on any pleasure  If i t s  p u r su i t  will 

unnecssar l ly  d i s tu rb  one 's  t r a n q u i l l i t y .  And, In f a c t ,  given that

'p l e a s u r e '  Is nothing more than the absence of p a in ,  the aus tere
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minimalism which emerges would be r a th e r  unappealing to many, If  not 

most,  a s p i r a n t s  s t r i v i n g  fo r  happiness.  The only motivation which an 

educated Epicurean has  fo r  doing anything Is th a t  I f  he does not do I t ,  

pa in  w i l l  follow. And u l t im a te ly  even pain can pa le  into Insignif icance  

given the r ig h t  s t a t e  of mind.

Happiness fo r  Epicurus Is  a s t a t e  of mind. Even the most 

extreme pain can be n e u t r a l i z e d  by an a s tu te  use of reasoning and 

r a t io n a l  In s igh t .  Our i n t u i t i o n s  balk a t  much of what Epicurus says as 

we e n te r  a world t h a t  seems to  mirror  Robert Nozlck's "Experience 

Machine**7 . In t h i s  essay Nozick p o s tu la te s  a hypothet ical  

"experience machine* run by very s o p h is t i c a te d  psycholog is ts .  By 

p roper ly  s t im u la t in g  p o in t s  in the b ra in ,  the machine can make l i f e  

" fe e l "  as  i f  one were undergoing o n e ' s  most p leasuable  experience. The 

I n tu i t i o n  which Nozick pumps In t h i s  essay is  th a t  most of us would not 

be Inc l ined  to  en te r  the machine. We want more than Jus t  to  feel as  If  

l i f e  were going w el l ;  we want i t  a c tu a l ly  to  be the case th a t  t h i s  is  

so .  Thus, the Epicurean world where b e l i e f s  usurp ob jec t ive  condit ions  

and l i f e  seems to  be, and in f ac t  i s ,  going qu i te  well simply because 

one has a "p leasurable  a t t i t u d e "  towards tha t  l i f e  seems wrong.

I want to  conclude t h i s  chapter  by address ing two f ina l  

i s s u e s .  The f i r s t  issue  i s  whether my reading of Epicurus i s  defensib le  

and the second whether t h i s  ch a rac te r iz a t io n  of Epicurus '  view is  a 

c r e d ib l e  candidate fo r  the bes t  kind of l i f e .  As f a r  as the f i r s t  issue 

i s  concerned given Epicurean p r i o r i t i e s ,  I think there  can be no doubt 

t h a t  ' a t a r a x l a '  as " t r a n q u i l l i t y  of mind" i s  the f ina l  end of the 

Epicurean p r o je c t .  Even i f  one i n s i s t s  on maintaining the "pleasure"
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framework, the culminat ing p leasu re  Is  "mental pleasure" whatever that  

might mean. And Epicurus does s e t  the " l im i t  of mental pleasure"  as 

reasoning about the p lea su res  of the f le sh  and not In the f u l f i l lm e n t  

of p a r t i c u l a r  d e s i r e s .*a I t  Is  the s t a t e  of mind of the Epicurean 

which most mat ters  and "d es i r e  fu l f i l lm en t"  only e n t e r s  Into the 

p ic tu r e  If there  Is  pain Involved. However given the presence of the

t ranqu i l  a t t i t u d e ,  even pain does not r e a l l y  mat te r .  I t  I s  In the end 

o n e ' s  a t t i t u d e  towards pain which con t ro ls  and determines Epicurean 

success ,  and given t h i s  " fac t"  about Epicurean therapy the  s t a t e  of 

mind deple t ion has to be c o r r e c t .

As f a r  as the p l a u s i b i l i t y  of the view is  concerned, there  Is

an element in Epicurus '  view th a t  I take to be c ru c ia l  for  any

explanation of happiness which Epicurus does c o r rec t ly  I d e n t i f y .  This

element is  the leg i t im ate  su b jec t iv e  component. I f  one were not

a t t l t u d l n a l l y  "pleased* with the content  of t h e i r  f i r s t  person 

experience of l i f e ,  I t  seems d i f f i c u l t  to  claim th a t  one could be 

happy. And given the p resuppos i t ions  of the p ropos l t iona l  content

composing the t ranquil  s t a t e  of mind, the presence of ' a t a r a x i a '  by 

v i r t u a l  d e f in i t io n ,  e .g .  the absence of t roub les ,  when e x t r a p o la te d  by 

Epicurean s tandards would s u f f i c e  fo r  a s p e c i f i c a t io n  of the leg i t im ate  

s u b je c t iv e  component In an explanation of happiness.

The weakness In the view i s  the attempt to  f ind  psychological 

immunity from pain .  I take t h i s  "psychological Immunity" from pa in ,  not 

to  be t roubled In the presence of pain ,  to  be the penult imate  

endorsement of Epicureanism. The def in ing  moments of High Epicureanism 

are  the death-bed scene and the wise Epicurean on the rack .  Both have
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developed the proper Epicurean a t t i t u d e  towards t h e i r  pain. Not being 

t ro u b led  by th e i r  pa in ,  I . e .  properly reasoning about pa in ,  Is

p leasu rab le  not because the re  Is no pain p resen t  but because In the 

presence of pain the Epicurean Is able to  t ranscend the “feel"  of the 

p a in .  Yet,  one has to wonder exact ly  what would be going on In the head 

of the  Epicurean person performing t h i s  wonderous f e a t .  I f  the p leasure  

of reasoning about pain Is  p r e se n t ,  then, by d e f i n i t i o n ,  no pain can be 

p r e s e n t ,  but If  there Is  no pain p resen t  how can one generate  the 

p lea s u re  of reasoning about I t ?  There could be a temporal so lu t ion  to  

c e r t a i n  versions  of t h i s  problem i f  the pain subsides  following the 

success fu l  Epicurean In te rv en t io n .  However, In the def in ing  moments, 

e . g .  the death-bed scene and the rack, t h i s  Is  c l e a r ly  not the case.  

Unlike the previously  c i t e d  " d i s t r a c t i n g  e f f e c t " ,  In these s i t u a t i o n s  

success fu l  Epicureanism depends upon recogn i t ion  of the painful

s i t u a t i o n  and th a t  seems, again by d e f i n i t i o n ,  to  mean tha t  p leasure

cannot be p resen t .  The problem Is th a t  'p l e a s u r e '  as I t  Is used 

throughout Epicurus'  argument probably has two d i f f e r e n t  senses.  One of 

these  senses  would be the ordinary physiological  sense and the o ther  

would be an a t t l t u d in a l  sense such as "being p leasure  with one 's  l i f e . "  

And because Epicurus does not c le a r ly  e x p l ica te  t h i s  d i s t i n c t io n ,  the 

langauge of "pleasure" causes the argument to  r e s t  upon a vac 11 a t  Ion 

between the two senses  with nothing more than specu la t ive  Ins igh ts  and 

d i sp u tab le  textual  arguments to  decide the issue of what ro le

"pleasure* i s  supposed to  play,  and what the r ig h t  Epicurean

s p e c i f i c a t i o n  of happiness ought to  be.
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Epicurus had a In tu i t io n  which i s  compelling, and tha t  i n tu i t i o n  is  

th a t  t r a n q u i l l i t y ,  peace of mind or a p leasan t  a t t i t u d e  towards one 's  

l i f e  were c ru c ia l  to  any e x p l ic a t io n  of happiness.  However, when he

t r i e d  to wed t h i s  compelling I n tu i t io n  to  the hedonic framework too

many problems a r i s e  and thus i t  might be f r u i t f u l  to turn to  the S to ics

who w i l l  take the compelling i n t e r n a l i s t  In tu i t ion  In a non-hedonlc

d i r e c t io n .
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1. 'A pa the ia '

Try ing  to  explain the S to ic  view of happiness  p resen ts  a number of 

d i f f i c u l t i e s  which the two previous views do not p resen t .  The major 

problem Is  the lack of a dominant voice.  A r i s to te l i a n  and Epicurean 

views a re  woven around the ba s ic  doc t r ine  of t h e i r  founding fa th e r  

while  the Stoic views tend to  c lu s t e r  around thematic Issues.  Among 

th e se  thematic Issues  there  a re  c e r t a in  foundational commitments. One 

such c r i t i c a l  commitment Is tha t  the successfu l Stoic wil l  be 

Imperturbable .  In the S to ic  context ' Imperturbable' '  r e f e r s  to  a s t a t e  

of mind by which the S to ic  sage canes to  understand tha t  nothing of 

genuine value can be taken away from him. Seneca c a l l s  t h i s  condi tion 

one In which the subjec t  Is  " t l I n a c c e s s ib l e  to  Impingement*.* 

E p ic t e tu s  gives  a s im i la r  p re sen ta t ion  and adds more Stoic doct r ine  to 

the p i c t u r e .

So If you are averse only to what Is  aga ins t  nature 
among the th ings  t h a t  are up to  you, then you wil l  
never f a l l  Into anything th a t  you are averse to; 
but i f  you are averse to  I l l n e s s  or  death ,  you wil l  
meet misfortune.  So detach your aversion from 
everything not up to  u s ,  and t r a n s f e r  I t  to  what is  
aga ins t  nature among the th ings  th a t  are  up to 
us .*

I f  one Is  averse only to what I s  aga ins t  na ture  among the th ings  which 

are  up to  u s ,  then one would never su f fe r  because one cannot generate a 

c r i t i c a l  necessary condi tion fo r  su f fe r in g .  This  c r i t i c a l  condi tion Is 

the emotive s t a t e  of mind which could be c a l l e d  "psychological
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aversion*.  'S u f fe r ing"  as  psychological aversion can only come about 

given c e r t a i n  b e l i e f s .  For technical  purposes I want to  Introduce a 

d i s t i n c t i o n  between ' s u f f e r i n g '  and ' p a i n ' .  'P a in '  Is something we feel 

In a phys io logica l  sense while ' s u f f e r i n g '  i s  dependent upon the

presence of a b e l i e f .  The d i s t i n c t i o n  could, of course ,  u l t im a te ly  

co l lapse  as  Epicurus perhaps thought I t  did,  but from the common-sense 

perspect ive  the re  does seem to be a d i f fe rence  between the pain  I feel

a f t e r  sp ra in in g  my ankle and the anguish I undergo as  the fac t

" s e t t l e s - ln *  th a t  I w i l l  not be able  to  do my Jogging fo r  q u i te  a few 

days. Whether the S to ic s  a c tu a l ly  make t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  I w i l l  leave 

for  s ec t ion  5, I am drawing the d i s t i n c t i o n  simply to  give us a

p r in c ip led  means to  d is t in g u ish  between two apparent ly  d i f f e r e n t  

phenomena.

Unpacking Epic te tus  and Seneca wi l l  give us a c lea r

understanding of the  S to ic  conception of a good l i f e .  Seneca adv ises  us 

to become * inaccess ib le  to ImplngeT’cr . t " . He then goes on to  explain 

tha t  he takes  t h i s  *inaccess lb l l  i t y  to  impingement* to  be akin to 

' t r a n q u l 11i t a s '  which he descr ibes  as  " s t a b i l i t y  of mind"a and 

equates with the Greek 'euthymla '  or  "well-being of soul* .* 

Epicte tus  o f f e r s  s im i l a r  advice. We are  t o ld  to detach our aversion 

from the th ings  not up to us ,  And the " th ings  which a re  not up to  us* 

are the very same "Impingements* of which Seneca speaks. Worldly 

Impingements only have power to  d i s tu r b  us If  we allow the dis turbance

to happen. According to  the S to ic s ,  i t  i s  In our power not to  be 

a f fec ted  by the e f f e c t s  of pa in,  in ju ry ,  loss  of wealth and even death .

The problem is  not the impingement. The problem Is the aversion to  the
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Impingement. The problem Is  not the th ings  which happen to us .  The

problem Is  our Judgments about these  happenings.

What u p se ts  people Is  not things themselves, but 
t h e i r  Judgments about the things.  For example,
death Is  nothing dreadful  (or e l se  I t  would have 
appeared dreadful to  Socra tes) ,  but Ins tead  the 
Judgment about death Is  dreadfu l -  ' t h a t '  I s  what Is 
d re ad fu l . So when we a re  thwarted or upse t  or
d i s t r e s s e d ,  l e t  us never blame someone e l s e  but 
r a th e r  ourse lves ,  t h a t  I s ,  our own Judgments.3

Worldly pains,  In jury ,  e t c ,  a re  not dreadful or bad. What Is  bad are  

our psychological r e a c t io n s  to  them In the form of value Judgments we 

make about them which In turn  cause us to s u f f e r .  The mature S toic  view 

as  presented  by Seneca and Ep ic te tu s ,  as well as  Cicero and Marcus 

A ure l ius ,  Is a form of cogn i t ive  detachment In which we r a t i o n a l i z e  

e x t e r n a l s  Into In s ign i f icance ,  and what Is In s ig n i f i ca n t  cannot cause 

any s u f f e r in g .  'S u f f e r in g '  r e q u i r e s  an a t t i t u d e  of at tachment.  Things

about which I do not ca re ,  th in g s  to which I am In d i f f e r e n t ,  cannot

cause me to s u f f e r .  The S to ic  version of l iv ing  the b e s t  kind of l i f e  

w i l l  be b u i l t  around the s u b j e c t ' s  a b i l i t y  to  develop an a t t i t u d e  of 

' a p a t h e l a ' ,  I . e .  emotional Ind if fe rence  or apathy, towards those th ings  

over which we have no co n t ro l .  The way by which we become "Inaccess ib le  

to  Impingement" Is  to  cogn i t ive ly  d e f la te  the emotions which cause us 

to  be averse to  those th ings  which are not agains t  n a tu re .  We take 

con tro l  of our l iv e s  by ceasing to  be concerned about those  th ings  over 

which we have no c o n t r o l .  Marcus Aurel ius  advises  us to  contemplate two 

t r u t h s .

[ f i r s t ,  t h a t  th ings  can never touch the sou l ,  but 
stand Iner t  ou ts ide  I t ,  so that  d isqu ie t  can a r i s e  
only from fan c ie s  w i th in ;  and secondly, th a t  a l l  
v i s ib le  o b je c t s  change In a moment, and wil l  be no
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more.*

What causes  ' d i s q u i e t "  to  a r i s e  a re  " fa n c ie s  with in" .  And the  fancies  

are based upon fundamental e r r o r s  in Judgment; the ch ie f  of which Is  

our de s i r e  to  have th ings  be as they a r e  not and to  be t roub led  by t h i s  

d e s i re .

I f  the  Inward power t h a t  r u l e s  us be t rue  to 
Nature,  I t  w i l l  always a d ju s t  I t s e l f  read i ly  to  the 
p o s s i b i l i t i e s  and o p p o r tu n i t i e s  o f fered  by 
c ircumstance.  I t  asks f o r  no predeterminate 
m a te r i a l ;  In the pursuance of I t s  alms I t  Is  
w i l l i n g  to  compromise; h indrances  to I t s  progress  
a re  merely converted Into m a t te r  for  I t s  own use.
I t  Is  l ike  a bonfire  m as te r ing  a heap of rubbish ,  
which would have quenched a  feeble  glow; but I t s  
f i e ry  b laze  quickly a s s i m i l a t e s  the load, consumes 
I t ,  and flames the higher  f o r  I t . 7,

The S to ic  claim Is a s t rong  one. We cause our own misery.  The 

world has  no power over our souls .  We give I t  power by making a number 

of cogni t ive  e r r o r s .  In the Aurelius  d ep ic t io n  we seem to  be making two 

primary m is takes  In Judgment. These e r r o r s  I would ca l l  a "ve i l ing"  or 

■concealing" e r r o r  and the second would be a "projec ting" e r r o r .  The 

t rue  na ture  of our  sou ls  Is ve i led  from us .  We do not be l ieve  Aurel ius '  

f i r s t  t r u t h  t h a t  " th ings  can never touch our sou ls" .  This  e r ro r  In 

Judgment appears  to  be somewhat unique to  Aurelius  as  the o the r  Stoics  

do not make t h i s  claim d i r e c t ly .  What Aure l ius  seems to be claiming Is 

tha t  my soul I s  always "untouched" by " things" and thus when I bel ieve 

tha t  my soul Is  "touched", when I am s u f f e r in g ,  my s o u l ' s  t r u e  nature 

Is ve i led  or  concealed from me.

I want to  note tha t  the A ure l ius  view could be problematic .  

Any view which i d e n t i f i e s  the soul w ith  reason,  as a l l  S to ic s  do, will
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c e r t a i n l y  not f ind  I t  easy to  explain how A ure l iu s '  bas ic  problem 

a r i s e s .  I f  Incorrect reasoning  Is my only problem, then my soul Is 

obviously "touched" when I reason I n c o r r e c t ly .  I f  I wish my c h i ld  had 

not d ied ,  my soul Is obviously "touched". In f a c t ,  I t  would seem tha t  

I t  i s  only because my soul Is  touched with what I Judge to  be negat ive 

Impingement th a t  I would have any In c l in a t io n  to  become a S to ic .  The 

le ss  extreme Stoic  claim th a t  the "sage cannot be hurt*® Is  the 

more common depict ion of the p o s i t io n .  For most S to ic s  the soul Is 

"untouched", i . e .  Imperturbed, because of  something I t  does, e .g .  

reason ing  co r rec t ly  about the value of " th in g s" ,  and not because of I t s  

e s s e n t i a l  nature which seems to  be what Aurel ius  Is  c la iming.  What g e ts  

concealed when the f a n c ie s  cause a d is tu rbance  In the soul Is the 

s o u l ' s  r a t io n a l  power to  overcome the a f f e c t  of the impingement and 

probably not an e s se n t ia l  "untouched" essence;  a t  l e a s t  t h i s  seems to  

be the more s tandard  S to ic  view.

The second or "pro jec ting"  e r ro r  Is  s tandard  Stoicism and a 

foundational t e n e t .  We p r o j e c t  onto our so u ls  a d is tu rb ed  condi t ion  by 

f a l l i n g  to  properly  decipher  something about the o b jec t ive  f a c t s  which 

S to ic  common-sense would have us be l ieve .  We are  e s s e n t i a l l y  pinching 

ou rse lves  and then wondering why I t  h u r t s  so much. The Impingement does 

not cause the problem. The problem Is caused by our Judgments about the 

impingement. The c r i t i c a l  mechanism by which the d is tu rbance  happens i s  

some type of emotional at tachment.  To understand the S to ic  claim, I t  Is 

necessary th a t  we have a sense of how the  S to ic s  view the emotions. 

Nussbaum g ives  an account of the Stoic  p o s i t i o n  on the emotions In Hie 

Therapy of  Desire.  r The g i s t  of her i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  t h a t  the
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S to ic s  hold the view tha t  emotions are  cogni t ively  dr iven .  The claim 

would Involve a commitment to  some version of the following view which 

I take to be s tandard  Stoicism. Emotions are  d is t ingu ished  from purely 

physiological  responses l ike  a p p e t i t e s ,  e .g .  hunger or  t h i r s t ,  and 

physical p a in s .  Emotions r e q u i re  b e l i e f  content and understanding.  

Bel ie f  con ten t  and the a b i l i t y  to  understand I t  are  necessary

condi t ions  fo r  any emotional r e a c t io n .  One cannot r eac t  from sadness ,  

anger,  sympathy, e t c .  unless  one f i r s t  understands something about the 

fac tua l  s i t u a t i o n . 10 There a r e  s t rong  and weak vers ions  of  t h i s  

view. The Chryslpplan s t rong  view I d e n t i f i e s  the emotion with the 

b e l i e f  content while the weaker p o s i t io n s  view the b e l i e f  as  causa l ly  

Implicated In the production of the emotion. For my purposes here,  

e i t h e r  view w i l l  su f f ice  fo r  explor ing  the problem as both are 

committed to  the notion th a t  emotions are t ig h t ly  connected to  f a l se  

b e l i e f s .

From the background of  the S to ic  emotional theory ,  we can 

b e t t e r  understand the central  c la im of Stoicism regarding happiness ,  or 

perhaps I t  would be b e t t e r  t o  say unhappiness or su f fe r in g .  As noted 

above, according to  Stoicism, we make ourse lves unhappy. Ve emotively 

r e a c t  to th in g s  which Impinge upon us.  One bas ic  emotive r e ac t io n  which 

we make Is t o  wish that " th ings  were not as  they a re" .  This b e l i e f  Is 

cen t ra l  to  most negative emotions In one way or another .  In sadness ,  I 

wish something had not happened. In anger I bel ieve  th a t  something 

ought not to  have happened. In sympathy, I view some event as  a 

misfortune.  In a l l  these cases ,  the t r i g g e r  which s e t s  off  the emotion 

Is a b e l i e f  about "how the world ought to  be*.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



106

On the S to ic  p o s i t ion  the wish or  d e s i r e  th a t  " th ings  were not

as  they are" stems from a f a i l u r e  to  f u l l y  understand the ways of

nature. "Living in agreement with nature" Is a central theme for-

Stoic ism.  Diogenes Laer t iu s  o f f e r s  the following desc ip tlon  of ' n a tu r e '

from the Sto ic  pe rsp ec t iv e .

Now the term Nature Is  used  by them to mean 
sometimes t h a t  which holds  the world together ,  
sometimes t h a t  which causes  t e r r e s t r i a l  th ings  to 
spring up. Nature Is  def ined  as  a force  moving of 
I t s e l f ,  producing and p re se rv in g  In being i t s  
o f fsp r ing  In accordance with  seminal p r in c ip le s  
within d e f i n i t e  per iods ,  and e f f e c t i n g  r e s u l t s  
homogeneous with t h e i r  s o u r c e .11

This  theme of " l i v in g  In agreement with nature" i s  bes t  understood from 

a psychological perspec t ive  aga ins t  the backdrop of a physical

determinism. The universe  Is viewed as  a law governed realm of cause

and e f f e c t .  Everything which happens happens because of p r io r  causes.

I f  something happens, tha t  Is  the way I t  I s ,  and I t  Is  the

psychological  r e v o l t  aga ins t  t h i s  " I s " ,  the fac tua l  objec t ive  r e a l i t y ,  

which the  S to ics  view as  not l iv ing  In accord with nature .

Epic te tus  and Seneca give us  a c l e a r  view of the Stoic claim

on t h i s  Issue.  The S to ic  view Is not  one of passive Indifference In

which we simply accept  things  as  they a re .  S to ic  determinism does not 

advocate Inaction.  Vhat Stoicism advocates  Is a detachment from the 

r e s u l t s  of our a c t io n s .  We choose our ac t io n s  while nature determines 

the r e s u l t .

Remember t h a t  you are an a c to r  In a p lay ,  which Is 
as the playwright  wants I t  to  be: sho r t  If  he wants
i t  sh o r t ,  long If  he wants I t  long. I f  he wants you
to  play a beggar,  play even t h i s  p a r t  s k i l l f u l l y ,  
or a c r ip p le ,  or a public  o f f i c i a l ,  or a p r iva te  
c i t i z e n .  What i s  yours i s  to  p lay the assigned par t
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w e l l .  But to choose I t  belongs to  someone 
e l s e . 15*

There I s  no pass ive  Indif ference here  as  fa r  as  ac t ion  i s  concerned. 

And Seneca echoes the same theme. " I f  Fortune has  removed you from the 

f i r s t  rank In pu b l ic  a f f a i r s ,  s ta n d  your ground anyhow and help with 

the shouting"1* Nature w r i te s  the play and our na tu ra l  r o le  In

act ion Is  to  p lay  our par t  well us ing  a l l  the s k i l l s  we have av a i lab le .  

However, I t  I s  nature and not us  which determines the r e s u l t ,  the

outcome of the ac t ion ,  and to  t h i s  r e s u l t  we need to hold f irm In our

a t t i t u d e  of detachment,  ' a p a t h e l a ' .  I am f re e  to  play the game, f ree  to 

t ry  as  hard a s  poss ib le  to  win. But when the game Is over ,  the f ina l  

score determined, anything shor t  of r a t io n a l  detachment to  the r e s u l t  

means t h a t  I am now averse to  one of those th ings  which are  against  

na ture .  The coranon-sense pragnatlsm conta ined In t h i s  advice Is  s trong 

and compelling. I f  I have done a l l  I could, t r i e d  as  hard as  poss ib le ,  

then,  In f a c t ,  th in g s  could not have had a d i f f e r e n t  outcome, a t  leas t  

concerning th a t  which Is In my c o n t ro l .  And any emotive r ea c t io n  to  the 

contrary  Is  a den ia l  of n a tu r e ' s  f a c t s .

The Implicat ions  of the endorsement of ' a p a t h e l a '  challenge 

ordinary i n t u i t i o n s ,  and understanding the r am if i c a t io n s  of the

endorsement are  c r i t i c a l  to understanding the S to ic  view of l iv ing  

we l l .  There Is  no Insis tence on pass ive  Ind if fe rence ,  no bl ind  

acceptance of f a t e ' s  hand. I am f ree  to  come back another  day and f igh t  

to  win. The only th ing  which cannot be changed Is  what ' I s ' ,  which Is,  

of course, "what I s  against  na ture" .  But beyond t h i s  I am encouraged to 

examine myself,  r e - e v a lu a te ,  rea ssess  op t io n s ,  and play on.
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A c e n t r a l  tene t  for  both Ep ic te tu s  and Seneca i s

se lf -exam ina t ion .

[1 in spec t  your own nature and whether you can bear 
i t .  You want to  do the pen ta th lon ,  or  to  wrest le?
Look a t  your arms, your th ighs ,  inspect your lo ins .
D i f f e r e n t  people are s u i t e d  fo r  d i f f e r e n t
th in g s .

And Seneca advises us that "Our f ir s t  duty will  be to examine 

ourselves . 13 In order to l ive In accord with nature It Is

necessary to  comprehend n a t u r e ' s  ways. Astute observation w i l l  t e l l  us

a l l  we need know. Epic te tus  reminds us tha t  "You are invinc ib le  i f  you

do not en te r  any con tes t  In which vic tory  i s  not up to you."1*

S to ic  t r a in i n g  Involves nothing more than heeding E p ic te tu s '

warning. The scope of the realm of the " inv inc ib le"  is  narrow. As we

t r e d  fu r th e r  away from i t ,  we need caution and frank ob jec t ive  hones ty .

I f  "you want to  be invincible"  s tay grounded In only those th ings  which

a re  "up to  you*. And what are  those th ings  which a re  exclus ive ly  "up to

us"? According t o  Epic te tus  these  things are :

Our op in ions  are up to us ,  and our impulses, 
d e s i r e s ,  aversions  -  in sho r t  whatever i s  our own 
doing. Our bodies are  not up to  u s ,  nor our
p o sses s io n s ,  our repu ta t ions ,  or  our public
o f f i c e s ,  o r ,  tha t  i s ,  whatever i s  not our own
doing. The th ings  tha t  are up to  us a re  by nature
f r e e ,  unhindered, and unimpeded; the th ings  tha t  
a re  not up to  us are  weak, enslaved,  hindered, not 
our own.17.

The l ine t h a t  s ep a ra te s  the domain of the f ree  from th a t  of the 

ens laved Is  pragmat ic  and not metaphysical.  We are free wherever we 

f in d  ourselves  t o  be Invincib le  and we are enslaved wherever we are  not 

inv inc ib le .
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Like the Epicurean view, the S to ic  p o s i t io n  Is r a d i c a l l y  

In te rna l ized .  However, unlike  the Epicurean we are  not t ry in g  to  manage 

our a f f a i r s  In the natural  world to  produce c e r t a i n  e f f e c t s .  What we 

are t ry in g  to  do Is  understand the ways of the na tura l  w o r ld 's  e f f e c t s  

so as  to  minimize and u l t im a te ly  el iminate  emotive responses to  the 

e f f e c t s ,  I . e .  responses  based upon f a l s e  b e l i e f s .  The connection to  the 

Stoic  view on the emotions Is  the backbone of the theory .  I f  we be l ieve  

tha t  something ought be d i f f e r e n t  from the way I t  I s ,  we are f ree  to 

t ry  to  change I t .  But If  In our e f f o r t s  to change I t ,  we venture out of 

the domain of the f r e e ,  f a i l  and a re  troubled by our f a i l u r e ,  then the 

b e l i e f  content  of the emotion which causes the t ro u b le s  Is  I r r a t io n a l

because we are  then wishing th ings  "not up to  us" to  be "up to us*. And

t h i s  condit ion Is not l i v i n g  according to na tu re .  We become

psychologically  con trac ted  around an a f fec t iv e  s t a t e  of mind which Is 

based upon a f a l s e  b e l i e f .  To e l im ina te  these co n t rac ted ,  s u f f e r in g ,  

s t a t e s  of mind Is  the centra l  goal of Stoic therapy.  The s p i r i t  behind 

the therapy Is  r a th e r  simple.  One cannot have these  "psychological ly  

contract ing" emotions un less  one has  a f a l se  b e l i e f .  False b e l i e f s  are 

trumped by t rue  ones. Therefore ,  Insight  Into n a t u r e ' s  ways wil l

e liminate  the f a l s e  b e l i e f  and the  foundation upon which the emotional

contrac t ion  Is  based wil l  crumble.

The reason why ' a p a th e ia '  I s  crucia l  to  the S to ic  dep ic t ion  of

the good l i f e  Is  th a t  on the S to ic  view a l l  our t ro u b le s  come from

emotive r e ac t io n s  to  ci rcumstances which are beyond our co n t ro l .

Understanding n a t u r e ' s  ways w i l l  cogni t ive ly  detach one from worldly 

Impingement and produce a condi t ion  of ind ifference  or ' a p a t h e i a ' .  A

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



no
mind a t t e n t i v e l y  animated by an a t t i t u d e  of detachment possesses  a 

second order  b e l i e f  which w i l l  override any p o te n t ia l  emotive r eac t io n  

by undermining the f a l s e  b e l i e f s  based upon worldly at tachments .  Thus, 

the person who views the world from an a t t i t u d e  of ' a p a th e ia '  w i l l  have 

defused the motivat ional  power from which the f a l se  b e l i e f  th a t  Is  

r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  the emotion acquires  I t s  power. Of course,  ques tions  

Immediately a r i s e .  Why then would a S to ic  person ac t  at  a l l ?  And how Is  

the S to ic  person motivated to  ac t  given th a t  an apparent c r i t i c a l  

element In normative motivat ional  s t r u c t u r e ,  I . e .  car ing about th in g s ,  

seems to  be gone from the S t o i c ' s  action producing rep e r to i r e?

To these quest ions  the S to ics  have a r e p ly .  We are t o  ac t  from 

reason and not from passion In the s e le c t io n  of what Is n a t u r a l .  The 

reasons  which we are  to  ac t  upon are  those which stem from v i r t u e .  

'V i r t u e '  to  the S to ics  Is  the only I n t r i n s i c  good. Good reasons  fo r  

a c t io n  are  thus j u s t  those reasons  which are  motivated by v i r t u e s .  We 

do what Is  In accord with v i r t u e .  In a c e r t a in  way on the S to ic  view 

l i v in g  a f u l l y  v i r tuous  l i f e  Is  the same as  l iv in g  according to  na tu re .  

What motivates  a S to ic  Is  the knowledge of the "fact"  th a t  v i r tu e  Is  

s u f f i c i e n t  for  happiness.  According to  Diogenes Laer t ius  a S to ic  v i r t u e  

i s ,

[a] harmonious d lspos t lon ,  choice-worthy for  I t s  
own sake and not from hope or fea r  or  any external 
motive. Moreover, I t  Is In v i r tu e  t h a t  happiness 
c o n s is t s ;  fo r  v i r tu e  Is the s t a t e  of mind which 
tends to  make the whole of l i f e  harmonious.,a

Vir tue has the power to  t ranscend the s i t u a t i o n .  No matter what nature  

may do to  us ,  as Aurel ius  noted above, there  Is always a  p oss ib le  

v i r tu o u s  response.  Since v i r tu e  i s  always good and good always b e n e f i t s
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us ,  any s i t u a t i o n  wil l  present  the  r a t io n a l  soul with the p o s s i b i l i t y  

of good. "Another p a r t i c u la r  d e f i n i t i o n  of good which they give Is  ' t h e  

natura l  p e r f e c t io n  of a ra t iona l  being qua r a t i o n a l ' . * 1* And once I 

am aware t h a t  my good l i e s  In p e r f e c t in g  myself as  a r a t io n a l  being, I 

have a l l  the m otiva t ion  I need to  d r ive  me to  be v i r tuous .

Vir tuous  d ispos i t ions  a re  thus  the r e s u l t  of reasoning wel 1 

about what accords  with na ture .  The v i r t u e s  are good because they lead 

to our p e r f e c t io n  and because they lead to  our advantage.20 The 

v i r t u e s  r e p re se n t  the s k i l l f u l  means by which we can success fu l ly

n ego t ia te  the  road of l i f e .  The S to ic  v i r t u e s  are r a th e r  s tandard  for  

the Ancient World. Diogenes L a e r t iu s  l i s t s  them as " tp lrudence ,  

J u s t i c e ,  courage,  temperance and the r e s t . " 21

One c r i t i c i s m  often leve led  aga ins t  t h i s  view Is  t h a t  there Is  

no motivat ion to  follow t h i s  course of l iv in g  un less  one already

accepts  bas ic  S to ic  values. The c r i t i c i s m  may have fo rce ,  but  i t  would 

have force  a g a in s t  any view given th a t  before any view could be a

v iable  candida te  fo r  a happy l i f e  we would need to know how the end Is

conceptual ized .  And the Stoic  promise of a "harmonious l i f e "  seems as  

good a p lace  as  any to s t a r t .  In f a c t ,  Wittgenstein once cha rac te r ized  

happiness In q u i t e  s imilar  terms, "In order  to  l ive happily I must be 

In agreement Caccord or harmony: Uberelnstlmmung] with the world. And 

th a t  Is what 'b e in g  happy' means."22

We s t i l l  might wonder why the v i r tuous  l i f e  Is s u f f i c i e n t  for 

happiness.  And c l e a r ly  the S to ic  answer Is  going to be tha t  i f  being In 

harmony with na tu re  is  the same th ing  as  happiness and s ince  the 

v i r t u e s  by v i r t u a l  d e f in i t io n  are  the motivational sp r in g s  for
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harmonious l iv in g ,  the case seems sea led .  However, there  remains the 

problem of why one has to  accept  the v i r t u e s  as  a f f e c t  l e s s  and purely 

co g n i t iv e  phenomena. Surely A r i s t o t l e  d id not accept t h i s  view. And If  

the  S to ic  case hangs on a major d e f in i t i o n a l  po in t  of d ispu te ,  the 

fo rce  of the argument and the  case fo r  a l i f e  animated by ' a p a th e ia 7 

lo se s  much of i t s  philosophic  appeal .

What the S to ic s  w i l l  claim here i s  t h a t  emotions are  Infected

by i n s t a b i l i t y  and f a l s e  b e l i e f s ,  and th a t  something b u i l t  on

i n s t a b i l i t y  and f a l se  b e l i e f s  i s  not the r ig h t  kind of th ing  upon which

v i r t u e  ought to  be dependent.  The S to ics  w i l l  appeal to  the s u p e r io r i ty

of t h e i r  po s i t io n  over i t s  r i v a l s .  The i n s t a b i l i t y  of the emotions

a r i s e s  from t h e i r  very n a tu re .  The element of attachment necessary for

the  animation of any p o s i t i v e  emotion i s  the breeding-ground for

n e g a t iv i t y  and loss  of r a t io n a l  con t ro l .

[ s io  the soul -  i f  i t  h u r l s  I t s e l f  in to  anger,  
love, and the o the r  passions -  i s  not allowed to 
check i t s  Impetus: the  very weight and the downward 
nature of the vice must carry i t  away and take i t  
to  the very bottom.aa

What Seneca i s  poin t ing  out to  us  here i s  a c e r t a i n  kind of i n e r t i a  in 

emotional attachments.  The e l a t i o n  we f e l t  in yes te rday7s loving 

embrace i s  responsible  fo r  today7s  Jealous  rage .  The Jealous  rage was 

bred  in yes te rday7s  love. And, of course,  the e l a t i o n  of yeste rday7s 

loving embrace was animated by f a l s e  b e l i e f s .  We thought t h i s  love was 

a l l  we needed. We thought the love would l a s t .  We denied the 

p o s s i b i l i t y  of the loved one7s  death;  we had to  deny i t ,  otherwise, the 

love could not have been given the fu l l  commitment necessary for  I t s  

p resence .  The Stoic  lesson of l i f e  i s  given d ec i s iv e ly  by Epic te tus :
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Let death  and e x i l e  and every th ing  th a t  is  t e r r i b l e  
appear  before your eyes every day, e sp ec ia l ly  
dea th ;  and you w il l  never have anything 
contemptible  In your thoughts or crave anything 
e x c e s s iv e ly .2*

Trying to  con t ro l  one 's  emotions i s  l ike  t r y in g  to  swim up-st ream in a 

raging r i v e r .  And i f  the v i r t u e s  depend upon our a b l l I t y  to  merely 

moderate and tame our emotions, the p r o je c t  Is  doomed to  f a i l u r e .  Total 

e l iminat ion  i s  the only p o s s i b i l i t y  of success .  Only when we come to  

observe the realm of nature for  what I t  Is -  a realm of Impermanence 

and I n s t a b i l i t y  -  wi l l  our emotional attachment begin to a t t e n u a t e .  And 

i t  i s  only the  t o ta l  a t tenua t ion  of the emotions which can secure  for

us the r a t i o n a l  s t a b i l i t y  and pure o b j e c t i v i t y  needed to  ground the

soul In harmony with nature .

'A p a th e ia '  thus becomes the cen t ra l  tool by which the Stoic 

can surmount l i f e ' s  t r e p id a t io n s .  The harmony i s  In te rn a l .  We e x t rac t  

ourselves  from attachment and accept what nature  p resen ts .  The measure 

of our freedom i s  in our a b i l i t y  not to  be emotively a f f e c te d .  The soul 

has the power t o  reason I t s  way through any dilemma. In f a c t ,  given I t s  

power to  reason  there cannot be any dilemmas. Nature p r e s e n t s ,  we

accept.

L ibe r ty  Is having a mind th a t  r i s e s  superior  to  
In ju ry ,  tha t  makes I t s e l f  the only source from 
which I t s  p leasures  sp r ing ,  t h a t  separa tes  I t s e l f  
from a l l  external  th ings  In order  t h a t  man may not 
have to  l ive  h i s  l i f e  in d isqu ie tude ,  f ea r in g  
everybody 's  laughter ,  everybody's  tongue.23

In the end the  S toic  endorsement comes down to  the I n tu i t i o n  tha t  we

only have the  power to manage our s o u ls .  Everything e lse  Is  beyond our 

con t ro l .  Whatever a t t ach es  us to  t h i s  "realm beyond our con tro l"  Is to
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be eschewed. The world does not make us unhappy. Our at tachments  to  the 

world b r in g  us unhappiness.  To be f ree  of suffer ing-producing 

a t tachments ,  I . e .  a l l  at tachments ,  I s  the primary o b je c t iv e .  The way to 

achieve t h i s  objec t ive  Is  to  l iv e  a l i f e  of v i r t u e .  The v i r tu e s  must 

thus be r a t i o n a l  d ispos i t ions  animated by ' a p a t h e i a ' .  And t h i s  explains 

why, as  Diogenes Laer t ius  r e p o r t s ,  the S to ics  claim th a t  " [ v l l r t u e  as a 

whole w i l l  be s u f f i c i e n t  In I t s e l f  for  'eudaimonla'  -  despis ing a l l  

th ings  t h a t  seem troublesome.*** Fully animated by ' a p a t h e i a '  and 

thus  without  attachments,  the f u l l y  v ir tuous  person has  no means to 

become unhappy.

2. External 'A pathe ia '  and the ro le  of "pre fer red  ln d l f f e r e n t s "

The r o l e  of external ob jec t s  In S to ic  theory Is  e s s e n t i a l l y  one of 

pass ive  Ind if fe rence .  At t imes,  however, the language used r e f l e c t s  

o u t r ig h t  h o s t i l i t y  towards e x te r n a l s ;  witness  E p ic te tu s  exhort ing us to 

successful Stoicism by "desp is ing  what Is not up to  u s"27. This 

could be a  s ig n i f i c a n t  point  which w il l  require  ca re fu l  monitoring and 

I wil l  r e tu rn  to  It  In s e c t io n  5 as  attachment to  o n e ' s  detachment 

might be a  s t ro n g  psychological f e t t e r  which could undermine the view. 

However, f o r  now "passive Ind ifference"  wil l  be the po s i t io n  to  be 

examined because t h i s  seems to  be the essen t ia l  s p i r i t  of ' a p a t h e i a ' .  

What we need to  watch Is whether ' a p a th e ia '  tu rn s  Into h o s t l 1Ity 

because i f  i t  does, there Is  a major in terna l  problem.

Since v i r tu e  Is s u f f i c i e n t  fo r  happiness,  the view Is a s trong 

I n t e r n a l i s t  view because on the S to ic  account v i r t u e s  are  Just  s t a t e s  

of mind as  Indica ted  above. Things such as h ea l th ,  weal th ,  freedom from
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pain and soc ia l  ro le  have no I n t r i n s i c  value and are  not even 

cons idered  to  have Instrumental value  as  f a r  as  happiness or wel l -be ing  

of the  soul Is concerned. I f  o n e ' s  soul Is  animated by f u l l y  v i r tuous  

d i s p o s t io n s  then no mat ter  what i s  happening ex te rna l ly ,  o n e ' s  l i f e  Is 

as  good as  I t  can ge t ;  one possesses  a l l  tha t  has real  value .  Our 

I n t u i t i o n s  balk a t  the extremeness of the view and two quest ions  

Immediately a r i s e .  Why do the S to i c s  claim tha t  only v i r tu e  has real  

value? And how do they propose t h a t  we manage our a f f a i r s  In the world, 

I f  none of I t  u l t im ate ly  matters?

The argument fo r  v i r t u e  being the sole  good i s  found In 

Diogenes Laertius.*® The major t h r u s t  of the pos i t ion  Is  tha t  

"goods" such as  heal th  and wealth  can be used for  bad ends, and 

anything which can be used fo r  a bad end cannot be abso lu te ly  good. 

P leasu re  a l so  has t h i s  q u a l i t a t i v e  d iv e r s i t y ;  some p leasu res  lead to 

good while  o th e r s  c lea r ly  do no t .  What makes v i r tu e  unique here Is  tha t  

v i r t u e ,  as  the fu l ly  v i r tuous  person,  can produce only good and thus 

always b e n e f i t s  us .  Thus v i r tu e  Is  Immune to  negative r e s u l t s  while 

eve ry th ing  e l s e  can or could be used to  achieve bad r e s u l t s .  The th e s i s  

I s  cogent on the surface  but I t  does seem to  depend upon a cur iously  

non-Sto lc  consequential 1st argument. What we might expect the S to ic  to 

po in t  towards In regard to  h e a l th ,  wealth  and pleasure i s  th a t  they are 

p o t e n t i a l  breedlng-grounds fo r  at tachments  and emotions and thus  f a l se  

b e l i e f s .  What we find Instead in the repor t  from Laer t iu s  I s a  

consequentia l 1st view which p o s i t s  v i r t u e ' s  goodness as being backed by 

the f a c t  th a t  v i r tu e  never produces bad r e s u l t s .

I f  the Stoic balks a t  t h i s  c r i t i c i s m  and claims tha t  I t  Is  not
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the ex ternal  r e s u l t  but the In te rna l  s t a t e  of mind of the agent which

Is the locus of the r e s u l t ,  we s t i l l  might f ind  the  I n t r i n s i c  value of

v i r tu e  th rea tened  as  t h i s  s t i l l  seems l ike  an Instrumental argument.

Even If  we go back to  the e a r l i e r  s ec t io n 3** where 'good ' Is def ined

In terms of b e n e f i t ,  the problem remains. "Benefits" are  consequences.

A poss ib le  defense might be to  claim th a t  r ea l  "benef i ts"  are only

measured on the soul lev e l .  The consequences which we outtfit to  be

assess ing  are  Internal and not e x te rn a l .  Vir tue always b e n e f i t s  our

soul by I t s  very nature because I t  keeps us l i v in g  In accord with

nature and undermines ex te rna l  attachments s ince  the fu l l y  v ir tuous

person would be animated by ' a p a t h e i a 7. However, even If  t h i s  seemed

fe a s ib le ,  I t  does not provide any Independent reason why only v i r tu e  Is

s u i t a b le  fo r  being of value.  I t  only t e l l s  us why a S to ic  person would

bel ieve  t h i s  as  both the A r i s t o t e l i a n  and Epicurean w i l l  define

' b e n e f i t 7 very d i f f e r e n t l y .  Perhaps,  here again we would f in d  the Sto ic

r e s o r t in g  to  a " f i r s t  p r in c ip le s "  argument and o f f e r  t h e i r  s t a r t i n g

poin t  as  the obviously su p e r io r  one. Giving ex te rna l  o b je c t s  Epicurean

or A r i s to te l i a n  value leaves one "accessible  to  Impingement" while

giving them no value nea t ly  so lv e s  the problem. E p ic te tu s  makes a move

In t h i s  d i re c t io n  when he o f f e r s :

Jus t  as  In walking about you pay a t t e n t i o n  so as  
not to  s tep on a n a i l  or twis t  your fo o t ,  pay 
a t t e n t io n  In the same way so as  not harm your 
ru l in g  p r in c ip le .  And i f  we are on guard about tha t  
in every ac t io n ,  we sha l l  se t  about I t  more
s e c u re ly .30

Views which allow external  o b j e c t s  any value in t h e i r  explanat ion of

happiness wil l  f ind t h e i r  concept ion of happiness threatened by
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Incompleteness and lack of s e l f - s u f f i c i e n c y .  Since the S toic  view of 

v i r t u e  cu ts  a l l  t i e s  to  e x te rn a l s ,  I t  makes v i r t u e  alone f u l ly  complete 

and s e l f - s u f f i c i e n t .  Thus the S to ics  can c la im  th a t  t h e i r  e x p l i c a t io n  

of ' v i r t u e '  Is  the bes t  because i t  meets the  opponent views on t h e i r  

own c r i t e r i a  and comes out superior  by the  opponent 's  own s tan d a rd  -  

only the  S to ic  account of v i r tue  as  a s t a t e  of mind Independent of 

e x t e r n a l s  meets the  completeness and s e l f - s u f f i c i e n c y  c r i t e r i a .

Attachment to  e x te rn a l s  has  the p o t e n t i a l  to  harm on e ' s  r u l i n g  

p r i n c i p l e .  But v i r t u e  ought never to  be able  to  harm on e ' s  r u l i n g  

p r i n c i p l e .  Therefore v i r t u e  demands t h a t  no value be given to  

e x t e r n a l s ,  otherwise  attachment might a r i s e  in the execution of v i r t u e  

and t h i s  would tu rn  v i r tuous  act ion Into a source  of e v i l .

If  we a re  w i l l i n g  to  accept t h i s  argument on the s u p e r io r i ty  

c la im which seems to  me to  be i t s  genuine s t r e n g th ,  we s t i l l  need some 

account of how and why we would be w i l l i n g  to accept the

c o u n t e r - I n t u i t i v e  r e s u l t  of the argument which seems to e n t a i l  the 

t o t a l  denial of a l l  worth to any ex terna l  o b je c t .  The Stoic  move on 

t h i s  Issue w il l  be to  t ry  to Invent a new vernacular for  "external  

ob jec t  d i s c o u rse " . External objec ts  have a t  bes t  a secondary type of 

va lue ,  most of the time a neutra l  value,  and a t  worst a d isvalue .

According to  bas ic  Stoic d o c t r in e ,  we are born with c e r t a i n  

na tura l  Impulses towards c e r t a in  ex terna l  o b jec t s .  Survival demands 

th a t  we pursue food, water ,  s h e l t e r  and any o the r  bas ic  n e c e s s i t i e s  of 

l i f e .  These o b je c t s  a re  considered "morally Ind if fe ren t"  but are  c a l l e d  

a l s o  " th ings  p r e fe r r e d " .  The th rus t  of the explanat ion  on t h i s  Issue  Is 

designed to account for  bas ic  survival  p u r s u i t s  as well as genuine
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benevolent c i v i c  motivations  w i th in  a theory which seems on the surface  

to  have no p lace  for  such c o n s id e ra t io n s .

The r a t io n a l  Immunity of the S toic  sage from external  

Impingement must be p ro tec ted  a t  a l l  cos t  while common-sense I n tu i t i o n s  

about needed externa l  o b jec ts  must be given some accounting. External 

o b jec t s  a re  considered morally I n d i f f e r e n t  because t h e i r  successfu l  or 

unsuccessful  acq u is i t io n  c a r r i e s  no moral weight,  s ince  the

consequences of our ac t ions  are among those things which a re  "not up to

us".  What m a t te rs  morally Is  how we in te rac t  with e x t e r n a l s .  

Common-sense and survival needs d r ive  us by b lind Impulse to  pursue 

e x te rn a l s .  The Impulse-driven b l in d  p u r su i t  of e x te rn a l s  tu rns  our 

ru l in g  f a c u l ty  over to 'what Is  not up to  us" .  Virtuous a c t io n s  enable 

us to  a s s e r t  our autonomy and r e s t o r e  our r u l i n g  facul ty  to  I t s  natura l  

freedom.

On the Sto ic  view the v i r t u e s  are  akin to s k i l l s .  However, 

they are  sp e c ia l  kinds of s k i l l s .  " S k i l l fu l  means of reasoning* would, 

perhaps, b e s t  express  the Idea. I f  I am faced with a s i t u a t i o n  th a t

demands a J u s t  or  courageous response ,  my exercise  of the  v i r tuous  

s k i l l  would be to  reason well about my response and what v i r t u e  b ids  me 

to do. Even If  my e f f o r t s  f a i l ,  I have s t i l l  done the v i r tu o u s  th ing  

because I have reasoned c o r r e c t l y ,  v i r tuous ly ,  about the given

circumstance. Perhaps, nature does not want Jus t ice  now a s  the world 

needs to  see  more In jus t ice  before i t  w i l l  f in a l l y  learn .  Perhaps,  I am 

not seeing the  bigger  p ic tu re ;  more f a l l e n  heros are needed to  make the 

world unders tand the t rue  nature  of  I n ju s t i c e .  The externa l  here ,  the 

outcome, Is  morally Ind if fe ren t  from my perspec t ive .  I d id  the  morally
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ap p ro p r ia te  thing and i f  the  outcome seems not for  the b e s t ,  t h i s  Is

not mine to  determine. Motive, In ten t  and good v i r tuous  reasoning are

the  prime moral m a te r ia l .  Consequences are  morally I r re levan t  from the

p e r sp e c t iv e  of the agent,  even though I t  concerns the consequences

about which I am reasoning,  and t h i s  Is  why they c a l l ed  e x te rn a l s

'm o ra l ly  In d i f fe ren t . "  In modern vernacular ,  we might say tha t  I t  does

not  mat ter  whether you win or lo se ,  but only how you play the game.

J u s t  as ce r ta in  medicines work by odor without
t a s t e  or touch, so V ir tue ,  a t  a d i s tance  and
unseen, r a d ia t e s  u se fu ln e s s .  Whether she walks at
her  ease and e x e rc i s e s  her r i g h t s ,  o r  whether her 
appearances are  on su fferance  and she Is  forced to 
shorten s a i l ,  whether she Is  Inact ive and mute and 
pent up within narrow bounds, or whether she Is 
open to the world, whatever her s t a t e ,  Vir tue does 
useful  s e rv ic e .* 1

In order to  meet the  c o u n te r - ln tu l t l v e  object ion  th a t  t h e i r

view on the value of e x t e r n a l s  cu ts  too s t rong ly  aga ins t  common-sense

b e l i e f s ,  the Sto ics  t ry  to produce a means of ex terna l  accounting which

meets with common sense while  a t  the same time avoids giving genuine

value  to  ex te rn a l s .  Since t h e i r  view of value Is  a r i g i d  I n t e r n a l i s t

account ,  t echn ica l ly  speaking ex te rn a l s  have no value;  t h i s  Is  the

r a t i o n a l e  behind c a l l i n g  them ' I n d l f f e r e n t s ' . Diogenes Laer t ius  g ives

two d e f in t lo n s  for  the use of ' i n d i f f e r e n t ' ,  but notes  th a t  I t  Is  only

the  following which possesses  the  genuine philosophic  poin t  a t  Issue.

The term " In d i f f e re n t"  has two meanings: In the
f i r s t  It  denotes the  th ings  which do not con tr ibu te  
e i t h e r  to happiness o r  to  misery, as wealth ,  fame, 
h ea l th ,  s t reng th  and the l ike ;  for  I t  Is  poss ib le  
to  be happy without having these ,  although, If  they 
are used In a c e r t a i n  way, such use of them tends
to happiness or misery.**
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The " In d l f f e ren ts*  thus have no r ea l  moral value but do seem to  possess  

a kind of  secondary value which we might c a l l  "use value". 'Use value" 

would rep re sen t  the function which the external  performs In the 

execution of the vi rtuous s k i l l .  Ex terna ls  with "good use value" are

c a l l e d  "preferred* and those with  negative  or bad "use value" are  

r e j e c t e d .  The "preferred ex te rn a ls"  lead to harmonlus l iv in g .  

In d i r e c t ly  co n t r ib u te  to l iv in g  In accord with nature ,  and meet the 

appra isa l  of  the virtuous  exper t  acquainted with the f a c t s . aa

Nature, su rv iv a l  and the noble p u r s u i t  of c iv ic  j u s t i c e  w i l l  demand 

th a t  we "pursue" ce r ta in  e x te rn a l s .  These "na tu ra l ly  demanded objects"  

are  " p re f e r r e d  Ind lf fe ren ts " .  What makes them p re fe r red  I s  th a t  they 

are  the m ater ia l  upon which the v i r tu o u s  s k i l l s  must opera te .  

Ra t iona l ly  I f  we understand nature  c o r r e c t ly  we wil l  be c a l l e d  upon to  

pursue these  o b jec t s .  However, the o b je c t s  have no value.  The value 

they get Is  from the ro le  they p lay  in enabling us to ac t  v i r tu o u s ly .  

They are  the  appropriate t a r g e t s  a t  which we aim, but the reason we aim 

a t  them I s  functional In r e l a t i o n  to  v i r t u e  and not consequent ia l .  Our 

ob jec t ive  Is  to  reason well about the ob jec t  which we are u s ing .  We do 

what we ought to  do because good reasoning t e l l s  us th a t  t h i s  Is  the 

ob jec t iv e  we ought to pursue and not because the ob jec t ive  has any

value beyond being material upon which good reasoning works. I Jog

around the  t rack  s ixteen times not because my objec t ive  I s  "Jogging

around the  t rack  sixteen times* but because good reasoning t e l l s  me

wel l -be ing  r e q u i re s  f i tn e s s .

I n i t i a l l y  the view seems to  generate  a pecu l la r  a l l e n a t lo n

between a c t io n  and objec t ive .  The po in t  of the pos i t ion  appears  to  be a
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k ind  of  concession to p r a c t i c a l i t y .  There are  na tu ra l  ob jec ts  which we 

ought to  pursue.  Yet, the person animated by a deep sense of ' a p a th e la '  

seems to  have no reason to  pursue these o b j e c t s .  This  has to  be wrong 

because the ap p e t i t e s  are  n a tu r a l ,  I . e .  In accord with human nature  

which I s  a p a r t  of Nature. However, If  the concession allows ob jec ts  to  

have ■real" value,  t h i s  would undermine the s ig n i f i c a n c e  of detachment 

and th re a ten  the supermacy of v i r t u e .  Thus, we see the need for  the 

■preferred* app e l la t io n .  Objects  matter  to  us not because of what they 

a r e ,  but only because they a re  sometimes funct iona l  components in the 

success fu l  execution of a v i r t u e .  Thus, we might pursue c iv ic  harmony 

or food not because c iv ic  harmony or food are  valued th ings ,  but 

because v i r t u e  demands we pursue them. I f  we do not succeed in g e t t i n g  

our pursued o b jec t s ,  t h i s  w i l l  not matter  because according to  S to ic  

d o c t r in e  we w i l l  s t i l l  be q u i te  happpy having done the v i r tuous  th ing ,  

i . e .  v i r t u e  I s  s u f f i c i e n t  fo r  happiness.  The only th ing  th a t  would 

h inder  t h i s  would, of course ,  be some major f a u l t  l i k e  attachment to  

r e s u l t s  which no Stoic  sage would possess .

I be l ieve  tha t  the view, desp i te  the vigorous defense,  s t i l l  

has  a s t ro n g  c o u n te r - in tu i t io n  as  I t  seems to  d e f la te  bas ic  

mot iva t ional  s t r u c tu r e s  In the e f f o r t  to  save the th eo re t ic a l

underpinnings .  The S to ics  are  e s s e n t i a l l y  t e l l i n g  us  t h a t  common sense 

Is  wrong he re ,  but they do not seem to  supply any explanation,  

independent of Stoic  values ,  to  support t h e i r  view. The s t ronges t  

support they provide Is  the ' s u p e r i o r i t y  appeal* which does have some 

th eo ry -n eu t ra l  backing In the sense tha t  a l l  p a r t i e s  to  the d ispute  

agree th a t  emotions are problems to  r a t i o n a l i t y  and r a t i o n a l i t y  ought
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t o  be our guiding force.  But "use value* seems too flimsy to  motivate 

someone to  undertake something s u b s t a n t i a l .  I f  v i r tue  Is s u f f i c i e n t  fo r  

happiness ,  why would any S to ic  sage ever  s tep  outside of h e r  narrow 

c i r c l e  of f r i e n d s  and family where she had ample "use value* m ater ia l  

and engage in more 'meaningful" ,  important and universal p u r s u i t s ?  The 

S to ic s  have an answer to t h i s  ques t ion  and i t  i s  embedded in t h e i r  

moral theory to  which I wil l  now tu rn .

3.  The Universal  Viewpoint

Like the views of A r i s to t le  and Epicurus, Stoicism works from a 

'e u d a lm o n is t l c '  pe rspec t ive .  What t h i s  means i s  that  a l l  of th e se  views 

s t a r t  from a poin t  of se lf -exam inat ion  and ask the ques t ion ,  "What i s  

the b e s t  k ind  of l i f e  to lead?" And they a l l  agree tha t  the answer must 

be d i r e c te d  towards 'happiness*. As we have seen with A r i s t o t l e  and 

Epicurus, t h i s  perspect ive  c r e a t e s  a problem for morali ty  as  I t  seems 

d i f f i c u l t  t o  reconci le  the motivat ional  s e l f i sh n e ss  in the 

'e u d a lm o n is t l c '  framework with what genuine morality appears t o  demand, 

i . e .  a non-instrumental concern fo r  the we 11-being of o th e r s  in the 

sense of recogniz ing  other persons  as  having i n s t r l n s i c  v a lue .  The 

problem may not be solvable with in  the a 'eudalmonis t lc '  framework, but 

the S to ic s  do o f f e r  a reasonable s o lu t i o n .  In order to l ive  happi ly  and 

have a smooth flow of l i f e ,  the indiv idual  must l ive  a f u l l y  v i r tu o u s  

l i f e ,  and the only way to do t h i s  i s  to  assume the universal  viewpoint.

S to ic  'Holism*, or the assumption of the universal viewpoint,  

does two th in g s .  As we have seen ,  i t  po s i t iv e ly  a l i e n a t e s  the 

Individual from object ive  co nd i t ions  which might otherwise i n t e r f e r e
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with  happiness by developing the cogni t ive  detachment of the l a s t  two 

s e c t io n s .  And I t  negat ive ly  a l i e n a te s  the Individual from con t rac t ing  

h e r  sphere  of I n te r e s t  around h e r se l f  by expanding v i r t u e ' s  domain of 

opera t ion  to  the universal viewpoint.

There Is  a developmental s to ry  embedded in S to ic  moral theory

which Is  Important to  keep In mind. As we grow In l i f e ,  the power of

reason gradually  assumes dominance over the unreasoned responses which 

we share  with o ther  l iv in g  th ings .  From a l i f e  driven by s e l f - l o v e ,  

impulse and the des ire  fo r  s e l f - p r e s e r v a t io n ,  we come to  appreciate  the 

h igher  powers tha t  we possess  such as r a t i o n a l i t y  and understanding 

which enable us more e f f i c i e n t l y  and more e f f e c t i v e l y  to  achieve the 

ends to  which b l ind  impulse d r iv e s  us.

At f i r s t  we glean a measure of Ins igh t  Into the Instrumental

value  which reason possesses .  We come to see In the words of Diogenes

L a e r t iu s  th a t

CNlature's r u le  Is  to  follow the d i r e c t io n  of 
impulse. But when reason by way of a more pe r fec t
leadership has been bestowed on beings  we cal l  
r a t i o n a l ,  for  them l i f e  according to  reason r i g h t ly  
becomes the na tura l  l i f e .  For reason supervenes to
shape Impulse s c l e n t l f  I caU y .* 3*

For beings  endowed with reason,  the natural  l i f e  i s  a l i f e  in which 

reason con t ro ls  Impulse and a c t io n .  As t h i s  in s ig h t  deepens, our sense 

of apprec ia t ion  for  the powers of reason grows u n t i l  we reach a point  

a t  which reason comes to be valued for  what I t  Is  and not merely for

what I t  does. Reason becomes i n t r i n s i c a l l y  va luab le ,  a good In I t s e l f

as

■Cl l iv ing  v i r tuous ly  Is equivalent to  l iv in g  In 
accordance with experience of the ac tua l  course of
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n a tu re ;  as  Chryslppus says  in the  f i r s t  book of jfe 
E in ibus ;  fo r  our individual  na tures  are p a r t s  of
the nature  of the whole u n i v e r s e .355

From groping c re a tu re s  dr iven by impulse and the  d e s i r e  for

s e l f - p r e s e r v a t io n ,  we come to  view ou rse lves  as  "pa r ts  of the nature  of

the whole u n iv e r se" .  And i t  Is  by reason t h a t  we transcend the ordinary

viewpoint and come to  apprec ia te  the  supreme value of v i r t u e  in the

universal  sense .

And t h i s  very th ing c o n s t i t u t e s  the v i r tu e  of the 
happy man and the smooth c u r re n t  of l i f e ,  when a l l  
a c t i o n s  promote the harmony of the s p i r i t  dwell ing 
in the  individual man with the will  of him who 
o rd e rs  the u n iv e rse .3*

And with t h i s  s tatement the motivat ional problem i s  supposed to  solved. 

The natura l  l i f e  of reason when properly  developed w l11 pull  us  away 

from exc lus ive  s e l f - i n t e r e s t  and c o n t in u a l ly  expand our viewpoint of 

concern u n t i l  i t  encompasses the whole of the universe .

There i s  a s e r i e s  of d e f in ing  equations  which l in k  the scheme 

to provide a  b a s i s  fo r  Stoic  m ora l i ty .  'Happiness'  Is  a " l i f e  l ived  In 

accord with n a tu re " .  A " l i f e  l ived in accord with nature" i s  a " l i f e  of 

v i r t u e " .  A " l i f e  of v ir tue"  is  a " l i f e  of reason".  And f i n a l l y  a " l i f e  

of reason" w i l l  be a l i f e  "grounded in the universa l  perspect ive  

apprec ia t ive  of the harmonious na ture  of the whole". Though not a ll  

Sto ic  w r i t e r s 37' are In complete techn ica l  accord with t h i s  

ex p l ica t ion  of  the view, I t  Is r e p re s e n ta t i v e  of the general genre and 

Is ,  I b e l i e v e ,  the most popular i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  The S to ic  pos i t ion  

motivates  us  to  v i r tu e  and thus to  moral Ity  by producing arguments 

intended to  show tha t  v i r tue  s u f f i c e s  fo r  happiness and t h a t  complete
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v i r tu e  e n t a i l s  an ex t rac t io n  of oneself  from the  Individual perspect ive 

in to  the un iversa l  or cosmic viewpoint.

The later Reman Stoics develop an argument for why th is view

has to  be c o r r e c t .  The argument Is  b a s ic a l ly  a  h o l i s t i c  argument backed

by Sto ic  determinism. Marcus Aurelius  d esc r ib e s  the determlnls t

background and I t s  al l-embracing power as  fo llows:

Whatever may happen to you was prepared  for  you In 
advance from the beginning of t ime.  In the woven 
t a p e s t ry  of causat ion, the thread  o f  your being had 
been Inter twined from a l l  time to  your p a r t i c u la r  
I n c id e n t .38

And in the next  passage Marcus t i e s  the th re ad  which Intertwines the

determinism to  the holism.

No mat te r  whether the universe  i s  a  confusion of 
atoms or a natural  growth, l e t  my f i r s t  conviction 
be t h a t  I am a par t  of a Whole which i s  under
N a tu r e ' s  governance; and my second, t h a t  a bond of 
k insh ip  e x i s t s  between myself and a l l  other  s im ilar  
p a r t s . 3*

Nature on t h i s  view provides a h o l l s l t c  foundation for v ir tue  by 

embedding the  Individual within a grander scheme and intertwining the 

individual t o  a l l  o thers  via the " ta p e s t ry  of causat ion". Prom t h i s  

background we deduce and f l l l - l n  the content of virtue. On th is reading 

cosmic na tu re  In the form of the un ive rsa l  viewpoint provides a

foundatIon fo r  mora11ty.

Once the foundation Is In p lace ,  determining "r ight  actions"

becomes a mat te r  of "part  to whole r e l a t io n s*  with "duties" being

Imposed upon us  by reason 's  understanding of the natural r e la t io n s .  

Diogenes L a e r t iu s  provides  the following ex p l i c a t io n  of 'd u ty ' .

Furthermore, the term Duty i s  ap p l ied  to tha t  for
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which, when done, a  reasonable  defense can be 
adduced, e .g .  harmony In the tenor of 11 f e ' s  
p ro c e ss ,  which Indeed pervades the growth of p l a n t s  
and animal s . 4,0

E p ic te tu s  f i l l s  In more content  to  "Duty* by no t ing  exact ly  how we

r a t i o n a l l y  deduce I t  when he announces t h a t  "Appropriate ac t ions  are In

general measured by r e la t io n s h ip s . " '* 1 The bas ic  s t r a t e g y  adopted

here I s  the  use of the holism argument to  generate an a l i e n a t io n  from

s e l f - i n t e r e s t .  The demands of r a t i o n a l i t y  and v i r tu e  coupled with th e i r

c r i t i c a l  r e l a t i o n  to happiness  force the Individual to  reach out and

embrace as  much of the "whole" of which one i s  a p a r t  as  possib le .

Duties  a re  funct iona lly  determined by the Interconnections ,

r e l a t i o n s h i p s ,  such as f a th e r / s o n ,  c l t l z e n / s t a t e ,  s lave /m as te r ,  e tc .

Annas d e s c r ib e s  the culminating S to ic  v is ion  In the following terms.

F u r th e r ,  the S to ics  ho ld  t h a t  as one p rogresses  In
r a t i o n a l i t y ,  one comes to  extend o n e ' s  concern 
outward from onese lf  to  o the r  people,  f i r s t  to 
o n e ' s  of fspring  and r e l a t i v e s ,  then to  o ther  
ind iv idua ls  one c a r e s  about,  then to groups whose 
connection with one Is  more and more remote, 
f i n a l l y  to a l l  human be ings .  What enables  one to do 
t h i s  Is a grasp of the d i s t i n c t i v e  kind of value
which virtuous a c t i v i t y  has .  For J u s t  as  
understanding t h i s  put  c e r t a i n  c o n s t r a in t s  on the 
k ind  of importance goods l ik e  heal th  and s e c u r i t y  
can have for  the agent ,  so I t  p u ts  c e r t a i n  
c o n s t r a in t s  on the importance to the agent of the 
f a c t  tha t  I t  Is  h i s  own h e a l th  or s e c u r i ty  t h a t  Is
concerned, or h i s  w i f e ' s  or f a t h e r ' s  hea l th  or
s e c u r i t y .  What m a t te r s  i s  the  a g e n t ' s  v i r tu o u s  
a c t i v i t y ,  not the f a c t  t h a t  i t  b e n e f i t s  him or
someone re la te d  or connected to  him.'42

Genuine virtuous a c t i v i t y  thus  demands an a u th e n t ic  measure of 

benevolence.  Egois t ic  motivat ion and the s e l f - c o n t r a c t i n g  emotions are 

e l im ina ted  In a gesture of i n s i g h t .  On t h i s  depic t ion  the grasp of the
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moral viewpoint ,  and the motivation to  maintain I t ,  Is derived from

developing human nature. Narrowing our sphere of In te re s t  thwarts our

development. S e l f - In te re s t  In I t s  p u rsu i t  of happiness narrowed I t s

sphere of Influence and now I t  comes to see tha t  the narrowing Is no

longer In I t s  In te re s t .  Happiness depends upon v i r tue  and v ir tue

demands a widening of one 's  sphere of In te re s t .  The ego Is caught In a

bind. In order  to  be happy I t  must develop v i r tu es  and In order  to

develop v i r t u e s  I t  must use the 'm a t e r i a l 1 tha t  nature provides.  This

e n t a i l s  broadening I t s  sphere of In te re s t .  And the only way to  fu l ly

widen the sphere and develop a l l  of the v i r tu es  Is to assume the cosmic

or un iversa l  perspect ive.  Seneca echoes t h i s  Insight  and I t s

foundational v is ion for  Stole cosmopolitanism.

The reason we Stoics  have hlgh-heartedly refused to  
confine ourselves within the wal ls  of a s ingle  c i ty  
but have sought r e l a t io n s  with the whole ear th  and 
claimed the whole world for  our fa ther land was to 
a f fo r d  v i r tue  a broader scope.*a

Unlike A r is to t le  and Epicurus, the appeal to  the universal 

viewpoint does seem to allow plenty  of room for genuine other-concern 

In a view th a t  Is grounded In a 'eudalmonis t lc '  p respect lve .  In f ac t ,  

the view makes other-concern spread so wide tha t  I t  could be argued 

tha t  the scope of Stoic other-concern co n f l le t s  with our In tu i t ions  

about c lo se  personal r e l a t io n s  and tha t  as  a r e su l t  the pr ice  one has 

to  pay f o r  'S to i c  happiness' may be too high. From the universal 

pe r sp ec t iv e ,  a l l  persons are equal as ra t iona l  beings and we cease to 

regard those close to us as ' s p e c i a l " .  Given the el imination of the 

emotional l in k s  which make the ' s p e c la ln e s s '  possib le ,  the ra t iona l  

object iv ism of the universal s tandpoint Is a l l  that  remains. Nothing
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s h o r t  of a pure pragmatics  of harmony based upon r a t io n a l  in s igh ts  into 

the  nature of v i r t u e  could possibly do the  Job which the S toic  

metaphysical view demands.

From my p e rsp e c t iv e ,  the Stoic  view does do the best Job, so 

f a r ,  with t h i s  most d i f f i c u l t  of problems. From the 'eudalmonis t lc7 

p e rsp ec t iv e ,  t h e re  Is  probably no way to  e l im ina te  every t race  of

s e l f - i n t e r e s t .  What the S to ic s  provide i s  an at tempt a t  metaphysically

undermining the e g o i s t i c  Impulse. All th ree  of the 'eudalmonis t lc '  

views t ry  to  demonstrate th a t  a l t ru ism and benevolence wil l  ’p a y - o f f  

in happiness,  and th a t  the contrary wil l  u l t im a te ly  no t .  Epicurus has, 

as  we have seen ,  numerous problems on t h i s  issue  which are brought to 

the surface  most s t rong ly  a t  KD XXXV where he advises  th a t  even If we 

do wrong and a r e  not caught,  we wil l  always have to  fea r  poss ib le

d e te c t io n .  A r i s t o t l e ,  as  noted, a lso  has a problem giving persons 

i n t r i n s i c  value and has  d i f f i c u l t y  avoiding the Instrumental use of 

persons as  a means to  happiness.  The S to ic s  can avoid these problems 

because they do not operate  with in  a consequential  1st framework.

For the  S to ic s ,  the Epicurean problem simply does not a r i s e .  

There i s  no need to  explain  how ’good r e s u l t s ’ , i . e .  p leasure ,  might 

tu rn  sour s in ce  the goodness of the ac t ion  l i e s  so le ly  In the a g en t ' s  

a t t i t u d e  -  bad a t t i t u d e ,  e .g .  non-vlr tuous,  equals  bad ac t  -  period! 

And in On Duties  c i t i n g  the e r ro r  of those who make pleasure  ’ L i f e ' s  

Final End*, Cicero d e f i n i t i v e l y  s t a t e s  the S to ic  view tha t  ’ [ t l h e l r

view Is th a t  every th ing  which i s  morally r i g h t  i s  advantageous, and 

th e re  can be no advantage In anything th a t  I s  not r igh t .***  Thus, 

an improper, e . g .  s e l f i s h ,  a t t i t u d e  cannot poss ib ly  be compatible with
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l i v in g  In agreement with na ture .  For A r i s t o t l e ' s  problems, the S to ic s

a l so  have answers. F i r s t ,  they can give i n t r i n s i c  value to  persons .

R a t io n a l i ty  i s  I n t r i n s i c a l l y  good. The reason for t h i s  Is t h a t

' r a t i o n a l i t y '  i s ,  in a sense ,  the founta in  from which the only th ing  of

real  va lue ,  i . e .  v i r t u e ,  flows. And s ince  persons are s e a t s  of

r a t i o n a l i t y ,  persons can, in theory ,  have i n t r i n s i c  value .  And the

instrumental use of person as  a means to  'eudaimonia'  a l so  cannot a r i s e

with in  a S to ic  framework a s  any ac t ion  so motivated would demonstrate a

f a i l u r e  to understand the depth and na tu re  of Sto ic  'eudaimonia'  which

is  c l e a r ly  def ined  as  " l i v in g  in accord with nature and v i r t u e " .  Again

Cicero makes the c r i t i c a l  poin t  when he declares  the fundamental

motivation which reason demands to  reach the S to ic  end.

So everyone ought to  have the same purpose: to 
id en t i fy  the i n t e r e s t  of each with the i n te re s t  of 
a l l .  Once men grab for themselves , human socie ty  
w i l l  completely co l lapse .  But If  nature p rescr ibes  
( a s  she does) th a t  every human being must help 
every other  human being,  whoever he i s ,  j u s t  
p r ec i se ly  because they are  human beings,  then -  by 
the same a u th o r i ty  -  a l l  men have ident ical  
i n t e r e s t s . * s

Thus, the S to ic  view a t tem pts  to  provide a v iab le  s o lu t io n  

with in  a 'euda im onis t ic '  framework to  account for how and why the 

i n d i v i d u a l ' s  best  i n t e r e s t s  are bes t  served  by assuming the un iversa l

pe rspec t ive  and th a t ,  in f a c t ,  sound r a t io n a l  reasoning wll 1 compel one 

to  the assumption of t h i s  p e rsp e c t iv e .  The S to ics  motivate us to  be 

moral,  as  do th e i r  compet i tors ,  by t r y in g  to demonstrate th a t  being 

moral Is In our real  s e l f - i n t e r e s t .  They then d e f la te  the egoism by 

d e f in ing  s e l f - i n t e r e s t  h o i i s t l c a l l y . The s t reng th  of the view Is  th a t  

sho r t  of complete ego e l im ina t ion ,  the S toic  view o f f e r s  the most
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a t t r a c t i v e  a l t e r n a t i v e .  A benevolent ego which viewed i t s  happiness as  

dependent upon the co n d i t io n s  of the whole of which i t  i s  a p a r t  seems 

to me the bes t  th a t  can be done w i th in  the 'euda im onis t ic '  framework. 

And given the d e f l a t io n  of the emotions and the lack of value in

e x te rn a l s ,  the S to ic  c h a ra c te r  which emerges i s  l e f t  with nearly no 

motivat ion to  do anyth ing Immoral which might be the bes t  we can get .

4. The Pleasure  Problem

The S to ics  are emphatic and q u i te  c le a r  where they s tand  on the

“p le a s u re 11 issue .  There i s  no r e l a t io n s h ip  between happiness and

pleasure .  P leasure  p lays  no r o le  in the happy l i f e .  There are two

po in ts ,  however, which mer i t  a t t e n t i o n .  The f i r s t  i s  th a t  the S to ics  do 

view c e r t a in  hedonic accounts  of happiness as leg i t imate  opponents and, 

in p a r t i c u l a r ,  t a rg e t  Epicurus as  advocating such a view. They, thus ,  

marshall  a number of arguments to  support  the view tha t  p leasure  cannot 

be a s u i t a b l e  candidate  fo r  the f in a l  end of human l i f e .  The second 

point i s  t h a t  the S to ic s  give no p o s i t i v e  value to p lea su re ,  and thus

oppose any kind of A r i s t o t e l i a n  view which r e l i e s  on pleasure  to

“per fec t"  v i r tu o u s  a c t i v i t y .  This eschewing of any p o s i t i v e  value for  

p leasure  does seem c o u n t e r - i n t u i t i v e  and deserves some examination.

The arguments which the S to ic s  p resent  aga ins t  the p o s i t io n  

tha t  p leasure  i s  our f in a l  end run the gamut from highly ins igh tfu l  to  

almost banal .  But the consensus on t h i s  po s i t io n  is  a common u n i t in g

fac to r  in a l l  S to ic  w r i t e r s .  As we saw above, Diogenes L a e r t iu s  r e p o r t s

a simple S to ic  example of why p leasure  cannot be the "good". The "good" 

can never lead to negat ive  r e s u l t s  and sometimes the p u r s u i t ,  or even
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the a c q u i s i t i o n ,  of p leasure  does lead  to  unfavorable r e s u l t s .  Cicero

g ives  a number of Stoic  arguments why pleasure  cannot be e i t h e r  "The

Good* or a even a good. In "The Fa l lacy  of  Pleasure" from fln Duties  I I I ,

he opens with a s t roke  of r h e t o r i c  d i re c te d  a t  Epicurus and de r ides

Epicurus for  reducing wisdom t o  " the  mere so r t in g  out of p lea s u re s  and

pains* .  Cicero then d i r e c t ly  a t t a c k s  the Epicurean p o s i t i o n  with a

number of arguments.  He no tes  t h a t  Epicurus endorses such v i r t u e s  as

wisdom, f o r t i t u d e  and s e l f - c o n t r o l .  Of Epicurus '  a l Ieged r e sp ec t  for

f o r t i t u d e  he asks ,  "Cwlhat p lace  can fo r t i t u d e  lo g ica l ly  occupy in a

system which i d e n t i f i e s  good with  p leasu re  and evi l  with p a in ?"4’4 On

s e l f - c o n t r o l  he notes  th a t ,  " I p l l e a s u r e  is  served by the pass ions  and

s e l f - c o n t r o l  i s  t h e i r  a d v e r sa ry ."47. And f in a l l y ,  he no tes  tha t

" I n t e g r i t y ,  generos i ty  and c o u r te sy ,  these and f r iendsh ip  too,  cannot

e x i s t  i f  they a re  pursued, not because they are d es i rab le  in themselves,

but for  the sake of p leasure and s e l f - i n t e r e s t . * 40 In each case the

force the argument i s  the same. Any view which p o s i t s  p leasu re  i t s  Final

End w il l  f in d  i t s e l f  i n t e rn a l ly  in co n s is ten t  with the open advocacy of

the most noble of v i r t u e s .

Marcus Aurel ius o f f e r s  the fo l lowing argument.

Repentance Is remorse fo r  the loss  of some helpful  
o p por tun i ty .  Now what Is  good is  always h e lp fu l ,  and 
must be the concern of every good man; but an
oppor tun i ty  of p leasu re  Is  something no good man 
would ever  repent of having l e t  pass.  I t  follows, 
th e r e fo r e ,  that p le a s u re  Is n e i the r  good nor 
he lpfu l  . 4<s'

We might f ind  t h i s  argument ques t ion-begging  and unconvincing, but again 

i t  emphasizes the point t h a t  the S to ic s  form a un i ted  f ro n t  on t h i s

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



132

issue .  As f a r  as  the actual  argument i s  concerned, no Epicurean would be 

t roub led  by i t  on a t  leas t  two counts .  F i r s t ,  "repentance" would be 

caused by an unnecessary des i re  by which no Epicurean worth h i s  s a l t  

would be t ro u b led .  And secondly the Epicurean i s  going to  claim here 

th a t  Marcus i s  assuming what needs to  be proven -  namely th a t  no good 

man would l e t  an opportunity  fo r  p lea su re ,  I . e .  r ea l  Epicurean p leasu re ,  

pass .

E p ic te tu s  o f f e r s  a couple of in s ig h t fu l  arguments agains t  

p leasure  be ing  the End of L i fe .  One appears in The Discourses at  Bk. 

I l l ,  Chpt. VII.  The th ru s t  of the argument fo llows C ic e ro ' s  lead but 

expands the r e s u l t .  The value of the v i r t u e s  i s  d e f l a t e d  by making 

p leasure  l i f e ' s  end as many times in l i f e  pursuing the v i r tuous  course 

of ac t ion  w i l l  c o n f l i c t  with the aims of p le a su re .  And Ep ic te tus  c i t e s  

the Epicurean problems which a r i s e  i f  the only th ing  which holds us back 

from performing a c t io n s  l ike s t e a l i n g ,  ly ing  and adu l te ry  is  the 

p o s s i b i l i t y  of de tec t ion  and thus p o ten t i a l  fu tu re  pa in .  In the s implest 

of terms, i f  the Epicurean i s  sure she wil l  not be caught ,  there  is  no 

th e o r e t i c a l  reason why she would not perform an "unvirtuous" act ion 

which would produce p leasure  and t h i s  has  to be wrong.

The second th e s i s  regarding p leasu re  which i s  c r i t i c a l  to

Stoicism i s  the c o u n te r - in tu i t i v e  claim th a t  p leasu re  has no value. In

the bes t  case scenar io ,  p leasure  might seem a t  t imes to be a possib le

"p re fe r re d  i n d i f f e r e n t " .  However, Diogenes L a e r t iu s  denies  that  the

S to ic s  even considered the des ire  for p leasu re  to be a na tura l  Impulse.

As to r  the a s se r t io n  made by some people that  
p lea su re  Is the object  to which the f i r s t  impulse of
animals  Is d i re c ted ,  I t  Is shown by the S to ic s  to  be
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f a l s e .  For p le a s u re ,  I f  I t  i s  r e a l l y  f e l t ,  they 
dec la re  to  be a by-product ,  which never comes un t i l  
na ture  by I t s e l f  has sought and found the means 
s u i t a b l e  to the an im a l ' s  ex is tence  o r  c o n s t i t u t i o n ;  
i t  i s  an a f te rmath  comparable to the cond i t ion  of 
animals th r iv in g  o r  p l a n t s  in fu l l  bloom.30

And l a t e r ,  he a lso  no tes  th a t  many S to ic s ,  e . g .  Hecato and Chrysippus, 

"Cdieny th a t  p leasure  i s  a good e i t h e r ;  fo r  some pleasures  are  

d i s g r a c e f u l ,  and nothing d isgracefu l  can be good."*1 The argument 

i s ,  of course ,  weak as  A r i s t o t l e  had shown when he noted tha t  j u s t  

because some p leasu res  are  not good does not mean t h a t  a l l  p leasu res  are  

not good. However, the p o in t  embedded within t h i s  argument does show the 

c r i t i c a l  concern -  the p u r s u i t  of p leasure i s  c l e a r l y  problematic for

S to ic  t h in k e r s  with the most Important issue being th a t  the d e s i r e  for  

p lea su re  can lead to  d isg race fu l  ac t ion  and thus  embracing the doc tr ine  

of p lea su re  undermines the c e n t r a l i t y  of v i r t u e .

Perhaps, the most important Sto ic  reason why pleasure  cannot be

good i s  because i t s  p u r s u i t  breeds emotional a t tachments .  I t  undermines

the w i l l  and i n t e r f e r e s  with the development of a s trong sense of

' a p a t h e i a '  by h inder ing the S t o i c ' s  r a t io n a l  ob jec t iv ism.  The warning

which E p ic te tu s  gives in The Manual i s  r ig h t  to  the S to ic  point .

Whenever you encounter  some kind of apparent
p leasu re ,  be on guard, as in the case of other 
appearances, not to  be c a r r i e d  away by i t ,  but le t  
the th ing wai t for  you and allow yourse l f  delay.
Then br ing before  your mind two times,  both the time 
when you enjoy the p leasure  and the time when a f t e r
enjoying i t  you l a t e r  r e g re t  i t  and b e ra te  yourse lf ;
and se t  ag a in s t  these the way you wil l  be pleased 
and will  p ra i s e  yourse l f  i f  you r e f r a i n  from i t .  But 
i f  the r ig h t  occasion appears for  you to  undertake 
the ac t ion ,  pay a t t e n t io n  so th a t  you w i l l  not be 
overcome by i t s  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  and p leasan tn ess  and 
seduct iveness ,  and s e t  aga ins t  i t  how much b e t t e r  i t
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i s  to  be consc ious  of having won t h i s  v ic to ry
ag a in s t  i t . Si

The message in t h i s  passage i s  r e a l l y  the reason why the Stoic sees

pleasure  as  problematic  and why i t  cannot be a good. In the simplest of

terms, the p o t e n t i a l  danger to  r a t i o n a l i t y  and cool d e l ib e r a t e  judgment 

i s  j u s t  not worth the c o s t .

Whether the S to i c s  supply good enough reasons  to accept th e i r

main t h e s i s  i s  su re ly  q ues t ionab le .  Perhaps, the  most te l  1ing argument

aga ins t  these  theses  i s  th a t  they a l l  seem to presuppose a Stoic  value 

system which, of cou rse ,  n e i th e r  the A r i s to t e l i a n  nor Epicurean opponent 

would accep t .  Against Epicurus, I bel ieve  t h a t  Cicero and Epic te tus  do 

provide s t rong  c la ims as  to  why the l i f e  of Epicurean pleasure  and i t s  

p u r su i t  cannot be a proper  conception of a good or happy l i f e .  However, 

I am le ss  convinced by the second problem and do be l ieve  that the 

A r i s to t e l i a n  might have the more i n t u i t i v e ly  p l a u s ib l e  p o s i t io n .  To deny

pleasure  any value goes to  an extreme which makes a demand tha t  none but 

a convinced Sto ic  would accep t .  The b e t t e r  t a c t i c  seems to me to be to 

f ind  p leasu re  a r o le  and f i t  the ro le  into the theory r a th e r  than fighc 

and deny a t  a l l  c o s t  our ordinary  i n t u i t i o n s ,  e . g .  tha t  pleasure is  

p leas ing  and th a t  sometimes th a t  which p leases  i s  good.

5. The S to ic  Good l i f e

Perhaps, the most remarkable claim about the S to ic  sage i s  that she 

cannot be hur t  or in ju re d .  I f  the claim is  t ru e ,  Stoic ism might present
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us with a very se r io u s  competitor for  the po s i t io n  to  be occupied by 

the bes t  conception of happiness.  After  a l l ,  If  S to ic  happiness  Is so 

powerful a s  r e a l l y  to be Imperturbable,  I t  would then seem to  f l  11-out 

the c r i t i c a l  c r i t e r i a  of f i n a l i t y  and completeness in a way super io r  to 

the two main r iv a l  views which a lso  take these  c r i t e r i a  very se r io u s ly .  

And, In f a c t ,  I f  the S to ic  could d e l ive r  on the im per tu rbab i l i ty  claim, 

I t  might even give us a s trong reason to  pause and ponder whether the

p r ice  of accep t ing  a c o u n te r - in tu i t iv e  theory might not be worth the

c o s t .

Seneca and Epic te tus  o f fe r  d e ta i l e d  explanat ions  and arguments 

to s u b s t a n t i a t e  the Imperturbabil ity  claim. In "On The Firmness of the 

Wise Man", Seneca p re sen ts  the main d o c t r in e .  He notes  In the f i r s t  

paragraph the  hero ic  and dazzling goal towards which Stoicism d i r e c t s

us by gu id ing  us " t t l o  th a t  lo f ty  summit which r i s e s  so f a r  beyond the 

reach of  any m iss le  as to tower high above a l l  f o r tu n e . " sa The soul 

of the wise man Is  l ike an Impregnable f o r t r e s s .  "The wise man Is safe 

and no in ju ry  or Insul t  can touch him.*** The scope of the claim Is 

then c l a r i f i e d  and tempered. "The Invulnerable th ing Is  not t h a t  which 

is  not s t r u c k ,  but tha t  which is  not h u r t ;  by t h i s  mark I w i l l  show you 

the wise man."M  In f a c t ,  Seneca even p o in ts  out th a t  g e t t i n g  

s truck  and not being hur t  Is b e t t e r  than not being s t ru ck  a t  a l l  

because be ing  s t ruck  allows the s t reng th  of the s a g e ' s  Stoicism to

shine f o r t h .  And Seneca then claims th a t  "Ctihe power of wisdom Is 

b e t t e r  shown by a display of calmness In the midst of

p r ovoca t i on . . . And with th i s  statement t h i s  p ic tu re  of the sage 

becomes c l e a r .
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Once we have the p i c t u r e  of the sage before us ,  we need then

to t r y  to f i n d  out why we ought to  bel ieve  Seneca and the  highly

c o u n te r - ln tu l t l v e  t h e s i s  t h a t  the sage cannot be hur t  or In ju red .  A

number of arguments t ry ing  to  prove the pos i t ion  follow. The power of

the arguments In support of  the view Is  a t  t imes ques t ionab le .  For

example, he uses  a d e f in i t io n a l  argument based upon injury  and e v i l .

For i f  Injury Is  the  experiencing of some e v i l ,  i f ,  
moreover,  the wise man can experience no e v i l ,  no 
Injury a f f e c t s  the wise man.8*

This argument obviously begs the ques tion unless  Seneca can e s t a b l i s h  

the second premise which Is  p r e c i s e ly  what the non-Stolc wi l l  d i sp u te .  

He does work a t  t h i s  problem by t ry in g  to  s u b s tan t ia te  the connections 

between 'harm' and ' i n j u r y '  and then between ' i n j u r y '  and ' e v i l '  or 

'w ic k ed n ess ' .

' I n j u r y '  presupposes ownership, but the wise man 's  only

possession Is  v i r t u e  and t h i s  no one nor th ing  can harm.

But i f  Injury can do no harm to anything a wise man 
owns, s ince  If h i s  v i r t u e  i s  s a fe  h i s  possessions  
are  s a fe ,  then no in jury  can happen to the wise 
man.8®

What Seneca needs here i s  to  "prove" th a t  h i s  rad ical  t h e s i s  about

personal I d e n t i ty  is  co r rec t  and I take t h i s  claim to be t h a t  what we

ac tu a l ly  a re ,  our only ac tua l  possession,  is  our r a t io n a l  soul.

However, we do not get an argument. What we get i s  a s to ry  about 

St 11 bo, a successful  S to ic ,  who managed to  achieve the r ad ica l  S toic  

Iden t i ty  co l lap se  and remain completely composed amidst the most

horrendous of circumstances. The Sto ic  moral of the t a l e  culminates  in

St 11b o 's  rep ly  to  the butcher  of h i s  c i t y  and family tha t  "There Is no

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



137

reason fo r  you to  cons ider  me vanquished and yourse lf  the v i c to r :  your 

fortune has vanquished mine.'13* Thus, Seneca appeals to  the v i r t u e s  

of successful  Stoic ism and en t ice s  us by I t s  charm: success fu l  Stoicism 

o f f e r s  g rea t  rewards. Radical ex t r ac t io n  of personal id e n t i ty  from the 

materia l ob jec t ive  level to that  of the imperturbable v i r tu o u s  soul v ia  

S to ic  ' a p a th e la '  makes one Immune to the ravages of in ju ry  and harm.

There Is  some power In Seneca 's  appeal to S t l l b o .  Given Sto ic  

theses  about the e s s e n t i a l  equa l i ty  of r a t io n a l  beings,  which does have 

appeal,  we could say th a t  If  S t i lb o  could muster t h i s  kind of soul 

power, then there  might be grounds, a t  l e a s t  Stoic  grounds, to  assume 

th a t  we a l l  could do I t .  Of course , we s t i l l  have no argument th a t  the 

S to ic  view on Id e n t i ty  Is  co r re c t .  However, If we ignore for  the time 

being poss ib le  contemporary r e p l i e s ,  I t  I s  worth no t ing  th a t  the ch ief  

S to ic  r i v a l s ,  I . e .  A r i s to t l e  and Epicurus, are not going to be overly 

t roubled by the S to ic  depict ion of the r a t io n a l  soul and the Importance 

of ra t iona l  autonomy as much as  they are going to d ispu te  what mat ters  

to the sou l .  For A r i s t o t l e  g e t t in g  r ig h t  r e s u l t s  m a t t e r s .  For Epicurus 

g e t t in g  des ired  and u l t im ate ly  p leasu rab le  r e s u l t s  m a t te r s .  While for  

the S to ics ,  there  i s  no connection between r e s u l t s  and the s o u l ' s  

well-being.  And I t  Is  on t h i s  poin t  t h a t  one S t i l b o  who shows no 

necessary connection between r e s u l t s  and happiness makes a s t rong  case 

by providing a counter-example to  the o ther  views.

Seneca then r e tu rn s  to  the h e a r t  of the argument. Not wanting

to leave the issue to be decided by the S t i lbo  s to r y ,  he p resen ts

another argument.

Again, t h a t  which In ju res  must be more powerful 
than tha t  which Is Injured; but wickedness Is  not
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s tronger  than r igh teousness; th e r e fo re ,  i t  i s
Impossible f o r  the  wise man to  be In ju red .*°

This argument Is  p rob lem atic . The f i r s t  premise seems on the s u rfa c e  to  

be f a l s e  u n less  we again accept s tro n g  S to ic  claims about personal

Id e n t i ty .  From the o rd inary  p e rspec tive  there  are  many th ings  which can 

In jure  me, e .g .  my pen can p ie rce  my f in g e r ,  which a re  not more

powerful than I am, u n le ss  I assume th a t  I am not my body which might

be ex ac tly  what someone who d es ired  to  d ispu te  t h i s  point might assume. 

And s in ce  I t  does sometimes seem to  happen th a t  "good righ teous"  people 

get u n ju s t ly  in ju red ,  the second premise needs su b s ta n t ia l  argument

which we do not get u n le ss  one accepts  the problematic f i r s t  premise.

To cause Injury to  something, I need not be more powerful than th a t

th in g .  I only need to  be more powerful than the p a r t  which I have

In ju red . And I t  seems to  me th a t  i f  I In jure  a p a r t  then I have In ju red

the whole, even though I may not be "more powerful" than the whole.

I t  thus seems th a t  If  the S to ic  p o s i t io n  Is going to  succeed 

we need to  unravel the  Id e n ti ty  Issue as i t  i s  the underpinning on

which the  c r i t i c a l  prem ises s tand . The c ru c ia l  po in t  on t h i s  Issue Is 

not In what the essence of the soul c o n s is t s ,  but ra th e r  In what powers 

the soul possesses .  The most Important powers of the soul a re  the 

a b i l i t y  to  e x t r a c t  i t s e l f  from overly  Id e n tify in g  with the body and the 

power to  view I t s e l f  Independent of the body as  " ra tio n a l a c t iv i ty * .  

Now I t  seems In con tes tab le  to  me th a t  " ra t io n a l  a c t iv i ty "  could  make 

I t s e l f  In access ib le  to  Impingement. The proper use of the second power 

could enable the second power to  ac t as a foundation fo r  the  f i r s t  

power. The way t h i s  Is  done Is by a carefu l sc ru tin y  of what I s ,  In
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f a c t ,  under my power. And E p ic te tu s  t e l l s  us unequlvocably th a t  the

gods put only one th ing  w ithin our power and th a t  t h i s  Is "Ct]he power

to  deal r ig h t ly  w ith our Impressions, but every th ing  e ls e  they d id  not

put In our hands."*1

He l a t e r  t e l l s  us to  ask ourse lves  the questions , "What Is

mine, and what Is  not mine? What may I do, what may I not do?"*2

And then f in is h e s  the thought w ith  rep ly  and re b u t ta l  which d e c is iv e ly ,

fo r  him, s e a l s  the Id en tity  Issue .

I must d ie .  But must I d ie  groaning? I must be 
Imprisoned. But must I whine as  w ell? I must su ffe r  
e x i le .  Can anyone h inder  me from going with a 
sm ile , a good courage, and a t  peace?
'T e ll  the s e c r e t ! '
I re fu se  to  t e l l ,  fo r  t h i s  Is  in my power.
'But I w ill  chain you . '
What say you, fellow? Chain me? My leg you will 
chain -  yes but my w i l l  -  no, not even Zeus can 
conquer th a t .
' I  w il l  Imprison you.'
My b i t  of body you mean.*2

What E p ic te tu s  has done In t h i s  pasage, very much like what Seneca 

does, Is  po in t out something about our n a tu re s ,  but not n e c e ssa r i ly  

prove the rad ica l  ex trac t io n  of Id e n ti ty  from the body to  be t ru e .  

However, t h i s  might be enough even If  the id e n t i ty  claim were not t ru e .  

A fte r  a l l .  I f  I possess the power to  e x t ra c t  myself from bodily 

concerns and make myself Im perturbable, Stoicism might s t i l l  have 

something to  o f fe r  In the form of a  psychological therapy.

One th ing  which Stoic therapy  has to  recommend is  th a t  I t  help 

us become Immune to  s u ffe r in g .  In sec tio n  1, I drew a d i s t in c t io n  

between s u f fe r in g  and pain and promised to  re tu rn  to  the issue to  see 

i f  the S to ic s  a c tu a l ly  do draw such a d i s t in c t io n .  Returning now to
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t h i s  p o in t  w ill  allow us to  see how the S to ics  can j u s t i f y  th e i r  claim  

th a t  the sage cannot be In jured . The crux of the S to ic  claim Is  th a t  a s  

a r a t io n a l  being one cannot be In ju red  or harmed u n less  one ceases  to  

Id en tify  s o le ly  with th e i r  n a tu re  as  a ra t io n a l  being. The S to ic  claim  

Is not th a t  the sage w ill  not feel pain . The claim Is  th a t  the sage 

w ill  be u n affec ted  by t h i s  f e e l in g .  The sage w ill  feel pain but w il l  

not s u f f e r .  I t  i s  the imperturbable s ta t e  of mind of the sage th a t  

remains calm and serene. Both Seneca and E p ic te tu s  make t h i s  p o s i t io n  

q u ite  c le a r  a s  ne ither  denies th a t  there are  pa ins  and p le a su re s .  

Seneca t e l l s  us tha t "There Is t r a n q u i l l i t y ,  fo r  you, in the midst of 

the s to rm . . . *** And E p ic te tus  asks "Who then is  a Stoic?" and 

r e p l le s ,

Show me one who Is  s ick  and happy, in p e r i l  and yet 
happy, dying and yet happy, in e x i le  and happy, in 
d isg race  and happy.**

The S to ic  mission is  to  wrench id e n t i ty  away from the those th in g s ,

l ik e  our bod ies ,  which are not up to  us. All s u f fe r in g  mind s t a t e s

r e s u l t  from cognitive  e r ro r s .  We can "unlearn" su f fe r in g  through

cogn itive  In s ig h ts  into the working of the natural world. I f  we

understand th in g s  co r re c t ly ,  'a p a th e la '  w ill animate our a t t i t u d e ,  and

we w ill  f in d  Seneca's "calm In the midst of the storm". At l e a s t ,  we

w ill f in d  i t  as long as we b e l iev e  the S to ic  id e n t i ty  argument. And

th i s  Is ,  In a manner, the problem with Stoicism -  I t  w ill  work whether

the claims a re  true  or f a l s e .  E p ic te tu s  even acknowledges the po in t

when he announces th a t

If  one had to be deceived in order to  learn th a t  
nothing external or beyond our decision i s  anything 
to  u s ,  I would welcome th a t  deception, from which I
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could  lead a w ell-f low ing  and undisturbed
l i f e .* *

Do we want to  be happy or do we want good reasons fo r  being happy? 

There i s  a  d iffe ren ce  and I t  seems th a t  Eplc teus Is  u lt im ate ly  w i l l in g  

to  claim  the  d iffe rence  does not m a t te r .  In f a c t ,  I t  would seem th a t  by 

h i s  own admission, Epictetus" p ro je c t  though, perhaps, a l i e  would 

s t i l l  be a success If by b e liev in g  h i s  th e ra p e u t ic  advice a deep sense 

of 'a p a t h e l a '  were to  animate us and we ceased to  believe  th a t  

e x te rn a ls  r e a l l y  matter even though they s t i l l  d id  m atte r .  Of course, 

most S to ic s  would not endorse the  ra m if ic a t io n s  of E p ic te tu s '  

d e c la r a t io n .  The Stoic would claim th a t  any dep ic tion  of 'h app iness ' 

based upon f a l s e  b e l ie f s  cannot be r i g h t  because "happiness Ju s t  Is  

l iv in g  In agreement with nature* and f a l s e  b e l i e f s  make t h i s  

im possib le .

We would thus read E p ic te tu s '  d e c la ra t io n  as r h e to r ic a l ,  

designed fo r  a f fe c t  and not to  be taken l i t e r a l l y .  S to ic  happiness Is 

simply so  good th a t  even If I t  were based upon a f a l s e  b e l i e f ,  which of

course co u ld  never happen, I t  would s t i l l  be worth the co s t .  However,

p u t t in g  th e  rh e to r ic  as ide , we w ill  f in d  th a t  happiness Is  Just  a s t a t e  

of mind which comes about from c o r r e c t ly  understanding the natural 

world and allow ing the 'a p a th e la '  which a r i s e s  from th i s  understanding 

to  do I t s  work. The path to  happiness must follow  the roads paved by

nature and v i r tu e ,  but un less  the r a t io n a l  veh ic le  by which we trave l

these ro ad s  Is  fueled by 'a p a th e la '  the  Journey cannot succeed. And 

'a p a th e la '  can only genuinely a r i s e  from S to le  cognitive therapy. 

Understanding devalues those " th ings  not up to  us" and thus d e f la te s
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our attachm ents  to  them. Without attachment we cannot be p e r tu rb ed  by 

anything beyond our control and cannot generate any means to  be 

anything but happy.

This I s  the c ruc ia l p o in t  fo r  the S to ic .  The S to ic  does have a 

reason to  be happy. The Im p e rtu rb ab il i ty  Is  co g n i t iv e ly  d r iv en ; I t  

comes about because of reasoning  about na tu re . The dictum of na tu re  Is  

simple and c l e a r .  I f  something i s  in my c o n tro l ,  I can co n tro l  i t  and 

th i s  i s  a c t in g  In accord with n a tu re .  I f  something Is  not In my control 

there  Is  no th ing  I can do about I t  except accept I t  and t h i s  Is  a c t in g  

r a t io n a l ly  according to n a tu re .  Thus If  I am not happy, I have done 

something wrong and i t  Is  c l e a r ly  in my power to  c o r re c t  the  unhappy 

condition  by e i t h e r  ac tin g  or acknowledging th a t  there  Is  no th ing  I can 

do. And e i t h e r  way, by p roperly  applying S to ic  va lues  to  my l i f e  

s i tu a t io n  no s u f f i c i e n t  reason to  be unhappy can come fo r th .

However, a th e o re t ic a l  problem may s t i l l  remain In the sense 

th a t  S to ic  'a p a th e la '  w il l  s t i l l  work If  I make a co g n it iv e  e r r o r .  For 

example, suppose I develop my 'a p a th e la '  because I am to ld  the 

following s to r y .  All m ateria l o b je c ts  are  the work of the d e v i l .  Some 

may be necessary  for s u rv iv a l ,  but none are r e a l ly  good a s  they a l l ,  

even our b o d ie s ,  d i s t r a c t  us from our "pure soul e ssen ce" .  I f  I 

be lieved  t h i s  s to ry  I would develop a semblance of S to ic  'a p a th e ia '  and 

th i s  semblance could do the Job Ju s t  as well as  genuine S to ic  

'a p a th e la ' .  I would be In the  r ig h t  s t a t e  of mind, e .g .  I would be 

Immune to  e x te rn a ls  and those th in g s  beyond my c o n tro l .  What the  S to ic  

would need to  do a t  t h i s  p o in t  i s  to  show th a t  e v en tu a l ly  the 

'a p a th e la '  produced by the f a l s e  b e l ie f  w ill  come Into c o n f l i c t  with
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t r u th  and f a i l  to  do I t s  Job. However, in o rder to  show t h i s ,  the  S to ic  

would have to  produce an Independent argument which demonstrated th a t  

the appeals to  v i r tu e  and nature  were not only superio r  to  t h e i r  

opponent's  views but were, in f a c t ,  c o r re c t .  The S to ics  to  my knowledge 

produce no such argument a s  th e i r  usual t a c t i c  is  to  take  the

"su p e r io r i ty "  r o u t e . H e n c e  the problem remains unsolved and 

h igh ly  problem atic  in the sense th a t  the S to ic s  are committed to  a 

c o g n it iv e  form of therapy as  the means to  b r in g  us to happiness , but 

t h e i r  d ep ic t io n  of happiness a s  a s t a t e  of mind independent of

e x te rn a ls  leaves the cognitive  therapy without an independent grounding 

in t r u th  to  assure us th a t  e r ro r  does not lead to  the r ig h t  s t a t e  of 

mind.*®

One f in a l  point before  I conclude concerns the above mentioned 

issue  of "desp is ing  those th in g s  not up to  u s" .  E p ic te tu s  does use t h i s  

kind of langauge and i t  i s  a lso  found in Diogenes L a e r t iu s .* 9 

Seneca uses the  term ' i n d i f f e r e n t '70 and s in ce  e x te rn a ls  a re  

g en era l ly  c l a s s i f i e d  by t h i s  d es igna tion , the s tronger  language might 

be more fo r  e f f e c t  than re p re s e n ta t iv e  of a techn ica l p o s i t io n .  This 

issue i s  important because i f  the  "despising" connotation were used i t  

might undermine the p o s s i b i l i t y  of S to ic  success . A co n s tan t

undercurrent of h o s t i l i t y ,  or even mild av ers io n , towards p o te n t ia l

attachm ent-producing o b jec ts  would make S to ic  success  an Im p o ss ib i l i ty .

I be liev e  th a t  the o u tr ig h t h o s t i l i t y  Is more fo r  show than i t  i s  being 

used fo r  any s e r io u s  th e ra p e u tic  work. However, the question remains 

whether any c o g n it iv e  i n t e r n a l i s t  account of happiness which views 

success  as " the  absence of inner disturbance" and p o s i ts  something,
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e .g .  attachment to  e x te rn a ls ,  as  an impediment to  success can avoid 

In ternal tension  as  long as the  p o te n t ia l  Impediment i s  p re se n t .

The term 'detachment' Is  o f ten  used to  d escribe  S to ic  

'a p a th e ia ' .  'Detachment' as  a th e o re t ic a l  "v irtue"  could be viewed as  a 

problem fo r  any view which emphasizes p o s i t iv e  " t r a n q u i l l i t y " ,  e .g .  

Seneca, and becomes even a la rg e r  dilemma fo r  views lik e  E p ic te tu s '  and 

Marcus A u re l iu s ' which emphasize the negative "absence of d isturbance" 

dep ic tio n . 'Detachment' as an a t t i t u d e ,  no m atter how m ildly one reads 

the term, i s  a breeding ground fo r  h o s t i l i t y .  I f  one i s  co g n it iv e ly  

detached from e x te rn a ls  th e re  Is  a "reason for* the detachment. If  

there  i s  a reason for the detachment in a theory of happiness, the 

reason has to  c i t e  a h ap p in ess-m itig a tin g  condition . The S to ic s  do 

o f fe r  such a reason and i t  Is  th a t  attachment prevents  happiness by 

c re a t in g  dependencies upon those th in g s  which are not "up to  u s" .

Attachments to  th in g s  "not up to  us* are problematic fo r  the 

S to ics  because they make our happiness dependent upon th ings  beyond our 

control and t h i s  s i tu a t io n  w il l  in e v ita b ly  lead to  d is tu rb an ces .  The 

o b jec tive  i s  to  end d is tu rbances  and the means to  a t t a in in g  th i s  

ob jec tive  i s  by detaching from those th ings  beyond our c o n tro l .  One of 

the th ings  beyond our con tro l  i s  the appearance of p o te n t ia l  

attachment-producing o b jec ts .  In the presence of such an o b je c t ,  the 

S to ic  must assume the detached a t t i t u d e .  The S to ic  p o s it io n  would be 

tha t  assuming the detached a t t i t u d e  was one of those th ings  up to  us. 

However, Im p lic i t  in assuming the detached a t t i tu d e  i s  a judgment about 

the o b je c t .  This Judgment cannot be neu tra l as th e i r  use of the 

language of *in d lf fe re n ts"  would have us b e liev e .  I f  i t  were neu tra l
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then the  S to ic  has no reason to  assume the detached a t t i tu d e ;  t ru e  

n e u t r a l i ty  would p resen t no problem and th u s  no need for in te rv e n tio n .  

The Judgment about the o b jec t  thus has to  be negative  or a d v e rsa r ia l .  

In a sense  the Judgnent Is  a c tu a l ly  a mix of p o s i t iv e  and negative . 

Something about the ob jec t must charm the s u b je c t ,  or a t  le a s t  have the 

p o te n t ia l  to  charm, w hile  S to ic  reason ing  about the charming e f f e c t  

comes in to  overpower the  o b je c t 's  en ticem ent. And i t  seems very 

d i f f i c u l t  to  understand how th i s  process  would not i t s e l f  be a source 

of co n s ta n t  a g i ta t io n .

Cognitive detachment i s  c o n s ta n tly  engaged In the process of 

pushing away attachment-producing o b je c ts  and t h i s  in terna l s tru g g le  

seems to  c o n f l ic t  with the o b je c t iv e .  One might imagine here the person 

who i s  detaching  from a bad h a b i t .  There i s  a continual s trugg le  going 

on In the  presence of the  h a b i t ' s  o b je c t ;  o therw ise there i s  no bad 

h a b i t .  The h a b i t ' s  object only ceases to  cause a d isturbance when there  

is  no a f f e c t ,  i . e .  n e i th e r  attachment nor detachment, and not when the 

a f fe c t  i s  merely trumped by the a p p l ic a t io n  of the detached a t t i t u d e .  

In o th e r  words, i f  there i s  a reason to  be detached , then there  has to  

be a d is tu rb an ce .  Since th e re  w ill always be reasons to be detached 

given the  S to ic  way of ca teg o r iz in g  th in g s ,  e .g .  those up to  us and 

those n o t ,  and the S to ic  r a t io n a l i z a t io n  behind the c a teg o r iza t io n ,  

S to ic  success  i s  impossible.

Any therapy which advocates co g n i t iv e  detaching depends upon 

the reco g n it io n  th a t  the o b jec t  towards which the detaching is  d ire c te d  

poses an ac tua l or p o te n t ia l  problem, i . e .  t h a t  i s  the ■reason" why the 

detaching i s  recommended. I f  there  i s  no problem, there  is  no need fo r
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a s o lu t io n .  Thus, because there  Is  a need fo r  a s o lu t io n ,  th e re  has to  

be a problem. Since t h i s  "problem", e .g .  actual or p o te n t ia l  

attachm ent, I s  the reason fo r  th e  S to ic  In te rven tion , the o b je c t  of the 

problem has to  c rea te  a c o g n it iv e  aversion . 'C ognitive  detachment" 

means th a t  one has a reason not to  be a ttached . I f  o n e 's  detachment Is 

grounded In reason , there w ill  always be a measure of aversion  p re se n t ,  

and the S to ic  sub jec t  w ill be In a perpetual psychological double-bind 

because the S to ic  method uses a means which undermines i t s  su ccess .  The 

necessary cond it io n  for su ccess ,  aversion  to  attachment to  th in g s  not 

up to  u s ,  i s  a s u f f ic ie n t  co n d it io n  fo r  f a i lu r e .  And the  s u f f i c i e n t  

cond ition  fo r  f a i lu r e  is  a necessary  cond ition  for success .

Thus i f  one i s  concerned to  account fo r  the leg it im a te  I n te r n a l i s t  

I n tu i t io n ,  i t  might be of value to  tu rn  to  an I n te rn a l i s t  view which i s  

not c o g n i t iv e ly  driven and i t  i s  to  these kinds of views to  which I 

w ill  now tu rn .
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1. 'Ananda'

The Vedantic conception of happiness i s  usually  expressed  by the term

'•ananda'. Although 'J o y ' or ' b l i s s '  capture the s p i r i t  of 'ananda'

b e t te r  than 'h a p p in e s s ' ,  the Vedantic conception of the ideal or

supremely happy l i f e  would be a l i f e  animated by a  cons tan t sense of

joy . The Vedantic conception of t h i s  'ananda' i s  the most rad ical

i n t e r n a l i s t  conception of happiness tha t  we have seen thus  f a r .  The

following passage from Ramana Maharshi captures the t r a d i t i o n a l  view.

There i s  happiness when agreeable th in g s  are 
p resen ted  to  the mind. I t  i s  the Happiness inherent 
to  the S e l f ,  and th e re  i s  no other Happiness. And 
I t  i s  not a l ie n  and a f a r .  You are d iv ing  in to  the 
S e lf  on those occasions which you consider
p leasu rab le ;  th a t  d iv ing  r e s u l t s  in s e l f - e x i s t e n t  
B l i s s .  But the a s so c ia t io n  of ideas i s  re sp o n s ib le  
fo r  f o is t in g  th a t  B l is s  on o ther th in g s  or 
occurrences w hile ,  in f a c t ,  th a t  B l is s  i s  w ith in  
you. On these occasions  you are plunging in to  the 
S e l f ,  though unconsciously . I f  you do so 
consc iously , with the  conviction th a t  comes of the 
experience th a t  you are  Iden tica l w ith  the
Happiness which i s  v e r i ly  the S e l f ,  the one
R e a l i ty ,  you c a l l  i t  R ea liza tion . I want you to  
dive consciously in to  the S e lf ,  i . e .  in to  the 
h e a r t . ’

The p o s it io n  seems dogmatic in t h i s  dep ic tion . The f i r s t  problem is  

th a t  the equation of the 'S e l f '  with ' b l i s s '  needs explanation  and 

argument. And secondly, the  " a sso c ia t io n  of ideas being  respons ib le  for 

fo is t in g  th a t  B l is s  on o ther  th in g s  or occurrences" c l e a r ly  depends on 

the t ru th  of the "S e lf /B l is s "  equation .
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I want to  make the Vedantic claim  as  c le a r  as possib le  before

examining the supporting  arguments. The main th ru s t  of the p o s i t io n  Is

th a t  persons possess  a 'S e l f 7. In Vedantic vernacu lar  the term used I s

'Atman7. This 'Atman7 or 'S e l f 7 Is d ep ic ted  as  the unchanging core of

each person and Is  co n tra s ted  with the changing surface  p e r so n a l i ty ,

ego or ' s e l f 7 . This  'Atman7 Is  a lso  a l leg ed  to  be one "In essence" w ith

'Brahman7. And 'Brahman7 Is  the underly ing  substratum , the Godhead,

from which a l l  emanates and of which a l l  I s  made. Nozlck describes  th e

p o s it io n  In the follow ing terms.

I t  ( th e  Vedantic view) holds th a t  Atman Is  Brahman; 
your underly ing  Id e n t i ty ,  what you fundamentally 
a r e ,  Is  Iden tica l to  the  unlim ited , 
a l I - In c lu s iv e n e s s  from which ev ery th ing  sp rings  and 
em anates.2<Bracketed phrase added fo r  c l a r i t y . )

The theory then claims th a t  'Brahman7 Is e s s e n t i a l l y  unknowable and can

only "be experienced" by d i re c t  con tac t through Id e n t i f ic a t io n .  The

I d e n t i f ic a t io n  comes about when we cease to  Id en tify  with our changing

p e r s o n a l i t i e s ,  I . e .  ego-sense, and r e a l i z e  t h a t  we a r e ,  In essence, our

unchanging 7Atmanlc7 core which Is e s s e n t i a l l y  'Brahman7. In "The One

and the Many" William James accurate ly  d e sc r ib e s  Vedantic methodology.

The method of Vedantlsm is  the m ystica l method. You 
do not reason, but a f t e r  going through a ce r ta in  
d i s c ip l i n e  you 's e e 7, and having seen, you can 
re p o r t  t r u t h . 3

On the testimony of those "seers" or sages  who have succeeded in 

a t ta in in g  t h i s  r e a l i z a t i o n ,  i . e .  James7 "see in g " ,  'Brahmanic7 essence 

Is  "charac te rized"  as "Sat-Chit-Ananda". 'S a t 7 i s  "pure Being* o r 

ex is tence . 'C h i t 7 Is "pure consciousness", sometimes re fe r re d  to  as
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'pu re  awareness"; In contemporary idiom, t h i s  'C h i t '  aspect of

'Brahman'- could be described as  "consciousness without con ten t."  And 

f in a l ly  these  "seers" noticed  th a t  the  ex istence  of t h i s  consciousness 

was Inherently  b l i s s f u l  and In f a c t  the source of happiness."*

Both James* and Nozlck a re  c r i t i c a l  of the metaphysical 

baggage which the  view appears to  impose upon us. At t h i s  p o in t ,  I want 

to  Ignore the possib le  metaphysical excesses. What I propose to  do Is 

to examine the  radical In te rn a l iz a t io n  of "happiness" which Is 

advocated by the  theory. In o th e r  words, the approach I want to  take 

with the  view Is  to  assume the  t r u th  of the primary metaphysical 

premise and t ry  to  see If the above "asso c ia t io n  of ideas" dogna can be 

supported by tex tu a l  argument. I w i l l ,  however, b r ie f ly  o u t l in e  some of 

the c ru c ia l  arguments which are used to  support the In te rn a l iz a t io n  of 

Vedantic b l i s s .  I w ill then examine the  defense provided fo r  the 

conception of Vedantic B liss  as Inna te , unconditional and th a t  most of 

us a re  making a mistake when we b e liev e  by an "a sso c ia tio n  of Ideas" 

th a t  "happiness" Is  being " fo i s te d  upon us by th ings  or occurrences*. 

This a ttem pted defense of the r a d ic a l  In te rn a l iz a t io n  of "happiness" 

w ill unfo ld  by moving through the same schema which I have used for the 

previously  examined views.

My r a t io n a le  for tak ing  t h i s  method i s  th re e - fo ld .  The f i r s t  

is  simply an appeal to v a l i d i t y .  I f  the Vedantic premises a re  true ,  

then the ra d ic a l  In te rn a l iz a t io n  of happiness must be Inescapable. 

Since t h i s  aspec t of the undertak ing . I . e .  I n te rn a l iz a t io n ,  Is  more 

Important to  my overa ll  p ro jec t  than Vedantic metaphysics, I t  seems the 

most economical method to fo llow . The second reason Is th a t  If the
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argument cannot pass the f i r s t  t e s t  th e re  Is  no need to  do the

metaphysical a n a ly s is  as th a t  a n a ly s is  would then not be re le v a n t  to  my 

p r o je c t .  F in a l ly ,  i f  the ra d ic a l  in te rn a l iz a t io n  of happiness  i s  

cogent, then even If  the Vedantic prem ises are as problem atic a s  James 

and Nozlck b e liev e ,  there  would be some grounds to  t ry  to  f in d  premises 

which would d e l iv e r  the needed su p p o rt .

The f i r s t  th ing  to  note about the  Vedantic view i s  th a t  i t  i s  

not co g n i t iv e .  This c o n tra s ts  q u i te  n ice ly  with the S to ic  p o s i t io n  

which i s  a lso  a rad ica l In te rna l view but i s  cogn itive ly  d r iv e n .  The 

tech n ica l  term 'n o n -cogn lt lve ' should  not be used to  convey the 

Vedantic view. The view i s  not about verbal re p o r ts  of o n e 's

'happiness*  being ne ith e r  true  nor f a l s e .  The view makes the claim  th a t  

b l i s s ,  'a n a n d a ',  or supreme happiness , does not depend upon cogn it ive  

co n te n t;  there  i s  no necessary connection between Vedantic b l i s s  and 

any a c t  of cognition . Vedantic b l i s s  i s  p r io r  to  and Independent of 

o b je c t iv e  recogn ition  and thus r e q u i re s  no cognitive  mediation.

The doctrine  comes from a number of ancient " in s ig h ts "  which 

appear in _The Upanlshads. In The Upanishads we often  f in d  a c e r ta in  

s t r u c t u r e .  This s tru c tu re  c o n s is t s  of an appeal to  Vedic re v e la t io n

followed by an attempt to  j u s t i f y  the re v e la t io n  by argument. In the

"Brlhadaranyaka Upanishad" the main d o c tr in e  a t  issue and some of i t s  

supporting  arguments are p resen ted . The cen tra l  claim i s  an id e n t i ty  

c la im . We can deduce th a t  we have a S e lf  from an examination of the 

th re e  ordinary  s t a t e s  of consciousness. '6 These three s t a t e s  a re  the 

waking, dreaming and deep s le e p ,  i . e .  dreamless, s t a t e s  of 

consciousness. All o ther co n d it io n s  of consciousness, excepting
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one7 , a re  m odifica tions  of these  th re e .  The argument I s  th a t  there

Is  some "being" who moves through these s t a t e s  of consciousness and

t h i s  "being" must be the S e lf  or Atman. The Idea Is  roughly as  follows.

I worked hard  a l l  morning, then took a nap, r e s t l e s s l y  dreaming fo r  a

while u n t i l  I f e l l  in to  a deep sound s lee p .  The Vedantic claim Is th a t

th e re  has to  be "something" which passed through these  three

co n d it io n s ,  ho lds them to g e th e r  and a c ts  as a s ta b le  re ference  point

without which there  would be no way to  a t t r i b u t e  the d iv e rse  and sundry

experiences to  the same person . There must be something behind the

th ree  experiences  which holds them toge ther .  Something must remain the

same around which the experiences cohere In order to  say th a t  they were

a l l  experiences  of the same person .

Which Is  the S e lf?  The person here who c o n s is t s  of 
knowledge among the senses , the l ig h t  w ith in  the 
h e a r t .  He remaining the same, wanders along the  two 
worlds seeming to  th in k ,  seeming to  move about. He 
on becoming as leep  (g e t t in g  Into the dream
cond ition)  transcends t h i s  world and the forms of
death.®

The passage needs some c l a r i f i c a t i o n .  The " l ig h t  w ithin  the

heart"  i s  a constant r e f r a in  which appears c o n s is te n t ly ;  note the

re fe ren ce  to  the 'h e a r t '  In the Ramana Maharshl passage above.

T echnically  speaking, the locus of being, consciousness and b l I s s ,

S a t-c h lt-a n a n d a ,  Is supposed to  be in the r ig h t  s ide  of the  h e a r t .  A 

ra th e r  banal argument Is  o f te n  given to  support t h i s  d o c tr in e  which Is 

th a t  when we re fe r  to  ou rse lv es  we usually  po in t  to  the  r ig h t  s ide of 

the h e a r t .  There Is a lso  a more so p h is t ic a te d  physio log ica l argument 

which has more cogency.7 This "more so p h is t ica ted "  argument
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c o r r e l a t e s  the presence of the "S e lf" ,  'A tm an', with the " In t r in s ic "  

rhythm of the s in o a t r i a l  node, I . e .  the pacemaker node, In the  r ig h t  

a tr ium  of the h e a r t . 10 The "two worlds* a re  the waking and dream 

w orlds. And the c r i t i c a l  line  Is  "he remaining the same wanders along 

the two worlds."

There Is a lso  an eplstemological argument which Is  o f te n  used 

to  support the claim  of a "being* behind the flux  of experience . The 

argument Is In the form of a  d l a l e t l c  whereby one progressively  negates  

as  a p o ss ib le  Self anything which could appear as an eplstem ologlcal 

o b je c t  of th a t  S e l f .  The main doc tr ine  Is  th a t  the nature  of any 

ep lstem olog lcal r e la t io n s h ip  e n t a i l s  th a t  the "knower cannot ever be 

the known".11 The p rocess  proceeds In the following manner. I 

cannot be th a t  t r e e  because th a t  t re e  I s  something of which "I" am 

aware. I cannot be t h i s  body because t h i s  body Is something of which 

"I" am aware. Whatever "I am* I t  Is  something of the n a tu re  of 

"awareness of th i s  body", ep ls tem olog lca lly  " th i s  body" must be 

something o ther than th a t  which Is aware of I t .  Also, I cannot be these  

though ts  or emotions because these thoughts and emotions are th in g s  of 

which "I* am aware. U ltim ately  "I" cannot even be th i s  p e rso n a l i ty  who 

Is s t ru g g l in g  through w r i t in g  t h i s  essay because th i s  " s t ru g g l in g  

s o u l" ,  I .e .  ego or ' s e l f ' ,  ' J l v a '  Is  the  technical term, Is  a lso  

something of which "I" am aware. And we reach rock-bottom when we come 

to  the  b l i s s fu l  ex is tence  of pure consciousness without any co n ten t .

The next c r i t i c a l  po in t which needs some textual support Is 

the connection to  b l i s s .  In o ther words even If one accepts t h i s  sense 

of "conscious presence" as  th e i r  Self  or Atman, how Is the move made
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from the ex is ten c e  of th i s  "conscious presence* to  the claim th a t  th i s  

conscious presence is  Inheren tly  b l i s s f u l ?  The core Idea behind the 

d o c tr in e  I s  again based upon r e f l e c t i v e  se lf -o b se rv a t io n .  The S e l f ' s  

awareness of e x is t in g  Is claimed to  be inherently  b l i s s f u l .  However, 

un like  the  eplstemologlcal problems of the la s t  paragraph, th e  S e l f ' s  

ex is tence  cannot be ep ls tem olog lca lly  o b je c t i f ie d  as something d i s t i n c t  

from the  S e l f ' s  consciousness. Self-consciousness or awareness

possesses  S e lf-ex is te n ce  In a way d i f f e r e n t  from the way I t  "possesses" 

o ther  o b j e c t s .  'S e l f - e x is te n c e '  must be a part  of Self-consc iousness

and S elf-consc iousness  must be a p a r t  of S e lf-ex is te n ce .  Otherwise we

could have one without the o th e r  and t h i s  would be a metaphysical 

Im p o s s ib i l i ty .  According to  Vedanta, Self-consciousness  which did  not 

possess  S e lf -e x is te n c e  would not e x i s t . 1* The B liss  aspect o f  the 

view simply follows from the common-sense In tu i t io n  noted above th a t  

the awareness of ex is t in g  Is  b l i s s f u l .  Thus, the th ree  th re a d s  are 

Inherent and Innate and there  Is  supposed to  be no way to  escape t h i s  

conclusion .

The core passage on the nature  of Atmanic B l is s  Is  found In 

the " T a l t t l r l y a  Upanlshad".

The S e lf  Is the source of ab id ing  Joy.
Our h e a r t s  are f i l l e d  w ith  Joy in seeing him
Enshrined In the depths of our consciousness.
I f  he were not th e re ,  who would b rea the ,  who live?
He I t  Is  who f i l l s  every h e a r t  with Jo y .1*

'H e ',  of co u rse ,  Is 'Brahman' as 'Atman' as conscious e x is te n c e .  And 

d esp ite  the  su rface  appearance, there  Is  a Darwinian argument In th i s  

passage. I f  mere existence d id  not contain  some basic  Joy, who would

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



158

s trugg le  to  su rv iv e ,  to  b rea the , to live?  In f a c t ,  Thomas Nagel In h is

"Death" essay1* defends a p o s it io n  which comes very close to

standing  upon b a s ic  Vedantic values. 'D eath ' Is  bad, on Nagel's  view,

not because of what I t  i s ,  but because of th a t  of which I t  deprives us .

And th a t  of which I t  deprives us i s  "conscious experience* of which

more i s  always b e t t e r .  Even when the bad experiences outweigh the good

ones, the p rospect of "merely more l i fe "  holds out a goad to push us

on. Perhaps, an exception might be made fo r  e x c r u t la t in g  pain with no

p o s s ib i l i ty  of rem iss ion , where there l i t e r a l l y  would be "no joy" . But

even here , the p o in t  would tend to  support r a th e r  than re fu te  the

primary po in t -  "conscious l i f e "  without Joy i s  "no good" a t  a l l .

The s i t u a t i o n  Is  roughly th i s :  th e re  a re  elements 
which, i f  added to  o n e 's  experience, make th a t  l i f e  
b e t t e r ;  th e re  a re  o ther  elements which, I f  added to 
o n e 's  experience, make l i f e  worse. But what remains 
when th ese  are  s e t  aside Is  not merely 'n e u t r a l ' :
I t  i s  em phatically  p o s i t iv e .  Therefore , l i f e  is  
worth l iv in g  even when the bad elements of 
experience are  p l e n t i f u l ,  and the good ones too 
meager to  outweigh the bad ones on t h e i r  own. The 
ad d it io n a l p o s i t iv e  weight i s  supp lied  by 
experience I t s e l f ,  ra th e r  than any of i t s  
c o n te n t s .13

What the Vedantic view does i s  to  explain the what and why which Nagel 

has l e f t  out of h i s  exp lanation . "Conscious experience" In " I ts e lf*  has 

p o s it iv e  value because i t  conta ins  Inherent b l i s s .  In a sense the 

argument simply asks  a seemingly rh e to r ic a l  question  about our apparent 

"Innate* love fo r  l iv in g .  Were I t  not fo r  t h i s  b l i s s  of being why would 

v i r tu a l ly  everyone always want more of i t ?

There Is  a second argument which Is  used to  support th i s  view 

of the Innate b l i s s  of "conscious being". On the s u p e r f ic ia l  seemingly
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banal vers ion  of the argument. I t  i s  noted tha t  when a r i s in g  from deep

s leep  we always note tha t  "we s le p t  b l i s s fu l ly * .  The core of the

d o c tr in e  goes back to the "Brihadaranyaka Upani shad" and an extended 

d iscuss ion  th a t  attempts to  e s t a b l i s h  a physio log ical connection

between th e  h e a r t  and consciousness and which t r i e s  to  e s ta b l i s h  the 

"heart* a s  the locus of consciousness  and thus b l i s s . 1* The

c r i t i c a l  p o in t  however i s  the c la im  th a t  as consciousness e n te r s  th i s  

s t a t e  of deep s leep  I t  "reposes back" in to  the heart  c e n te r  and in deep 

s leep  experiences  an *excess of b l i s s " 17 which is  then r e c a l l e d  and

expressed upon awakening by the t a c i t  acknowledgement th a t  "I s le p t

b l i s s f u l l y . "  As I sa id  the argument could  be seen as  banal a t  worst and

perhaps, a t  b e s t ,  a case of s e r io u s  conceptual confusion. A fter  a l l ,  i s  

not deep s leep  the absence of consciousness? And i f  'deep s le e p '  Just 

i s  the absence of consciousness, i t  could be th a t  we a re  "recognizing" 

"deep s leep" in fe re n t ia l ly  from the absence of an^. consciousness.

Shankara claims t h i s  i s  not the case and p re se n ts  the

fo llow ing argument In Dakshinamurti S to t ra .  ie The fo llow ing two 

s tan z as  a re  d ire c te d  a t those Buddhists who deny the ex is tence  of a 

permanent e n t i t y  which moves through the various  s t a t e s  of 

consciousness, but the c r i t i c a l  p o in t  i s  how the " s le p t  b l i s s fu l ly "  

claim a l le g e d ly  runs deeper than the "banal* reading  would have us

b e llev e .

21. Even during deep s le e p ,  Atman is  endowed with 
be ing , consciousness and b l i s s ,  because 
s e l f - i d e n t i t y  Is recognized in the consciousness "I 
s l e p t  b l l s s f u l l y " .

22. The expression "Atman Is  recognized" Is in the 
r e f le x iv e  passive vo ice . Being self-lum inous, Atman
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Shankara Is  claiming In th ese  passages th a t  " s e l f - id e n t i t y  Is 

recognized" Is  the same as "Atman Is  recognized" and th a t  the Id e n t i ty  

c laim  Involved being In the p ass iv e  re f le x iv e  voice is  the same as 

"Atman recognizes  Himself* in the a c t iv e  voice. The "I s le p t

b l i s s f u l l y "  claim i s  thus not an in fe ren ce ,  but a d i re c t  r e p o r t  on an 

experience one has undergone. The Vedantic claim is  th a t  the presence 

of the term " b l is s fu l"  In d ic a te s  th a t  the "experience" cannot be an 

in fe ren ce .  In order to  note the  c r i t i c a l  po in t notice  the d if fe re n c e  

between the following two ex p er iences .  I awaken in the park ing  lo t  

ly in g  on the ground, get up, reach  in to  my pocket for my car keys and 

n o t ic e  th a t  my w a lle t  Is  gone. I in fe r  th a t  I must have been mugged and 

robbed. I remember nothing about the  ev en t,  but from the inform ation I

have I can f ig u re  out what probably happened and I say th a t  “ I must

have been robbed". Shankara 's  cla im  i s  th a t  i f  I had used any

q u a l i t a t i v e ly  d e sc r ip t iv e  terms to  d esc rib e  the experience, fo r  example 

"I was savagely a t tack ed .* ,  then i t  would not be an inference but a 

r e p o r t  based upon memory. And thus  the person waking from deep s leep  

ought only to  say th a t  she s l e p t  deeply , not b l i s s f u l l y .  There a re  

numerous Issues  which could be tra c k e d  down from a l l  t h i s  not the l e a s t  

of which i s  the c r i t i c a l  Vedantic claim  th a t  consciousness can be 

p re sen t  in the absence of co g n it io n .  However, t h i s  issue would take  us 

beyond my intended scope. There should  be no question though th a t  the 

Vedantic claim  i s  committed to  a p o s i t io n  th a t  does advocate the 

presence of consciousness in the  absence of cognition and Shankara 's
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argument does o f fe r  a reasonable defense fo r  the view.

The f in a l  move In the argument t i e s  the 'Atmanlc' b l i s s  to

o rd in a ry  happiness or Joy. The ancien t c la im  i s  e s s e n t ia l ly  the same as

Ramana M aharshl's  above quoted passage. The source of b l i s s  Is

I n te rn a l .  "Happiness Is Inherent" as Ramana Maharshl notes and as the

arguments of the l a s t  few pages have attem pted  to  demonstrate.

Joy is  of two kinds -  r e l a t i v e  and abso lu te . Of 
th ese ,  r e la t iv e  Joy Is  a c e r t a in  expression of a 
p a r t i c l e  of B l is s  through v a r ia t io n  in the mental
mode due to  con tac t with o b j e c t s . . .  Absolute B lis s  
i s  Brahman a lo n e .20

The main contention of the p o s it io n  i s  th a t  ne ither  o b jec ts  nor 

c ircum stances  "cause" happiness. "Contact w ith o b je c ts" ,  be they 

sen so ry , In te l le c tu a l  or a e s th e t ic ,  causes  a "v a r ia tio n  in the mental

mode" which allows a "p a r t ic le "  of the  Innate B liss  to  su rfa c e .  

According to  th i s  theory, what happens when one experiences conditional 

h app iness ,  b l i s s  or Joy i s  much l ik e  the accessing  of a computer f i l e .  

The code-word which accesses the f i l e  i s  a non-necessary, a r b i t r a r y  

co n d it io n  upon which access to  the f i l e  i s  dependent. In the same 

manner, o b je c ts  and circumstances become non-necessary, a r b i t r a r y

c o n d i t io n s  upon which access to  the b l i s s  becomes dependent. And as no 

p a r t i c u l a r  code-word Is  necessary and any code-word could be s u f f i c i e n t  

to  access  the  f i l e ,  so t h i s  Innate 'an an d a ' becomes dependent upon

o b je c ts  and circumstances by a c e r ta in  " v a r ia t io n  in the mental mode."

There i s  a su b tle  argument embedded w ith in  th is  p o s it io n  which

needs to  be noted.

With the ac q u is i t io n  of the d e s ire d  object the 
J lva(ego-sense) momentarily experiences  calmness of
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mind and consequently considerable  Joy; and when 
the o b jec t  Is  a c tu a l ly  enjoyed, the Joy Is  g r e a t .
Even the  p rospect of acquiring  i t  g ives r i s e  to  
some h ap p in ess .2 ‘

The argument here  i s  r e a l ly  the core of the d o c tr in e .  The c r i t i c a l  

psychological linchpin  i s  an observation of what happens in the moment 

of d e s ire  fu l f i l lm e n t .  This passage is  claiming th a t  th e re  Is no 

p o s i t iv e  a d d it io n  or embellishment in the moment of d es ire  fu l f i l lm e n t .  

What i s  a c tu a l ly  supposed to  occur is  a c e r ta in  re lax in g  of 

psychological ten s io n . When the psychological a c t iv i ty  of d es ir in g  

s to p s ,  be i t  through fu l f i l lm e n t  or e x t i rp a t io n ,  a calmness descends 

upon the psychological s u b je c t .  And in th a t  calmness the " in n a te  b l is s"  

b leeds  through. In the absence of d e s ir e ,  the absence of 

psycho log ica lly  co n trac t in g  around a conceived need, what happens is  

exactly  the same as what happens In the moment of f u l f i l lm e n t .  When no 

need i s  p re se n t ,  there  i s  happiness. And if  t h i s  con ten tion  is  t ru e ,  

then 'h a p p in e ss '  is  not dependent upon o b jec ts  or circum stances and

only appears to  be so dependent because of a mere "a sso c ia t io n  of

ideas ."  One reaches a p o in t  in t h i s  m ateria l where there  i s  no other 

guide except to  make the ac tual observation and examine one 's  

experiences.

As noted, the metaphysical trappings in which the  theory is  

encased seem ex travagan t. The view i s  making a s trong  claim  and o f fe r .  

I t  i s  c la im ing th a t  'h a p p in e ss ' does not depend upon o b jec ts  and 

circum stances and i t  i s  o f fe r in g  t h i s  unconditional happiness to  a l l .  

One o b jec tio n  th a t  needs immediate a t te n t io n  Is  th a t  Vedantic 

'h a p p in e ss ' does not resemble ordinary in tu i t io n s  about 'h a p p in e ss ' no
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m atter which view one might hold. And the o b jec t io n  might be t h a t  what 

we have are d i f f e r e n t  concepts of happiness and not merely d i f f e r e n t  

nuances of the same concept. However, t h i s  charge might be tempered 

some by n o t ic in g  c e r ta in  s i m i l a r i t i e s  with the previous th e o r ie s .  For 

example, A r i s to t l e 22 s tru g g le s  with the notion  th a t  the happy man 

ought not to  be able to  lose h is  happiness. The Vedantic conception of 

'h a p p in e ss ' Is  q u i te  s im i la r  on t h i s  po in t and expla ins  why happiness .

I . e .  'ananda", Is  not con tingen t.

The S to ic s  pursue a conception of 'h ap p in ess ' which ren d ers

one Immune to  o b jec ts  and circum stances. The Vedantic conception a lso  

s t r i v e s  fo r  such Immunity and provides a b e t t e r  defense. The S to ic s

l i t e r a l l y  have to  Invent a new vocabulary and then claim th a t  our 

common-sense In tu i t io n s  about the value of o b je c ts  and circum stances

are wrong. The Vedantic conception makes no such "extreme* move. I t

admits th a t  the ordinary means to  happiness do produce I t ,  I . e .  the

" p a r t i c l e  of b l i s s " ,  but then simply claim s th a t  the means were not

necessary . And given the d i f f i c u l ty  of c i t i n g  any necessary o b je c t iv e  

cond it ions  fo r  happiness as  well as the scope of possib le  s u f f i c i e n t  

co n d it io n s ,  the view does provide an I n t e r n a l i s t  explanation o f the 

"ob jec tive  problem" In a manner which seems to  me superio r  to  the S to ic  

view. No m atter  what o b jec tiv e  condition one Imagines, I t  would always 

be p o ss ib le  fo r  someone to  be happy w ithout I t ,  and Vedanta t r i e s  to

explain  why.

Epicurus ' conception of 'h a p p in e ss ' sh a res  the Vedantic notion 

regard ing  the power of the "a sso c ia tio n  of Ideas." The "death  bed 

scenario" and the "wise man on the rack f e e l in g  no pain" re p re se n t  a
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c le a r  s im i la r i ty  to  the notion  th a t  happiness can be produced by a mere 

"asso c ia t io n  of Ideas". There Is  a lso  a methodological s im i la r i ty  

between Vedanta and Epicurus. Both see mental d is tu rb an ces  and bodily 

pain as  Impediments to  e i th e r  ' a t a r a x l a '  or 'a n a n d a '.  Yogic p ra c t ic e s  

and m edita tion  techniques a re  designed with nothing e l s e  in mind; 

d is tu rb an ces  of the body and mind must be transcended. I t  Is  true  th a t  

the means and consequences of transcending  these impediments are  q u ite  

d i f f e r e n t  In the two schoo ls , but the recogn it ion  of them as 

Impediments Is  a c lea r  s im i la r i ty  between the two conceptions of 

'h a p p in e s s ' .  F ina lly  a l l  the anc ien t Western views see f i n a l i t y  and 

completeness as  crucial c r i t e r i a  fo r  th e i r  conceptions of 'happ in ess ' 

and In the end Vedantic 'ananda ' would meet these c r i t e r i a .

I t  should be noted th a t  I am well aware th a t  these  conten tions  

a re  not Ind ispu tab le . However, t h e i r  In d isp u ta b i l i ty  Is  not the Issue. 

What I s  a t  Issue here Is  th a t  th e re  Is  enough s im i la r i ty  between the 

views to  n e u tra l iz e  the ‘d i f f e r e n t  concepts" charge. There are  enough 

family resemblances to make a  case fo r  a shared concept of happiness 

and th a t  Is  a l l  that Is  Intended. When the Vedantic man t a lk s  about 

"supreme happiness" he i s  t a lk in g  about an answer to  the same question 

fo r  which A r i s to t l e ,  Epicurus and the S to ics  sought an answer: "What Is  

the b es t  expression of happiness?" And the answer of Vedantic man Is  a 

l i f e  animated by 'ananda ',  unconditional b l i s3 .

2. Vedantic In te rn a l  Ism

A p r in c ip a l  v i r tu e  of Vedanta- i s  'v a ir a g y a ' which Is bes t  t r a n s la te d  as 

'n o n -a t ta c h m e n t ',aa In r a th e r  S to ic  fashion, dependency upon

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



165

o b je c ts  h in d e rs  the p o s s ib i l i ty  of h app iness .  However, aversion to

o b jec t iv e  dependency i s  a lso  prob lem atic . Shunning o b jec ts  In order to

produce a c e r t a in  s t a t e  of mind m isses  the mark} "dependency on

objec ts"  Is  p resen t whether one Is  psycholog ica lly  grasping or

avoid ing . The ideal Is  not to  be " a f f e c t l e s s * , I . e .  'a p a th e la ' ,  but

r a th e r  to  be u n fe t te re d  by the a f f e c t s .  The c r i t i c a l  gesture  Is  not a

version  of co g n it iv e  therapy. The c r i t i c a l  ges tu re  is  a switch in the

locus of I d e n t i ty .  'Mind" in Vedanta i s  p a r t  of the ob jective  order of

th in g s ;  though ts ,  as noted above, a re  o b je c ts  of consciousness.

Transcendence of the ob jec tive  order i s  to  transcend the mind, and by

't ra n sc e n d in g  the mind' i s  meant the c e s sa t io n  of Id e n t i f ic a t io n  with

any thought c o n s tru c t io n .  In a c r i t i c a l  passage from The Bhaaavad Gita

the ideal i s  described  in the following term s.

Water flows con tinua lly  In to  the  ocean but the 
ocean i s  never d is tu rbed ;
Desire flows con tinua lly  in to  the  mind of the seer 
but he i s  never d is tu rbed .
The s e e r  knows peace. . .
He knows peace who has fo rg o tten  d e s i r e .
He l iv e s  without craving:
Free from ego, f ree  from p r id e .2A

The method and the goal here are  very d i f f e r e n t  from cogn itive  

S to ic ism . There is  no problem-solving th e rap eu tic  in te rv e n tio n .  

P ersp icac ious  th ink ing  does not e n te r  the  f ray  to  devalue the o b jec tiv e  

co n d it io n s  and impose an ob jec tive  immunity through understanding and 

in s ig h t .  The o b jec t iv e  order of th ings  does not Impose a problem which 

the cognatlng su b jec t  through the a p p l ic a t io n  of ra t io n a l  d e l ib e ra t io n  

then so lv es .  The content of the problem i s  not the problem. The problem 

is  a t t e n t i o n ' s  attachment to  the in te rn a l  d ia logue . 'Non-attachment' i s
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the f re e in g  of a t te n t io n  and 'a ttachm ent ' i s  any condition  in which

a t te n t io n  Is  not f r e e .  'F ree  a t t e n t io n '  i s  to  no tice  the a s s o c ia t iv e

nature  of th in k in g .  I t ,  ' f r e e  a t t e n t i o n ' ,  i s  preceded by the

observa tion  of the way th in k in g  proceeds without the conscious

a t te n t io n  of the  su b je c t .  I t  i s  argued th a t  the ego-sense, or s u b je c t ,

Is a consequent of thought and not something p r io r  to  thought.

'A ttachm ents ' a re  the a s so c ia t iv e  o b jec ts ,  in the broad Vedantic sense ,  

to  which a t t e n t io n  is  compulsively drawn. In a c e r ta in  sense  the 

primary in te rn a l  ob jec tive  could  be seen as the co llapse  or invers ion  

of a t t e n t io n  back upon i t s e l f .  The problem and i t s  s o lu t io n  are

d ep ic ted  in the following passage from a highly technical m ed ita tion  

manual.

I f  you in fe r  i t s  e te rn a l  l ig h t ,  then c lo se ly
in v e s t ig a te  whether the  l ig h t  i s  of i t s e l f  or no t.
Everybody f a l l s  in t h i s  Investiga tion  however 
learned  and p r o f ic ie n t  he may be, because h i s  mind 
i s  not bent inward but r e s t l e s s ly  moves outward. As
long as thoughts crop up, so long has the tu rn ing
inward of the mind not been accomplished. As long 
as  the mind is  not inward, so long the Self  cannot
be re a l iz e d .  Turning inward means absence of
d e s i r e .  How can the mind be f ixed  within i f  d e s ir e s  
a re  not given up?as

This passage i s  followed a few pages l a te r  by an e la b o ra t io n  and

extended argument of the p o s i t io n .  I assume the reader to  be somewhat

un fam ilia r  with these views and thus be lieve i t  bes t to  Include the

following extended passage.

Even the learned are perplexed on t h i s  p o in t .
External percep tions  of the mind are dependent on 
two co n d it io n s .

The f i r s t  i s  the elim ination  of o ther 
p e rcep tio n s  and the second is  f ix a tio n  on the 
p a r t i c u l a r  item of percep tion . I f  the mind is
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simply turned  away from o ther  p e rcep tio n s ,  the mind 
Is  In an In d if fe re n t  s t a t e ,  where there  Is  the 
absence of any kind of p e rc e p t io n .  Therefore, 
concentration  on a p a r t ic u la r  Item Is  necessary fo r  
the percep tion  of ex te rn a l  th in g s .  But s ince  
consciousness i s  the Self and not ap a r t  from the 
mind, concen tra tion  on I t  i s  not necessary for i t s  
r e a l i z a t io n .  I t  i s  enough th a t  o ther  perceptions 
(namely thoughts) should be e lim ina ted  from the 
mind and then the Self w ill  be r e a l iz e d .

I f  a man wants to  p ick  out one p a r t ic u la r  
image among a s e r ie s  of Images pass ing  in f ro n t of 
him as  r e f le c t io n s  on a m ir ro r ,  he must turn h i s  
a t te n t io n  away from the r e s t  of the p ic tu re s  and 
f ix  i t  on th a t  p a r t ic u la r  one.

I f  on the o ther hand, he wants to  see the 
space r e f le c te d  i t  i s  enough th a t  he tu rn s  away h i s  
a t te n t io n  from the p ic tu re s  and the space m anifests  
without any a t te n t io n  on h i s  p a r t ,  f o r ,  space is
Immanent everywhere and i s  a lready  r e f le c te d  th e re .  
However, i t  has remained unno ticed  because the
In te rsp a t ia l  images dominate th e  scene.

Space being the supporte r  of a l l  and
Immanent in a l l ,  becomes m an ifes t  i f  only the
a t te n t io n  i s  d iv e r ted  from the  panorama. In the 
same way, consciousness i s  the  supporter  of a l l  and 
Is  immanent in a l l  and always remains p e rfec t  l ik e  
the space pervading the mind a ls o .  Diversion of 
a t te n t io n  from other items i s  a l l  th a t  i s  necessary 
fo r  S e lf -R e a l is a t io n .  Or do you say th a t  the
S e l f -1 1lumlnant can ever be absent from any nook 
and corner?

There can Indeed be no moment or spot from 
which consciousness is  ab sen t .  I t s  absence means 
th e i r  absence a lso .  Therefore, consciousness of the 
Self  becomes manifest by mere d iversion  of
a t te n t io n  from th ings  or thoughts.

R ea liza tion  of the S e lf  r e q u ire s  absolute 
p u r ity  only and no concen tra tion  of mind. For th i s  
reason, the Self is  s a id  to  be unknowable (not
o b jec tiv e ly  knowable).

Therefore i t  was a l s o  s a id  th a t  the so le  
necess ity  for S e lf -R e a liz a t io n  i s  p u r i ty  of mind. 
The only Impurity of mind i s  thought. To make i t  
though t-free  i s  to  keep i t  p u r e .2*

There are  some technical po in ts  to  n o tic e  he re .  The f i r s t  po in t i s  the 

na tu re  of the mind. On the Vedantic conception of 'm ind ',  i t  should be
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noted th a t  the 'mind' does not "have thoughts". 'Mind' I s  i t s  content; 

i f  the re  i s  no con ten t,  there  i s  no mind. Ramana Maharshi says , "Apart 

from though ts ,  th e re  i s  no such th in g  as mind. T herefore , thought i s  

the na ture  of mind."3* C learly  on the  Vedantlc view, subconscious 

reg u la to ry  b ra in  processes would not be "mind" a c t i v i t y .  I do not 

be lieve  th e re  Is  a deep problem here .  Even i f  one subscribes  to  a

version  of physical ism or body/mind m ateria lism , the Vedantlc point

could be simply seen as us ing  'm ind ' to  explain the  verbal co rro l la ry  

of the b ra in  processes. Another p o in t  i s  tha t  the  metaphoric analogy

between space and consciousness i s  to  be taken q u i te  l i t e r a l l y .

Consciousness i s  the "space" in which mind, i . e .  thoughts, appear. 

F in a l ly  the  problem presented in t h i s  passage Is not Descartes '

problem. On the Vedantlc view the  'c o g ito  ergo sum' would simply be 

another thought, an o b jec t  which appears in the "space* of

consc iousness. Descartes In fe rs  h i s  ex istence from h i s  th ink ing , the 

Vedantln views t h i s  Inference as i l l e g i t im a te .  All one can leg itim ate ly  

in fe r  from the  "I think" thought i s  an awareness of t h i s  thought. There 

a re ,  of cou rse ,  numerous Issues in philosophy of mind embedded within 

t h i s  m a te r ia l .  However, th e i r  examination is  beyond my Intended scope.

As fo r  the argument, the core i s  ra th e r  s im ple . When there  are 

no p e rc e p t io n s  p resen t,  the awareness of the absence req u ire s  the 

presence of consciousness. Since consciousness i s  claim ed, as noted in 

the l a s t  s e c t io n ,  to  be Inherently  b l i s s f u l  and the source of ordinary 

happiness, th e re  can be no necessary conditions fo r  happiness. The 

actual source of happiness i s  consciousness and consciousness must, as 

the above argument i s  supposed to  demonstrate, always be presen t.
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External o b jec t iv e  dependency Is  eschewed and the source of B l is s  Is

d i r e c t  and unmedlated.

I f  one follows the t r a in  o f  exp lana tion , the r a t io n a le  behind

the "a sso c ia t io n  of ideas dogma" can now be c le a r ly  gleaned. Since we

often  do become happy or b l i s s f u l  when our ideas are properly

a s so c ia ted  with the o b jec tiv e  co n d it io n s  th a t  are  p re se n t ,  happiness

can come about v ia  the o b jec t iv e  ro u te .  However, s ince i t  Is  a lso

p o ss ib le  th a t  consciousness, and th u s  happiness, i s  not n e cessa r i ly

dependent upon any p a r t ic u la r  o b je c t iv e  cond it ion , there  remains a

leg i t im a te  sub jec tiv e  component fo r  th e  presence of happiness. In f a c t ,

even in the presence of our d e s i r e d  o b jec t iv e  co n d it io n s ,  I t  can come

about th a t  one is  not happy simply because the leg it im a te  su b jec tiv e

component seems to be a b s e n t .aa The Vedantlc view simply

sy n th es ize s  these in tu i t io n s  and In fe rs  the in te rn a l  nature  of

happiness or b l i s s .  The argument i s  b a s ic a l ly  as fo llow s. There i s  a

leg i t im a te  su b jec tiv e  component Involved in f i r s t  person claims of

happiness. The presence or absence of t h i s  leg it im a te  su b jec tiv e

component can override  the presence of m it ig a t in g  cond itions  and

undermine the presence of apparent causal co n d it io n s .  Since conscious

ex is tence  i s  claimed to  be inheren t b l i s s f u l l y ,  the Vedantln lo ca tes

the source of the leg it im ate  su b jec tiv e  component in t h i s

consciousness. And we thus need no th ing  to  be happy because, in a

sense , t h i s  leg it im a te  su b je c tiv e  component i s  a lready p re sen t .  Ramana

Maharshi exp la in s  the issue as  fo llow s:

We Imagine through our ignorance th a t  we derive
happiness from o b je c ts .  When the mind goes o u t,  i t  
experiences misery. In t r u t h ,  when i t s  d e s ir e s  are
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f u l f i l l e d ,  I t  r e tu rn s  to  i t s  own place and en joys  
the happiness th a t  Is  the S e l f .  S im ilarly , In the  
s t a t e s  of s leep , samadhl***, and f a in t in g ,  and 
when the object d e s ire d  Is  obtained, or the o b je c t  
d i s l i k e d  removed, the mind becomes Inward tu rn ed  
and enjoys pure Self-H appiness. Thus, the mind 
moves without r e s t ,  a l t e r n a t e l y  going out of the 
S e lf  and re tu rn ing  to  I t .  Under the t r e e  the shade 
Is  p lea san t;  out in the open the heat Is  sco rch ing . 
A person who has been going about In the sun f e e l s  
cool when he reaches the shade. Some one who keeps 
on going from the shade In to  the sun and then back 
In to  the shade Is  a f o o l . A wise man s ta y s  
permanently In the shade .**

Probably the most p re s s in g  objection  to  t h i s  kind of 

I n te r n a l i s t  view of 'happ in ess ' would be some version  of Nozlck 's 

"Experience Machine" agrument. There could be two p o s s ib le  ways the 

o b jec tio n  could  have force . One would be pragmatic and the other 

t h e o r e t i c a l .

The pragmatic ob jection  would a ttack  the f in a l  c la im  In the 

above passage th a t  “some one who keeps on going from the shade In to  the 

sun and then back Into the shade Is  a  fo o l."  We not only want to  "feel 

good* but we want to feel good because of the successfu l outcomes of 

our chosen p r o je c t s .  The man In the  shade might cease en joying  the 

shade a f t e r  h i s  s a t ia t io n  po in t and need to be scorched again . Some 

P leasu res  a re  c e r ta in ly  l ik e  t h i s .  The " t h r i l l  of v ic tory" could also  

be a good example on th i s  p o in t .  The warm glow of winning the 

championship only la s ts  for  a r e l a t i v e ly  short period  of time and 

u su a lly  re t ire m e n t  Is not the rou te  most champions take . They want the 

experience ag a in .  And some champions w i l l  even rep o rt  th a t  I t  Is  b e t te r  

the  "second time around", e sp e c ia l ly  a f t e r  having lo s t  the previously  

## vSamadhl' I s  a technical term fo r  the  culminating m ed ita tive  condition .
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won championship. Vedantlc happiness Ju s t  does not look very much l ik e  

the kind of happiness most people want, or a t  le a s t  not the kind of

l i f e  most people  would choose to  lead . And If Vedantlc happiness comes

a t  the co s t  o f  l iv in g  a l i f e  th a t  most would f in d  u n a t t r a c t iv e ,  there

could be a s e r io u s  problem with the  p o s i t io n .

I b e l ie v e  tha t  the Vedantln w ill simply s ta n d  firm  on t h i s  

po in t  and note the  f u t i l i t y  of the  q u es t.  The c r i t i c a l  p o in t  Is  whether 

or not the person going from the shade and back again had what she was 

pursuing before the p u rsu it  began. The Vedantlc claim I s  th a t  she did . 

But even If she d id , If she d id  not e i th e r  know I t  or fee l  i t ,  why was 

i t  fo o lish  to  go to  get I t  In the most read ily  a v a i la b le  manner? The 

p u r s u i t  can then only be fo o lish  a f t e r  we have rece ived  some Vedantlc 

I n s t ru c t io n .  The c r i t i c a l  In s tru c t io n  will come in the form of a 

message about what I t  Is th a t  we are  pursuing. And the  claim w ill be 

th a t  the p u r su i t  of ob jec tiv e  cond itions  as a " f in a l  end" Is wrong.

O bjective co n d it io n s  are a l l ,  a t  b e s t ,  merely unnecessary Instrumental 

means to  happiness. And dependency upon them makes the  happiness we

a t t a i n  through them te n ta t iv e ,  uns tab le  and su b jec t  to  constant

b a c k -s l id ln g .

The argument to  support t h i s  pos it io n  Is a core teaching which

appears In __ThP ripanl shads. 30 And the doctrinal p o in t  which is

emphasized appears  In the "Brihadaranyaka Upanishad*.

Then Yajnavalkya s a id :  "Verily i t  i s  not fo r  the
sake of the husband, my dear,  th a t  the husband is  
loved, bu t he i s  loved fo r  the sake of the s e l f .
V erily ,  I t  Is  not fo r  the sake of the w ife , my
dear , t h a t  the wife i s  loved, but she is  loved fo r
the sake of the s e l f .
V erily ,  i t  i s  not fo r  the sake of sons, my dear ,
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th a t  sons are loved, but fo r  the sake of the s e l f .
V e r i ly ,  I t  Is  not fo r  the sake of w ealth , my dear , 
i s  wealth  loved, but for the sake of the
s e l f . 31

This passage should not be read  as  a defense of psychological egoism. 

The claim i s  th a t  things are  dear to  us because they b r in g  us Joy; the 

ob jec ts  c i t e d  a re  a means of con tac t  with the B l is s  of the S e l f .  I t  Is  

not the apple which we want. I t  Is  the sweetness con ta ined  in the 

apple. I t  i s  not the sex th a t  we want. What we want Is  the sweetness 

contained in the  sex. I f  we could  by-pass the o b je c t iv e  mediating 

conditions  and acquire the sweetness d i r e c t ly ,  we would have no need 

nor d e s ir e  fo r  the ob jec t .  Of course , t h i s  i s  the c r i t i c a l  p o in t  which 

Nozlck w ill  d isp u te .  On h i s  d e p ic t io n ,  something 13 lo s t  i f  the means 

are  by-passed. I ro n ic a l ly ,  i t  w i l l  be a t  exac tly  t h i s  po in t th a t  the 

" f l ig h t  of the mystic" w ill  confront the hard-nosed ph ilosopher on h i s  

own terms. Observe what a c tu a l ly  happens when one a t t a i n s  the ob jec t  

d es ired  or the successful outcome which Is followed by the d e c la ra t io n ,  

"I am now happy". Is  some e x tra  "something" Infused in to  the moment, or 

Is i t  Ins tead  th a t  the psychology of seeking s tops?  The Vedantlc view 

Is not claim ing th a t  Nozlckian a c q u is i t io n  w ill  not succeed. The claim  

is  only th a t  the attainment i s  not necessary. And i f  I t  i s  not 

necessary, then the locus of happiness has to  be i n t e r n a l .

From the  th eo re tica l  p e rsp e c t iv e ,  the dilemma i s  somewhat more 

d i f f i c u l t .  In "The Experience Machine" the c r i t i c a l  th e o re t ic a l  problem 

Is tha t  t h i s  k ind of rad ica l  I n te r n a l i s t  view can lead to  the odd 

consequence th a t  a fa lse  b e l ie f  about the ob jec tive  f a c t s  could produce 

real happiness, and Nozick b e l ie v e s  any view which allows t h i s  to
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happen has to  be flawed. Following the eplstemologlcal methodology 

recommended In h i s  Ehiloaophic Explanations. I would assume th a t  Nozick 

would advocate some kind of * t r u th  track ing"32 mechanism to  d e te c t  

and id en tify  the r ig h t  kind of happiness. I f  the discovery of the 

falsehood in the causal b e l i e f  would a l t e r  the happy co n d it io n ,  then 

the d e c la ra t io n  of happiness i s  t a in te d .  I may think and b e liev e  th a t  I 

am happy. However the f a c t ,  th a t  i f  I knew al 1 the f a c ts  then I would 

not be happy, means th a t  i t  i s  not t ru e  that a l l  th a t  m a tte rs  i s  how 

l i f e  Is going In te rn a l ly .  The c r i t i c a l  point i s  th a t  i f  a  fac tu a l  

c o r re c t io n  a l t e r s  the in te rna l co n d it io n ,  then the In ternal co n d it io n  

cannot be a l l  th a t  m atte rs .  And i f  t h i s  i s  c o r re c t ,  rad ica l In te rn a lism  

i s  f a l s e .

In a footnote to  the "Experience Machine" essay Nozick no tes  

th a t  views th a t  p o s i t  a con tac t with a transcendental r e a l i t y  which 

y ie ld s  "C B llls s  or Nirvana"33 have f a i le d  to  d is t in g u ish  t h i s  

experience of the transcendental r e a l i t y  from a long, "very long", run 

on the experience machine. I b e liev e  th a t  Nozick is  wrong on t h i s  l a s t  

p o in t ,  e s p e c ia l ly  as fa r  as the Vedantic "B liss  View" i s  concerned. In 

the f i r s t  p la c e ,  there  i s  one r a th e r  large d ifference  and t h i s  concerns 

p o ss ib le  unplugging which would be a major problem fo r  N ozick 's  

su b je c t ,  but would be no problem a t  a l l  fo r  one had made the "c o n ta c t" .  

I f  t h i s  seems to  miss the s p i r i t  of the argument, we could imagine some 

permanent drug-induced s t a t e  which most of us would be in c l in e d  to  

r e j e c t  as a v iab le  means to  happiness , but would seem, in Nozickian 

s p i r i t ,  to  be In d is t in g u ish ab le  from Vedantic B lis s .  This makes the 

question  much more t e s t in g ,  but I do think we need to be ca re fu l  and
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d is t in g u ish  between “what Is  the  b es t  explanation of 'h app iness '*  and 

“what we would p re fe r  'h ap p in ess ' to  be“ .

The core of the d isp u te  w il l  cen ter  around two d i f fe r in g  

i n tu i t io n s .  Nozick b e liev es  th a t  our explanation of 'h a p p in e ss '  as a 

v iab le  answer to  the question , “What r e a l ly  matters?* must Include some 

recogn it ion  of ob jective  co nd it ions  p lay ing  a s ig n i f i c a n t  ro le  in our 

answer. The Vedantlc view denies  any such s ig n if ic a n c e  except as 

p o ss ib le  unnecessary, s u f f i c i e n t  access-means to  something which is  

a lready  p re se n t .  We then conduct the  “Experience Machine* experiment in 

i t s  most t e s t in g  form and our i n t e r n a l i s t  i n tu i t i o n s  are  severely 

challenged.

Suppose the Vedantln In troduced an "Anti-Experience Machine*. 

This  machine would produce the converse of N ozick 's  machine. Rather 

than f a l s e ly  be liev ing  th a t  o n e 's  most cherished  p ro je c t  had come about 

when i t  had no t,  t h i s  machine would make one b e l iev e  th a t  o n e 's  most 

cherished  p ro je c t  had not come about when in fac t  i t  had. The person in 

the  “AntI-Experience Machine* would be lieve  th a t  they  were unhappy. 

However, s ince  th i s  p e rso n 's  b e l i e f  would not be t ra c k in g  the  t ru th ,  

our Nozlckian in tu i t io n s  have to  t e l l  us  th a t  t h i s  person is  not rea l ly  

unhappy. She Ju s t  th inks  she i s .  The f a c t s  which a re  causing the 

unhappy cond ition  do not correspond to  r e a l i t y .  I f  we would not be 

Inc lined  to  c a l l  the person In "Experience Machine" happy, then we have 

to  be in c l in e d  to  ca ll  the person in the "Anti-Experience Machine" not 

unhappy. This s i tu a t io n  a lso  seems wrong.

There a re  many o ther s im i la r  conditions  which could produce 

the same problems. Fear, anger, and sadness a l l  seem to  behave In the
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same manner. One can e n te r  these cond itions  v ia  the f a l l a c io u s ,  i . e .  

n o n - t r u th f u l , rou te  and i t  Ju st  seems wrong to  t e l l  such a person th a t

they are not r e a l ly  f e a r f u l ,  angry or sad. What the Vedantln w i l l  claim

a t  t h i s  po in t i s  th a t  the Nozickian o b jec tio n  is  supported  by a 

co g n it iv e  underpinning, e .g .  b e l i e f s  are  doing a l l  the work, and t h i s  

w il l  only support, and not unobjectionably , a view of happiness  or

B l i s s  which is  c o g n it iv e ly  driven. Nozick and those who sympathize with 

him want to  f in d  a reason for th e i r  happiness and want t h i s  reason to

be accu ra te ly  rep resen ted  by ob jec tive  f a c t s .  The Vedantln w i l l  rep ly

th a t  th e re  are p len ty  of reasons to be found; any one of which could  be 

s u f f i c i e n t  given the r ig h t  b e l ie f s  but none of them are n ecessary , and 

th a t  t h i s  f a c t  t e l l s  us something about the na tu re  of happiness. Nozick 

b e l ie v e s  th a t  the rad ica l  I n te rn a l i s t  has f a i l e d  to  d is t in g u ish  between 

the  "Transcendental B liss"  and the "very long" r id e  in the experience 

machine. The Vedantln might c i t e  L e ib n iz 's  " id e n t i ty  of in d isc e rn ib le s"  

and p o in t  out th a t  the reason the person in the experience machine 

cannot t e l l  the d if fe re n c e  is  because there  i s  none. "Experience 

Machine* happiness l ik e  "Experience Machine* f e a r  and anger i s  the  rea l 

th in g ,  a t  le a s t  as long as  i t  l a s t s .  Of course , the Vedantin w il l  a lso

note th a t  i f  the happiness does not l a s t ,  then I t  was only an

unnecessary , c o n d it io n a l ly  dependent " p a r t i c le  of b l iss"  not the  “real* 

th in g .  And then he w il l  observe th a t  in the case of the o b je c t  I v l s t ,  

the happiness never does l a s t .

Given the argument, i t  then becomes q u ite  simple to  see why 

'v a i r a g y a ' ,  or non-attachment, becomes a primary v i r tu e .  Attachments 

c re a te  unecessary dependencies. Attachments make conditions  upon th a t
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which Is claimed to be u n co n d it io n a l .  The ob jec tive  sphere p lays  a

minor In s ig n if ic a n t  ro le .  Things and occurrences do not cause us  to  be

happy. What they cause Is  a  c e r t a in  re la x a t io n  of the mind which then

allows the b l i s s  to  be experienced. In t h i s  re laxed  pose, a t t e n t io n  Is

d iv e r te d  from objective  p u r s u i t s ;  d e s ir in g  and the psychological

tendency to  co n tra c t  a t te n t io n  around conceived needs ceases, and th a t

" re lax ing  of a tten tion*  Ju s t  Is  happiness or b l i s s .  In a c e r ta in  sense

the claim  seems to  be th a t  the absence of unhappiness is  happiness  and

given the supporting  arguments t h i s  I s ,  In f a c t ,  exactly  what w il l  be

claimed. In the  P a ta n ja l l / s  _Yoaa S u tra s ,  s u t r a  11-42 claim s tha t

"S uperla tive  happiness comes from c o n te n tm e n t* C o m m e n tin g  upon

t h i s  s u t r a  I.K . Talminl notes the fo llow ing.

I t  may be objected th a t  the  absence of unhappiness 
does not mean the presence of happiness which is  a 
p o s i t iv e  s ta te  of mind. There i s  a d e f in i t e  reason 
why su p e r la t iv e  happiness ab ides in a p e rfe c t ly  
calm and contented mind. A calm mind i s  able to 
r e f l e c t  within i t s e l f  the  b l i s s  which i s  inherent 
in our real Divine n a tu re .  The constant surging of 
d e s i r e s  prevents t h i s  b l i s s  from m anifesting  i t s e l f  
in the  mind. I t  i s  only when these d e s ire s  are 
e lim ina ted  and the mind becomes calm th a t  we know
what t ru e  happiness i s .  This s u b tle  and constant
Joy which is  c a l le d  Sukha and which comes from 
w ith in  i s  Independent of ex te rna l  circumstance and
is  r e a l ly  a r e f l e c t io n  of 'A nanda ', one of the
th re e  fundamental a sp ec ts  of the S e l f . 33

3. Moral Dissonance

No problem p re se n ts  more ph ilosoph ic  tro u b le s  to  Vedanta than does the

issue of m o ra li ty .  Given the d e f la t io n  of ob jec tive  value, i t  seems

d i f f i c u l t  to  make a p o s i t iv e  case fo r  having any genuine moral

concerns. Though the t r a d i t io n a l  views advocate r a th e r  lo f ty
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a s p i r a t io n s  in the moral sphere, th e re  seems no way to  ground the 

a s p i r a t io n s  in theory . Once the connection between the Self  and the 

o b je c t iv e  realm i s  c u t ,  bu ild ing  any k ind  of moral s tru c tu re  seems an 

empty p ro je c t .  Though the  l i t e r a tu r e  i s  packed f u l l  of p a rab le s ,  fa b le s  

and d ep ic tions  of Vedantic heros t r y in g  to  reconcile  the "realm of 

ac tion"  with the p innacle  teachings which a b s tr a c t  v i r tu a l ly  every 

ounce of moral m otiva tion , a s tu te  r e a d e rs  more often  than not rece ive  

the  d i s t i n c t  impression th a t  the theory cannot support the 

recommendation. In _The Bhagavad Gita t h i s  impression w ill v iv id ly  jump 

out a t  the reader as she reaches the concluding chap ter .  Much l ik e  the 

dilemma of re c o n c il in g  A r i s t o t l e 's  view in Books 1-9 of The 

Nichomachean E th ics  and the view p resen ted  in Book 10, the reader  of 

The Bhagavad G ita i s  l e f t  with the q u es tio n ,  "What was the point?" "Why 

a l l  the  t r a in in g  i f  i t  a l l  comes down to  th is? "

The Bhagavad G ita  is  intended to  be a primary “reconciling"  

manual. How does one motivate ac tion  given the non-attached a s p i r a t io n s  

of the s tru g g l in g  a sp ira n t?  The problem can be bes t understood by using  

Hume and Nietzsche as a segue in to  the  is su e .  Hume's claim about 

personal Id e n t i ty  is  well-known. He claim s th a t  when he searches h is  

mind fo r  “h i s  s e lf"  he cannot f ind  any such e n t i t y .  "S e lf - id e n t i ty "  fo r  

Hume i s  a conceptual co n s tru c t ,  an a b s tr a c t io n  from ideas and 

im pressions, and apart from these ideas and impressions there  i s  no 

s e l f . 3* N ietzsche35’ e lab o ra te s  the p o in t  f u r th e r  by using a 

grammatical analogy. He p o in ts  out the in fe re n t ia l  nature of s e l f  and 

f u r th e r  exp la ins  how the s e l f  is  nothing more than a conceptual p o s i t .  

He asks the reader  to  observe the grammar of the sentence "The
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l ig h tn in g  f lashes"  or "energy moves". The grammar w ill lead us  to  Infer 

something c a l le d  " l igh tn ing"  doing something c a l le d  " f la s h in g " . And 

then N ietzsche p o in ts  out the e r ro r .  There Is  no l ig h tn in g  doing the 

f la sh in g ;  the  M lgh tn lng ' J u s t  Is  the f la sh in g .  In the same way and 

keeping In accord with Hume's claim , one Is supposed to  n o t ic e  tha t  

there  Is  no s e l f  doing the th in k in g , fe e l in g ,  moving, e t c .  There Is 

th ink ing , f e e l in g  and moving J u s t  l ik e  there  Is  f la sh in g ,  but there  Is 

no th in k e r ,  f e e le r ,  o r  mover a p a r t  and d i s t i n c t  from the a c t io n .  The 

s e l f ,  l ik e  the grammatical e n t l f l c a t lo n  of the l ig h tn in g ,  I s  nothing 

more than a conceptual p o s i t .  Vedanta would be In p e r fe c t  agreement 

w ith N ietzsche and Hume on t h i s  p o in t .  The empirical ego-sense Is  an 

a r t l f l c a l  co n s tru c t io n .  There Is  no doer doing the a c t io n .  In The 

Bhaaavad G ita ,  we f in d , "All work Is  performed by the fo rces  of na tu re .  

But he whose mind Is  deluded by egotism th in k s ,  ' I  am the d o e r . '* 3® 

Eastern th in k e rs  take the  ra m if ic a t io n s  of t h i s  Insigh t very s e r io u s ly .  

In a way, t h i s  Insigh t Is  the 1Inchpln which u n i te s  v i r t u a l l y  a l 1 

d i s t i n c t l y  Eastern forms of th ink ing . However, unlike  Hume, they do not 

go fo r  a s t r o l l  and fo rg e t  about I t ;  they p ress  the Issue to  i t s  

f u l l e s t  e x te n t .

One po in t might need some c la r i fy in g .  Vedanta does t a l k  about 

a "Self" and I t  would seem th a t  Hume, In p a r t ic u la r ,  i s  denying any 

such e n t i t y .  Buddha, and Buddhism In genera l,  w ill  agree w ith  Hume on 

th i s  p o in t  and the po in t  i s  one of the c r i t i c a l  d i f fe re n c e s  between 

Vedanta and Buddhism. In f a c t ,  the doctrine  of "No Atman", No S e lf ,  

re p re sen ts  one of the foundational reform ations which cause Buddha to  

abandon h i s  Hindu h e r i ta g e  and begin h is  rad ica l  re c o n s tru c t iv e
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movement. However, from the perspec tive  a t  Issue he re ,  the ' s e l f 7 which 

Vedanta considers  i l lu so ry  and a mere conceptual cons truc t  i s  the  

em pirical ego. "The S e lf" ,  e .g .  'Atman', i s  the  underlying ground upon 

which the em pirical ego-construction  seems to  move. "The Self* In 

Vedanta does noth ing . I t  i s  not an a c to r ,  mover or doer. I t  i s  the 

s i l e n t  w itn ess ,  the awareness or consciousness, behind the changing 

experiences  of l i f e .  To see t h i s  d if fe ren ce  between the two views note 

th a t  Hume claims th a t  h is  s e l f  ceases to  e x i s t  in deep s leep . "When my 

p e rc ep tio n s  are removed fo r  any time, as  by sound s lee p ;  so long am I 

in se n s ib le  to  'm y s e l f ' ,  and may t ru ly  be s a id  not to  e x i s t . " a* And, 

of course , as we have seen Vedanta w ill  not agree with Hume on t h i s  

p o in t .  Something must remain, even In deep s le e p ,  in order to  be able 

to  claim  th a t  I d id  s leep  soundly, and t h i s  "something" which remains, 

according  to  Vedanta, is  'Atman', The S e lf .

Returning now to  the main Issue, i f  one accep ts  th a t  there  i s  

no doer behind the a c t io n ,  no su b s ta n t ia l  empirical ego, how does 

m o ra li ty  become an issue? When we make a case fo r  behaving m orally , to  

whom i s  our case d i re c te d ,  and to  "whom" are we recommending th a t  "he" 

behave in a c e r ta in  o ther regarding manner? The Bhaoavad G ita i s  a 

cu r ious  mix which seems to  t ry  to  mesh S to ic - lo o k in g  Idea ls  with 

A r i s to te l i a n  o b je c t iv e s .  The ear ly  s tag e s  of the te x t  are devoted to  a 

teach ing  which advocates a c t io n  with a non-attached  a t t i t u d e .  "You have 

a r ig h t  to  a c t io n ,  but never to  i t s  f r u i t " * 0 i s  the core message.

But we must a lso  a c t ,  we must do our duty and cannot withdraw from the 

world and I t s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  simply because we have heard the 

teach ing  about the In su b s tan tia l  nature  of the ego. The same passage
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continues, "N either l e t  your motive be the f r u i t  of ac t io n ;  nor le t

your attachment be to  non-action."**1 And the perp lexed w arrio r  Is

then ordered to  f ig h t  the b a t t l e  of b a t t l e s  from which he i s  r e c o i l in g ,  

a c iv i l  war a g a in s t  h i s  f r iends  and fam ily, because I t  Is  a w a r r io r 's  

duty to  f ig h t  f o r  noble causes.

Throughout the early  s tages  of the t e x t ,  we read  t h i s  message

again and ag a in .  The Insubstan tia l s e l f  I s  to ld  to  use th i s

In su b s tan tia l  s e l f ,  to  e leva te  I t ,  to  r a i s e  I t  up, while a t  the same

time being co n tin u a lly  reminded th a t  t h i s  in su b s ta n t ia l  s e l f  i s  not the

doer of the  a c t io n .42 And then In the cu lm inating  passages of the

f in a l  chap te r  we f ind  the doc tr ine  reach i t s  r a th e r  perp lexing  and

seemingly paradoxical conclusion.

I f ,  Indulging In s e l f - c o n c e i t ,  you say to  y o u rse lf ,
"I w i l l  not f ig h t ,"  vain Is  your r e s o lu t io n .  Your 
na tu re  w ill  compel you.

Bound by your karma, 0 son of KuntI, which Is  born 
In your very na tu re ,  what through your delusion  you 
seek not to do, you sh a ll  do even ag a in s t  your 
w i l l .

The Lord dwells in the h e a r t s  of a l l  beings, 0 
Arjuna, and by h is  power causes them to  revolve as 
though mounted upon a machine.42

The a s tu te  read er  Is  t o t a l l y  perplexed. Orders to  a c t ,  to  f ig h t ,  to  do 

o ne 's  duty , a l l  culm inating In a d e c la ra t io n  th a t  he would have done i t  

anyway and th a t  the universe i s  merely a machine driven by what seems 

to  be a d e te rm in is t ic  Law. Much like the S to ic  a ttem pt to  reconc ile  the 

two apparently  I r re c o n c i la b le  poles of the paradox of "doing o n e 's  duty 

In a determined realm of ac tion ,"  The Bhaaavad G ita  leaves the reader 

pondering and d i s s a t i s f i e d .  And in almost A r i s to t l e ia n  fash ion , we
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wonder, "Why the t ra in in g ,  what was the point?"

To understand any semblance of reason h e re ,  one needs to  note

the genes is  of the view. In an e a r l i e r  chap ter ,  th e re  appears a lo fty

d e s c r ip t io n  of the s a g e 's  v i r t u e s .

F ear lessness ,  p u r i ty  of h e a r t ,  s te a d fa s tn e ss  in 
knowledge and yoga; c h a r i ty ,  s e l f - c o n t r o l ,  and
s a c r i f i c e ;  study of s c r ip tu r e s ,  a u s te r i t y ,  and
uprigh tness;

Nonviolence, t r u th ,  and freedom from anger; 
renunc ia tion , t r a n q u i l l i t y ,  and aversion  to
s lan d e r;  compassion to  beings and freedom from
covetousness; g e n t le n e s s ,  modesty, and absence of 
f ic k le n e ss ;

Courage, fo rg iveness, and fo r t i tu d e ;  p u r i ty ,  and
freedom from malice and pride -  these are  the 
wealth of the man born in to  Divine nature .**

We need to  trace  fu r th e r  back to  f ind  how t h i s  " b i r th  in to  Divine 

nature* comes about. There i s  In s tru c t io n  and t r a in in g .  The In s tru c tio n  

c o n s is t s  in an e laborate  explanation  in Chapters 13 and 14 about the 

" fo rc e s  of nature*. These " fo rces  of nature" a re  c a l le d  the three

'g u n as7. The 'gunas7 rep resen t the three primary forms of movement 

which a re  the  bu ild ing  b locks of the m aterial u n iverse .**  Since 

mind i s  considered part  of the o b jec tiv e  s ide  of th in g s ,  " these  forces 

of nature"  are  a lleged  to  be what moves our minds. Egos, i . e .  

p e r so n a l i ty  types, are cas t  as  being predominantly of a c e r ta in  nature , 

i . e .  'guna7. The three primary forces are ca teg o r ized  as  i n e r t i a ,  

a c t i v i t y  and harmony, 'tam as7 , ' r a j a s 7 , and ' s a t t v a 7 . Transmutation of 

the p e rso n a l i ty  takes p lace  by a progressive ascent in o n e 's  dominate 

'guna7 . From the in e r t i a  of 'tam as7 through the a c t i v i t y  of ' r a j a s 7 to  

the harmony of ' s a t t v a 7 , the ego is  transformed from an in e r t i a  to

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



182

harmony. And then f in a l ly  when the  ' s a t t v l c " ,  harmonious, 

transform ation  has taken p lace , the benign ego Is  then transcended In a 

grand g es tu re  of In s igh t.  The b as ic  t r a in in g  Involved Is  somewhat 

s im ila r  to  A r is to te l ia n  t ra in in g  In t h a t  the asp iran t  must develop 

higher h a b i t s  In order to  move beyond th e  baser ones. Yet In th e  end 

one s t i l l  wonders how th i s  f l c t l t o u s  e n t i t y  manages to do the Job . And 

the cu lm inating  r e a l iz a t io n  Is  to  n o tice  th a t  we have u l t im a te ly  done 

nothing; the machine of nature was doing I t  a l l .

There Is  a sense in which the d o c tr in e  seems to be c la im ing 

th a t  we use the  ego to  transcend the ego. On the c h a r i ta b le  s id e ,  i t  

can make sense while from the c r i t i c a l  p re sp e c t iv e  the explanation does 

not seem sound. The sense-making s id e  of the Issue Is th a t  I f  ego 

transcendance I s  the c ruc ia l  Issue , then c le a r ly  a benign ego would be 

e a s ie r  to  escape than one composed of s e l f i s h  and g r a t i f ic a t io n - s e e k in g  

tendenc ies .  On the negative s id e ,  I t  J u s t  seems wrong to  b e l iev e  th a t  

anything done by a fab r ic a t io n ,  and the l i f e  of the ego here Is  u su a lly  

expla ined  as  l i t t l e  d i f fe re n t  from the l i f e  of the d ream -se lf ,  can 

cause one to  awaken from the f a l s e  I d e n t i f i c a t io n .  And th u s  a l l  

m otivation fo r  m orality  appears to  be based upon b e l ie f s  th a t  are  

Inheren tly  wrong. "I* seem to  be being moral because my f a l s e - s e l f  Is 

e a s ie r  to  transcend  when i t  behaves w e l l .  Even If the taming s to ry  

makes moral sense , a kind of "Aesop Fable" to  appease the Ignorant 

masses, I t  does not make metaphysical sense as we are taming something 

th a t  does not r e a l ly  e x i s t .

I b e l iev e  th a t  on th i s  Issue, perhaps, more than anywhere e ls e  

In the d o c tr in e ,  James" c r i t ic i s m  of the "mystical Insight" does have
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much fo rc e .  The l i t e r a tu r e  does not ever seem to  leave the reader 

s a t i s f i e d  w ith the exp lanation . The usual explanation*-* i s  to  use 

the ego to  transcend the  ego. Auroblndo o f fe r s  the following 

ex p lan a tio n .

To a t t a i n  to d iv ine  b i r t h  -  a d iv in iz in g  new b i r t h  
of the  soul Into a h ig h e r  consciousness -  and to  do 
d iv in e  works both as  a  means towards th a t  before  I t  
i s  a t ta in e d  and as  an expression  of I t  a f t e r  i t  i s  
a t t a i n e d ,  is  then a l l  the Karmayoga of the G ita .
The G ita  does not t r y  to  define works by any
outward signs through which they can be 
recogn izab le  to an e x te rn a l  gaze, measurable by the 
c r i t i c i s m  of the w orld; I t  d e l ib e ra te ly  renounces
o rd in a ry  e th ical d i s t i n c t i o n s  by which men seek to  
guide themselves In the  U ^ i t  of human reason . The 
s ig n s  by which i t  d i s t in g u is h e s  d ivine works are
a l l  profoundly In tim ate  and su b jec tiv e ;  the stamp 
by which they are  known Is  in v is ib le ,  s p i r i t u a l ,  
s u p r a - e th lc a l . They a re  recognizable only by the 
l i g h t  of the soul from which they come.*7.

The d o c tr in e  upon which the Auroblndo passage Is a commentary i s  as 

fo llow s.

Even the wise are perp lexed  as to what Is  a c t io n  
and what Is Inac tion . Therefore I w ill  t e l l  you 
what ac tion  Is ,  th a t  you may know and be f reed  from 
evi 1.

For v e r i ly ,  one has to  understand what a c t io n  
r e a l l y  i s ,  and l ikew ise  what forbidden ac tio n  i s ,  
and a lso  what Inac tion  I s .  Hard to understand i s  
th e  way of action .

He who sees Inaction  In a c t io n ,  and a c t io n  In 
In a c t io n ,  he i s  wise among men, he is  a yogi, and 
he has performed a l l  action.*®

Some commentators add the fo llow ing  to  the la s t  passage, but I t  does 

not appear In the Sanskrit t e x t .  "Their consciousness Is  u n i f ie d  and 

every ac t  Is  done with complete a w a r e n e s s ** The argument o f fe re d
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as explanation of the d o c tr in e  is  as  Aurobindo notes and James 

c r i t i c i z e s ,  an in te rna l observation  and then a repo rt  on th a t  

observa tion . The real ac t io n  i s  not "an a c t io n " .  I t  i s  an "observation  

of* the  eg o 's  a c t i v i t y .  The ego is  driven by the fo rces  of n a tu re .  I t  

does not i n i t i a t e  any a c t io n .  There i s  no "action" in the e g o 's  a c t io n  

in the sense th a t  there  i s  no inner a c to r  behind the a c t i v i t y .  

Observing th i s  s i tu a t io n  d e f l a t e s  the ego .so This d e f la t io n  i s  the

" s e c re t " .  E thical ac tion  and the motivation to  be moral are brought in 

through the back door. A cting In conscious awareness of the ac t io n  

leaves  the ac to r  no reason to  be immoral because the basic  m otivational 

machlnary behind Immoral ac t io n  i s  s e l f - i n t e r e s t  which e g o is t i c  

d e f la t io n  e l im in a te s .  We s t i l l  seem to  have no d o c tr in a l ly  le g i t im a te

reason to  be moral and the docrlne  leaves us  w ith  no other exp lanation  

than th a t  the fo rces  of nature  w il l  drive us to  i t .

However, there  i s  a  p o s i t iv e  s id e  to  t h i s  dilemma. I f  we 

r e f l e c t  back to  the primary Western problem on t h i s  issue , we should 

remember th a t  the most p re s s in g  problem fo r  the Western an c ien ts  was 

how to  make one behave m orally  in a manner th a t  was not u l t im a te ly

driven  by s e l f - i n t e r e s t .  I t  seemed, p a r t i c u la r ly  for A r is to t le  and

Epicurus, th a t  t h e i r  metaphysical s t r u c tu r e  could not accomodate 

genuine o ther concern. M orality  always "paid-off*  in some good to  the 

s u b je c t .  Tracing the m otiva tional apparatus back to  i t s  source always 

seemed to  r e s u l t  In a "pay-off" fo r  the moral agent. In simple terms, 

the  reason for the moral ac t io n  always conta ined  a measure of 

s e l f - i n t e r e s t  which seemed to  undermine t ru ly  benevolent ac tion .

From the Vedantic p e rsp ec tiv e ,  the  problem is  given a
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d i f f e r e n t  undercoat.  S e l f - i n t e r e s t  i s  c le a r ly  not a problem on th i s  

view. S e l f - i n t e r e s t  ought never to  be the source of one 's  m otivation , 

even in the  d i f f i c u l t  to  re c o n c i le  t r a in in g  stage where we a re  taming 

our egos. Where the egoism problem of A r is to t le  and Epicurus was the 

In a b i l i ty  to  f in d  a reason to  be moral without any s e l f - i n t e r e s t ,  the 

Vedantln has no reason to  be immoral and thus good a c t io n s ,  moral and 

benevolent ones, flow out of her l ik e  r a in  from the clouds.

In a c e r ta in  sense the  Vedantlc view i s  not so f a r  from our 

ordinary  in tu i t io n s  d esp ite  the  h ighly  exo tic  metaphysical 

m achinations. Good people are J u s t  those people who do good th ings 

because they a re  driven to  them and th a t  i s  exactly  why we c a l l  them 

■good people" . I f  Hume and N ie tzsche , along with Vedanta, a re  r ig h t  

about the ego, then there  may be no r e a l ly  good answer to  th e  question , 

"Why should I be moral?*. He who asks  the question has already made the 

fundamental m istake. "Ordinary m o ra l i ty " ,  as  Aurobindo n o te s ,  i s  Ju s t  

not the is su e .  The question simply does not a r i s e .  "Ordinary m orality" 

i s  s t r i c t l y  a p re lim in ary .31 As the  v i r tu e  of 'v a l r a g y a ' ,  the 

non-attachment, begins to take ho ld  and the deeper ego-transcending  

in s ig h ts  a re  experienced, the person  has l i t e r a l l y  no m otivation to  be 

immoral. And we can, a t  l e a s t ,  glimpse how some measure of genuine 

benevolence might bleed through. In f a c t ,  in a ra th e r  odd tw is t ,  we 

could see some prlm ltve behaviorism making I t s  presence f e l t .  If  

happiness r e a l ly  i s  as ra d ic a l ly  in te rn a l iz e d  as the Vedantln claim s i t  

I s ,  then a l l  the re ln fo rc e rs  of immoral behavior would g radua lly  be 

a t ten u a ted .  Immoral behavior cannot lead to  happiness because i t  

depends upon attachments and re in fo r c in g  the ego which are  happiness
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m itig a t in g  c o n d i t io n s .  Insight Into Vedantlc happiness t e l l s  us t h a t  I t

comes u n co n d it io n a lly  and the c r i t i c a l  sp r in g s  behind Immoral behavior

are  a ttachm ents  and s e l f - i n t e r e s t .

Thus the Vedantln In v erts  A r i s to t l e  and Epicurus and leaves us

with no reason to  be Immoral. Good a c t io n s  flow from us simply because

th a t  I s  a l l  th a t  Is  l e f t ,  and as long a s  we l iv e  the fo rces  of na tu re

w ill  compel us to  a c t .  "Even to  m ain ta in  your body, Arjuna, you are

obliged  to  a c t .  S e lf ish  ac tion  Imprisons the world. Act s e l f l e s s l y ,

w ithout any thought of personal p r o f i t " 3* Anything e lse  would make

us o b je c t iv e ly  dependent. Does the egoism re tu rn ?  If  I t  does then the

core message has been missed. One does not detach themselves In o rder

to  become happy. To make t h i s  reading  Is  to  misread the message. One

simply becomes non-attached because th e re  i s  nothing to  be gained by

any a ttachm ent. I f  one be lieves  th a t  by be ing  detached one w ill  become

happy, then the egoism does r e tu rn ,  but then , of course, the major

In s ig h t has been lo s t .

But those who r e a l i z e  the  S e lf  are always
s a t i s f i e d .  Having found the source of Joy and 
f u l f i l lm e n t ,  they no longer seek happiness from the 
e x te rn a l  world. They have no th ing  to  gain or lose 
by any ac t io n ,  n e i th e r  people nor th in g s  can a f fe c t  
t h e i r  s e c u r i t y .3*

4. P leasure  and Pain: a non-issue.

There i s  l i t t l e  to  be sa id  on the Issue of p leasu re  and pain from the 

Vedantlc p e r sp e c t iv e .  Neither p leasu re  nor pain play any s ig n i f i c a n t  

ro le  In Vedantic theory beyond th e i r  a b i l i t y  to  c re a te  attachments. The 

Vedantlc sage i s  as  Immune from pain  as  the enlightened S to ic  or 

Epicurean. The Vedantlc sage has no I n te r e s t  In p leasure . The t r a d i t i o n
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as a whole Is  r a th e r  dogmatic on t h i s  Issue. We f in d  no leg itim ate  

advocates, l ik e  C a l l lc le s  or A r is t ip p u s ,  to defend "The Pleasure 

T h e s is" . I t  i s  almost taken as a given th a t  one who pursues p leasu re  i s  

doing something ra th e r  s i l l y  and f u t i l e .  Pain Is given t a c i t  

acknowledgment, but p a in 's  s u f f e r e r  i s  u sually  described  as  a flawed 

and f a i l e d  c h a rac te r  who has not "seen the t ru th " .  Extreme and ra th e r  

exo tic  forms of asce tic ism  are  common p ra c t ic e  and the p r a c t ic e  of

'p r a t y a h a r a ' , suspension of a t t e n t io n  to  the sensory f a c u l t i e s ,  i s  an

acknowledged s k i l l  and the methodology can be found in many yoga

manuals.3* The bas ic  methodology i s  one by which the yogi comes to  

master the  movement of a t t e n t io n .  What we a l l  do unconsciously when we 

“f a l l  to  hear" the words spoken to  us because we were a t te n d in g  too 

c a re fu l ly  to  something e ls e ,  the yogi "learns" to  do consc iously . Many 

of the "higher" p r a c t i t io n e r s  do debunk most of the extreme v e rs io n s  of 

these p r a c t i c e s ,  in s ig h tfu l ly  p o in t in g  out how the p ra c t ic e  I t s e l f  Is 

rooted in attachm ent and thus m isses the mark.

Moderation coupled with in d iffe ren ce  seems to  be the more 

p h ilo so p h ic a l ly  secure p o s i t io n .  _  The Bhagavad Gita in numerous

places3* c la im s th a t  the sage w il l  be in d i f fe re n t  to  p lea su re  and 

pain . And Ramana Maharshi advocates moderation in "food and

s le e p " .3* The c e n tra l  focus of the le s s  extreme view i s  a tempered 

a u s te r i ty .  The d oc tr ine  is  very s tra ig h t- fo rw a rd  as to  why p leasure  

cannot be the  end of l i f e  and why i t s  p u rsu it  leads to  problems. 

P leasure I s  a conditional experience. The search fo r  p leasu re  i s  based 

upon attachm ent and dependency. P leasure  does not l a s t  and when i t  

leaves i t  tends to  se t  d e s ire s  and d iscon ten t Into motion. What one
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acquires  In the p leasu rab le  experience i s  a b r ie f  pause In the p u r s u i t ;  

a glimpse of the unconditioned, "a p a r t i c l e  of b l i s s  bleeds through", 

as the m ind 's r e s t l e s s  p u r su i t  I s  q u e lled  by the s a t i s f a c t io n  of the

pause.

The Joy of the Atman ever ab ides ,
But not what seems p le a sa n t  to  the senses .
Both th e se ,  d i f f e r in g  In t h e i r  purpose, prompt 
Man to  ac t io n .  All i s  well fo r  those who choose 
The Joy of Atman, but they miss 
The goal of l i f e  who p r e f e r  the p le a sa n t .  
Perennial Joy or p ass ing  p leasure?
This Is  the choice one i s  to  make always.
The wise recognize these  two, but not 
The Ignorant. The f i r s t  welcome what leads 
To ab id ing  Joy, though p a in fu l  a t  the time.
The l a t t e r  run, goaded by t h e i r  senses ,
A fter what seems Immediate p le a s u re .37

From the s trong  a n t i -p le a su re  t i r a d e s  of I ripura Rahasva where we read ,

"Fie on human beings who app ra ise  the  fo u le s t  p a r t  of the body a s  most

d e l ig h t f u l . " 30 to  the T a n tr ic  T ra d i t io n  which embraces s e n su a l i ty

to  the s a t i a t i o n  point in o rder  to  break f ree  of i t ,  the message i s

c lea r  and d i r e c t :  p leasure  cannot be and i s  not worth the p u r s u i t .  The

argument, of course , w ill  only succeed i f  the Atmanlc d o c tr in e ,  or a t

leas t  the ra d ic a l  in te rn a l  ism, about the  inherent nature of the b l i s s

holds up to  ca re fu l  s c ru t in y .  However, given the ob jec tive  of the

Vedantic p ro je c t ,  i . e .  unconditional happiness, the a n t i -p le a s u re

p o s it io n  i s  c e r ta in ly  in te rn a l ly  c o n s is te n t .

In the s e c re t  cave of the  h e a r t ,  two are seated 
By l i f e ' s  fo u n ta in .  The se p a ra te  ego
Drinks of the sweet and b i t t e r  s t u f f ,
Liking the sweet, d i s l i k in g  the b i t t e r ,
While the supreme Self  d r in k s  sweet and b i t t e r  
N either l ik in g  t h i s  not d i s l i k in g  th a t .
The ego gropes In d a rk n ess , wh i 1e the Se1f 
Lives in l i g h t . 3”
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The M ight" and "darkness" here do not r e f e r  to  metaphysical, r e l ig io u s

p o s tu la te s .  They r e f e r  to  d isc r im in a t iv e  in s ig h t  into the f u t i l i t y  of

seeking p le a su re  as  a means to  happ iness . The best one g e t s  i s  a

temporal r e s p i t e  followed by lo ss ,  d e je c t io n  and fu rth e r  p u r s u i t .  The

message, r a t h e r  S to ic  in tenor, i s  about running down b lin d  a l l e y s ,  not

about "Seeing the  Light" as the follow ing passage from the same se c t io n

makes d e f i n i t i v e l y  c le a r .

Know the  Self as the Lord of the c h a r io t ,
Know the  body as the c h a r io t  i t s e l f ,
The d isc r im in a tin g  I n te l l e c t  as  th e  c h a r io te e r ,
And the  mind as  re in s .
The sen ses ,  say the wise, are  the  horses ;
S e l f i s h  d e s ire s  are the roads they t r a v e l .
When the  Self  i s  confused with the  body,
Hind and senses, they po in t ou t,  he seems 
To enjoy p leasure  and s u f f e r  sorrow.

When one lacks d iscrim ination
And h i s  mind i s  und isc ip lined , the  senses
Run h i th e r  and t l t h e r  l ik e  w ild  h o rse s .
But they obey the re in s  l ik e  w e l l - t r a in e d  horses 
When one has d iscrim ination  and has made 
The mind one-poin ted .1*0

Sharp, p e rc e p t iv e  in s ig h t coupled with d isc r im in a tio n  and examination

ought to  t e l l  us th a t  i t  i s  unnecessary to  make what comes

u nco n d itio n a lly  dependent and c o n d i t io n a l .  I t  Ju s t  seems in tu i t iv e ly  

obvious to  Vedanta th a t  pleasure seeking has no p lace in happiness. The 

hedonist i s  t a c i t l y  dismissed as almost not worthy of r e p ly .  The 

negative polem ics from the impermanence of p leasu re ,  the f u t i l i t y  of

seeking what does not l a s t ,  the I n e v i t a b i l i t y  of i t s  lo ss , and the  web

of d isc o n te n t  upon which i t s  quest depends a re  s to c k - in - tra d e  r h e to r ic  

used to  qu ick ly  shelve the issue. And pain i s  a lso  simply not a problem
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u n less  one has f a i le d  to  reach Atmanlc b l i s s .

The * Katha" pasages above, as  we 11 as  The Bhaaavad Gita.

appear to  have a S toic te n o r .  However the claim i s  much s tro n g er  than 

the S to ic  c laim . I f  we r e f l e c t  back on the other views fo r  a moment, we 

w ill  g lean  the scope of the c la im . A r is to t le  uses p leasu re  and pain as 

teach ing  dev ices . He r e sp e c ts  the ordinary in tu i t io n  th a t  the happy 

l i f e  must be a p leasurab le  l i f e  and t r i e s  to  mold us in to  happy

c re a tu re s  by a Judicious use of p leasure  and p a in .  For A r is to t le  

'p l e a s u r e ' ,  properly  used, i s  instrum entally  va lu ab le .  For Epicurus 

p leasu re  i s  more Important. I t  i s  c le a r ly  a good th a t  ought to be

pursued fo r  what i t  is  as well a s  fo r  the t r a n q u i l l i t y  which i t  b rings.

Epicurus uses p leasu re ,  e .g .  p leasu rab le  memories, a s  a p o s i t iv e  means 

to  eschew pa in .  The S to ic  i s  aware of p leasure and pain  but remains 

u n a ffec ted  by them. Cognitive detachment undermines g iv ing  them any 

power to  a f f e c t  the w e ll-b e in g  of the su b je c t .  The Vedantic pos ition  

takes the  S to ic  view a s tep  f u r th e r .  The Vedantlc sage g ives  them no 

a t te n t io n  because they are  merely ob jec tive  phenomena a f fe c t in g  an 

ob jec t of awareness, e .g .  the ego-sense, which the sage knows he cannot 

be. In o ther  words any a f f e c t  by p leasure  or pain in d ic a te s  th a t  the 

person has not yet discovered h i s  t ru e  id e n t i ty .

The main doctrine  stems from The T a i t t i r i v a  Upanishad where i t  

i s  claim ed, not argued, th a t  p le a su re ,  d e l ig h t ,  o rd inary  happiness and 

Joy a re  simply temporal glimpses or contact with the Atmanlc 

b l i s s . * 1 One of the core d o c tr in a l  arguments supporting  the view 

appears in Sankara 's  _A Thousand Teachings. The fo llow ing passages 

p resen t a c le a r  version of the argument.
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6. The Self  I llum ines, w ithout e f f o r t ,  the
I n te l l e c t  In the form of sound e tc .  p resen t before 
i t ;  l ik e  a s ta t io n a ry  lamp devoid of any e f f o r t  
which Illum ines everything w ith in  i t s  reach.

7. P leasure  e tc .  q u a lify  the I n t e l l e c t  iden tify ing  
I t s e l f  with the combination of the body and the 
senses  and illumined by the e te rn a l  Light of the 
S e l f .

8. For one considers  onese lf  to  be d is t re s se d  by 
pain  in the head e tc .  The Seer i s  d i f f e re n t  from 
the  seen, I . e .  thatCthe i n t e l l e c t )  which f e e l s
p a in .  The S e lf  i s  f ree  from pain as I t  i s  the
See-er of the pain .

9. One becomes unhappy when one ' i d e n t i f i e s '  
on ese lf  with the I n te l l e c t  which has assumed the 
form of 'unhappiness ' but not by merely 's e e in g ' 
i t .  The WltnessCThe S e lf)  of the  pain in the body, 
which i s  a combination of the limbs and the senses, 
does not fee l p a in .* 2

Again we see  core Vedantic ideas used to  undermine common-sense 

i n tu i t io n s .  Yet, the doctrine  and i t s  argument are  not u l t im a te ly  much 

more ra d ic a l  than e i th e r  the Epicurean or the S to ic . The Epicurean 

m anipulates the pa infu l s t a t e  by embracing the p leasurab le  memory. The 

S to ic  t a lk s  h e r s e l f  out of the pa infu l condition  by using co g n it iv e  

in s ig h t .  And both are  claiming th a t  t h e i r  method w ill  enable the 

p r a c t i t i o n e r  to  transcend the pa in .  The Vedantlc view t r i e s  to  do the 

same th ing  by undermining conscious id e n t i ty  with the p a in 's  

experiencer .  Though a l l  th ree views a re  c o u n te r - in tu i t iv e ,  in my 

opinion the Vedantlc view has the most p o lish ed  argument because I t  i s  

a t  le a s t  in te rn a l ly  c o n s is te n t .

All th ree  views try  to  a b s tr a c t  a t te n t io n  from the p a in .  The 

Epicurean d iv e r t s  a t t e n t io n ,  but one has to  wonder if  i t  i s  t h i s  easy 

why does the Epicurean not do i t  a l l  the time and by-pass the s t r in g e n t
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d e s ire  management program? I f  pa in  Is  the only legtlm ate reason to  have 

o n e 's  t r a n q u i l l i t y  d is tu rb ed  and If  pain Is t h i s  easy to  manage, then 

the whole au s te re  Epicurean p r o je c t  seems vacuous. One simply ought to  

a t t a i n  a s  much pleasure as  p o s s ib le  and then when the h u r t  s e t s  In 

a t te n d  to  the pleasure one rece iv ed  p r io r  to  the h u r t .  Yet th i s  

methodology Is  one of the  main views th a t  Epicurus does not want to  

advocate , but given the "goodness" of p leasure and the High Epicurean 

paln-avodance techniques th e re  Is  some In ternal tension  In the 

p o s i t io n .  The Stoic p o s i t io n  tu rn s  a t te n t io n  away from th e  pain 

c o g n i t iv e ly .  However, one s e r io u s ly  has to  wonder why the S to ic  ap p lie s  

her methods to  the "pain* If  I t  does not hu r t?  There Is co g n it iv e  

d issonance here which cannot be Ignored. Cognitive reco g n it io n  of the 

pain  r e q u i re s  that the experience h u r t .  But 'p a in '  does not ' h u r t '  the 

S to ic  because app lication  of the S to ic  method to the pain w ill  t e l l  the 

S to ic  t h a t  the 'p a in '  Is  one of those th ings beyond S to ic  c o n tro l .  

Perhaps, the Stoic only means t h a t  the 'p a in '  w ill not troub le  h e r .  But 

I t  s t i l l  seems hard to  b e l ie v e  th a t  the Stoic would use the method on 

something which did not t ro u b le  h e r ,  I . e .  h u r t .

The method of Shankara w il l  not lead to  these types  of 

In te rn a l  Inconsis tenc ies . Like most of the o ther Vedantlc I s su e s ,  the 

problem Is  one of id e n t i ty .  A tten tio n  i s  ab s tra c te d  from the pain by 

n o t ic in g  p a i n 's  objective  n a tu re ,  n o tic ing  the "objective" n a tu re  of 

the s u f f e r e r ,  and r e a l iz in g  th a t  I cannot be e i th e r  the pa in  or I t s  

s u f f e r e r .  The abs trac tion  Is  s u b t le  and e f f o r t l e s s .  Like n o t ic in g  the 

space between the o b je c ts ,  the  a b s tra c t io n  of a t te n t io n  Is  not 

something one does. I t  i s  something tha t  happens when the pu ll  of
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ob jec tiv e  r e a l i t y  ceases to  cause conciousness to  Id e n t ify  with any 

o b je c t .  Thus, p leasu re  and pain a re  c le a r ly  Impediments, not because of 

what they a re ,  but because they can only be re levan t I f  the  locus of 

Id en ti ty  i s  lo s t .  The sage becomes immune to p leasure  and pain not 

because the fe e l in g  s to p s ,  but because the “feeler"  must be something 

o ther  than he.

The d o c tr in e ,  of course, does not seem b e lie v a b le ,  b u t then no 

I n te rn a l i s t  d o c tr in e  which c laim s th a t  we can a c tu a l ly  transcend  the 

e f f e c t s  of pain w ill  seem t ru ly  b e l ie v a b le .  And y e t ,  as  noted e a r l i e r ,  

I do stop f e e l in g  the pain of my toothache when the Important phone 

c a l l  d i s t r a c t s  my a t te n t io n .  D iversion of a t te n t io n  can do what the 

I n te rn a l i s t  needs and i t  Is  the  method used by a l l  th ree  i n t e r n a l i s t  

views. And a t  t h i s  p o in t ,  as l e a s t  as  f a r  as th i s  issue Is  concerned, 

I t  seems to  me th a t  the Vedantlc view d iv e r ts  a t te n t io n  In the  le a s t  

problematic manner.

5. Vedanta and Happiness

The obvious c r i t i c i s m  to the Vedantlc conception of supreme happiness 

i s  tha t  i t  seems th a t  most of us a re  making a rad ica l m istake In what 

we take 'hap p in ess7 to  be. On the Vedantlc view, supreme b l i s s  Is 

always p resen t but we simply do not r e a l i z e  i t .  We are  su b sc r ib in g  to  

some kind of c o l le c t iv e  e r ro r  when we express any v e rs io n  of the 

o rdinary notion on how to become happy. We believe th a t  we have to  do 

th in g s ,  acquire  th in g s ,  have experiences, and a t t a i n  a t  le a s t  

moderately f u l f i l l i n g  and meaningful l iv e s ;  and Vedanta seems to  be

t e l l i n g  us th a t  a l l  t h i s  wrong. However, I t  should be noted th a t  a l l
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the  ancien t views examined here are  claiming th a t  most of us a re  in 

e r r o r  about 'happ iness" . Even A r is to t le  makes the following stunning  

and r a th e r  Vedantlc comment in Book 7 Chapter XIII of The Nichomachean 

E th ic s  when d iscuss ing  the 'common conception" th a t  'h ap p in ess ' ought 

to  Include some kind of p lea su re  since everyone pursues p leasure  to  

some e x te n t .

But s ince the n a tu ra l  and best s t a t e  n e i th e r  i s ,  
nor is  thought to  be, the same for a l l ,  they do not 
a l l  pursue the  same p leasu re ,  although i t  is
p leasure  th a t  they a l l  pursue. In f a c t  they 
probably 'd o '  a l l  pursue the same p leasu re ,  and not 
th a t  which they th in k ,  and would a s s e r t ,  th a t  they 
pursue; because every th ing  contains by nature  
something d iv in e .  But s ince  the p leasures  th a t  are 
most commonly encountered and are w ithin  everyone 's  
experience are  the p leasu res  of the body, these  
have appropria ted  the  r ig h t  to the name; and so 
people think th a t  they are  the only p le a su re s ,  
because they a re  the  fa m il ia r  ones.*3

"Everything contains by na tu re  something d iv ine" , "they probably 'd o '  

a l l  pursue the same p le a su re " ,  and f in a l ly  the claim a t  the end of the 

passage th a t  there may be an e r ro r  involved in the common conceptions, 

a re  a l l  b as ic  Vedantlc th e se s .  There i s  a lso  in The Nichomachean E th ics  

the Book 10 claims about contemplation being the h ighest form of

happiness , the rea ff i rm a t io n  of the need for any conception of 

happiness  to  meet to  “s e l f - s u f f ic ie n c y "  c r i t e r i a ,  and the rad ica l

i n te rn a l i z a t io n  of u l t im a te  happiness. What Vedanta does i s  e s s e n t ia l ly  

the same but i t  avoids the e l i t i s m  by d e f la t in g  the need fo r  cognitive

a c t i v i t y .  Vedanta makes the experience one of id e n t i ty  which leaves the

door open to  a l l  to  f in d  th a t  "divine something" which "by nature 

ev ery th in g  conta ins."  The re fe ren ce  to  these s im i l a r i t i e s  should not be
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construed by the reader  as  an e f f o r t  on my p a r t  to  turn A r is to t le  in to  

a Vedantlc ph ilosopher . The poin t of the connection is  simply to  make 

note of a s trong  in t e r n a l i s t  penchant in a l l  the  ancient views examined 

as  in the end A r i s to t l e ,  Epicurus and the S to ic s ,  like  t h e i r  Vedantlc 

co u n te rp a rts ,  r a d ic a l ly  In te rn a l iz e  t h e i r  conceptions of 'h a p p in e s s ' .  

And thus to  t h i s  p o in t ,  i t  does seem th a t  fo r  these ancient th in k e rs  

some i n t e r n a l i s t  p o s i t io n  was inescapable.

I want to  conclude t h i s  ch ap te r  with an explanation  and

defense of how the Vedantlc view might be p la u s ib le  and then address

one c r i t i c a l  contemporary c r i t i c i s m  of Vedanta. I w ill contend th a t  i f  

one eschews Vedantlc metaphysics and looks a t  the core doc tr ine  from a 

d i f f e r e n t  p erspec tive  the theory does make a  su b s ta n tia l  claim which is  

cogent. The f i r s t  th ing  to  keep in mind i s  th a t  most of the anc ien t

th e o r ie s  a re  m etaphysically  flawed. What we a re  usually  looking fo r  in 

these th e o r ie s  are philosophic in tu i t io n s  which have some p l a u s i b i l i t y  

in s p i te  of th e i r  metaphysical inadequacies . I f  one observed the 

m an ifes ta tion  of happiness in the l iv e s  of persons one would note the 

following. D iffe ren t  people become happy in d i f fe re n t  ways. And the 

same person can become happy in d i f f e r e n t  ways. Some experiences of

persons depend upon concep tua liza tion  about o b jec t iv e  circumstances and 

some do no t.  For example, being a su ccess ,  a good fr ien d ,  or a kind 

person a re  experiences of the former k ind , while being a l iv e ,  awake, 

a l e r t  or In pain a re  not conceptually  dependent experiences though we 

can become aware of them v ia  numerous conceptual rou tes .  The l a t t e r  

experiences a re  bodily  experiences and not conceptual. These

experiences are  physio log ical and not concep tua lly  dependent. They are
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"fee ling*  experiences in the  bod ily , and not in the emotive, sense,

i . e .  they a re  not dependent upon cogn itive  c o n ten t .

The e s se n t ia l  claim of Vedanta i s  th a t  'a n an d a ',  supreme

b l i s s ,  joy or happiness, i s  more like  being a l iv e  or awake than i t  i s

l ik e  any conceptually  dependent experience. I t  i s  more like  a bodily

f e e l in g  r a th e r  than a s t a t e  of mind or any o th e r  condition  based upon 

b e l i e f  c o n ten t .  Vedantlc 'a nanda ' l i t e r a l l y  flows in our ve ins, i . e .  

the b l i s s  of being**. Ju s t  a s  we can become aware of being a l iv e  in 

many ways, or be awakened in numerous manners, so  Vedanta claims we can

become aware of l i f e ' s  " inheren t"  joy in an end less  v a r ie ty  of ways;

none of them being necessary and v i r tu a l ly  any being s u f f i c i e n t .  For 

Vedanta when the body/mind complex is  in a cond ition  of equanimity, i f  

one looks and observes, one w il l  no tice  th a t  th e re  i s  a c e r ta in  "feel* 

to  t h i s  experience. This ' f e e l '  i s  'ananda '.

I t  i s  what one " fe e ls"  when one j u s t  " fee ls"  good for no 

reason a t  a l l .  I t  i s  what i s  not f e l t  on those occasions when success

f a l l s  to  b r in g  happiness. And i t  i s  what one " fe e ls"  when the a g i ta t in g  

d e s ir e  Is  f u l f i l l e d  and the cond it io n  of body/mind equanimity re s to re d .

I t  i s  what A r is to t le  t r i e s  to  account fo r  when he makes p leasure

supervene upon successful a c t i v i t y ,* 3 but th e re  i s  no need for any 

magical supervening e f f e c t .  The body/mind a g i ta t io n  s t i r r e d  by the need 

or d e s i r e  simply ceases. I t  i s  what Epicurus t r i e s  to  capture with 

" s t a t i c  p leasu re" .  And i t  i s  th a t  fo r  which th e  S to ic s  are groping in 

t h e i r  search to be " in a c c e ss ib le  to Impingement*. R estora tion  of 

equanimity to  the body/mind complex is  to  " fee l"  or be in a condition 

of harmony. And on the Vedantlc view, th i s  " fee ling"  is  both necessary
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and s u f f i c i e n t  fo r  happiness which to  me In a s o r t  of m in im alis t manner 

seems to  be c o r r e c t .  In a c e r ta in  se n se ,  the Vedantln In looking fo r  an 

explanation  of 'happ in ess ' acknowledges the  need for any view of 

'h a p p in e ss ' to  account for the le g i t im a te  su b jec tiv e  component in any 

conception of 'h a p p in e ss ' .  He then t r i e s  to  f in d  I t .  He observes th a t  

conscious e x is te n c e  Is  Inherently  b l i s s f u l ,  and thus concludes th a t  

nothing e l s e  i s  needed as long as the b l i s s f u l  fe e l in g  Is p re se n t .

I want to  make one l a s t  note before  moving on. There Is  a 

c e r ta in  sense of Irony to  the f in a l  c laim . The most m etaphysica lly  

extravagant view tu rn s  out to  be compatible w ith body/mind m ater ia lism . 

I f  one reduces  mind s ta te s  to  b ra in  s t a t e s ,  then the ev a lu a tio n  th a t  

" th i s  mind s ta te "  i s  a good mind s t a t e ,  a happy mind s t a t e ,  or a 

b l i s s f u l  mind s t a t e  would turn  out to  be a rep o r t  upon a co n d it io n  of 

the body. Like o ther  q u a l i ta t iv e  r e p o r t s  on conditions  of the body, the 

primary m a te r ia l  of the Judgment would be a " fe e l" .  Unhappiness would 

then be a cond it ion  of the body, a s o r t  of b ra in  a g i ta t io n .  When the 

a g i ta t io n  ends and brain  equanimity i s  r e s to re d  th i s  cond it ion  would 

have a c e r t a in  " f e e l" .  Vedanta i s  simply claim ing tha t  t h i s  " fee l*  Is 

the le g i t im a te  su b jec tiv e  component In exp la in ing  the presence of 

happiness and th a t  t h i s  "bodily fee lin g "  Is  In the end the f e e l in g  of 

b l i s s  Inherent In conscious e x is te n c e .  'Ananda' or supreme 'h a p p in e ss ' 

i s  on the Vedantlc view a n o n -re la t io n a l  p re d ic a te .  Saying "I am happy" 

Is l ik e  saying  "I  am a l iv e ,  aware o r awake."

From the  contemporary p e rsp e c t iv e ,  I think the c r i t i c i s m s  of 

Nozlck on Vedanta deserve some a t t e n t io n .  Of the main stream th in k e rs  

In the Western T rad it io n ,  he i s  the one whom I have found to  be most
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v ersed  In the doctrine . The most s ig n i f i c a n t  c r i t i c i s m  of the view

concerns the  Issue of how I t  can be th a t  we have apparently  "forgotten"

or f a i l e d  to  no tice  our Inherent b l i s s f u ln e s s .  In simple terms and the

language of my depic tion , I f  happiness Is  J u s t  a bodily  fe e l in g ,  why do

we not fee l I t  a l l  the time s ince  I t  must be p resen t a t  lea s t  as long

as  we a re  a l iv e ?  Nozlck couches h is  query In the more metaphysical

v e rn a c u la r ,  but the point Is  s t i l l  the same.

However, the Importance the theory  a sc r ib e s  to 
coming to  know your own tru e  n a tu re ,  s ince  In any 
case you already have I t ,  Is  l e f t  obscure. Nor do 
such theo r ie s  f in d  I t  easy to  exp la in  why the
p e r fe c t  and a l l - ln c lu s lv e  underly ing  substance Is 
undergoing the process  of caning to  complete 
self-knowledge, or why I t  Is  tem porarily  Ignorant - 
I f  I t ' s  so r ic h ,  how come I t  Is I s n ' t  so
smart?**

In a  foo tno te  to  th is  passage he no tes  th a t  t h i s  dilemma seems to  be a

rea l  problem fo r  any theory of t h i s  type , c i t i n g  Auroblndo*5’ and

"Samkhya Yoga"*® In general as  f a i lu r e s  a t  grapplIng with the

problem.

I th ink  th is  problem Is  se r io u s  and does p resen t Vedanta with

a g re a t  metaphysical challenge. The a l lu s io n  to  Auroblndo and the

vSamkhya' system allow Nozlck to  make easy prey of the doc tr ine .  Both

defenses  use the notion of the I n f in i t e  coming to  know I t s e l f  through 

negation  of the f in i t e ;  the In f ln te  a l 1-knowing consciousness assumes 

f i n i t e  l im i ta t io n s  In order to  know I t s e l f  because I t  Is  a lleged  th a t

only by negating  these l im i ta t io n s  can the I n f in i t e  r e a l iz e  I t s

I n f ln te n e s s .  And, of course, the argument undercuts the “ Inherent" 

g re a tn e s s  of the In f in i te  by shack ling  I t  with  a l im i ta t io n .
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However, there  Is  another defense of the pos it ion  which might 

o f fe r  an exp lana tion  of the p o s it io n  which Is  more cogent. The language 

Nozlck u ses  poses the problem In esp ls tem olog lca l terms. However, the 

Ignorance w ith  which Vedanta Is concerned Is  not an eplstemlc problem. 

The Vedantlc problem Is an Id e n t i ty  problem. I t  Is not question of 

" f a i l e d  sm arts" ,  anymore than lo s ing  the th read  of one 's  id e n t i ty  in a 

dream i s  a  question  of an eplstem lc d e f ic ie n c y .  The Issue Is not "How

did vAtman' fo rg e t  I t s  tru e  Iden tity?"  The question Is "How does ego

f a l l  to  remember I t s  Insubstan tia l  nature?" And the answer, of course. 

Is  "That I s  ex ac tly  what an ego Is  -  an o b jec t  of consciousness with a 

f a i le d  r e a l i z a t i o n  of i t s  In su b s tan tia l  n a tu re " .  From the perspective  

of High V e d a n t a , a s k i n g  Nozlck 's question  Is  l ik e  asking why one 

■ forgets" , o r  Is  Ignorant o f ,  o n e 's  t ru e  id e n t i ty  In the dream. I t  

happens, I s  Inexp licab le ,  and has noth ing  to  do with any eplstem lc 

defic iency  In the dreaming su b je c t .  And the Ins tan t the dreaming 

sub jec t  becomes aware of the In su b s ta n tia l  dream-self "object" the 

dream ends. There Is no question of how the  dream came about or what

purpose I t  served , un less ,  of course , one be lieves  In "dream

in te rp r e ta t io n  therapy".

Thus Vedanta w ill not try  to  answer N ozlck 's  problem. I t  w ill  

r e ad ily  admit th e re  i s  no "answer" In the sense which Nozlck demands, 

but I t  w i l l  a lso  note th a t  the question  Is wrongly pu t.  The l i t e r a tu r e  

Is  r e p le te  with warnings th a t  the use of metaphors to explain 

metaphysical problems Is only pedagogical70 and should not be taken 

l i t e r a l l y .  Posing the problem In terms of an eplstemlc deficiency  

generated by an Inexplicable metaphysical lack of r e f le c t iv e
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se lf -aw aren ess  Ignores these  warnings. Asking why or how the I n f in i t e ,  

a l l - i n c l u s i v e ,  p e r fe c t  abso lu te  consciousness “forgets*  i t s e l f  and then 

t ry in g  to  bring  the  language of "purpose" and "discovery" Into the

conversa tion  Is  to  m isunderstand Vedanta. Consciousness in Vedanta 

n e i th e r  remembers nor fo rg e ts .  I t  simply i l lu m in a te s  o b jec ts  In the 

f i e l d  of thought. And ask ing  why i t  assumes any p a r t i c u la r  form, or 

" 1 im i ta t io n " ,71 i s  l ik e  ask ing  why the l ig h t  from lamp assumes the 

form of p ic tu re  upon which I t  f a l l s .

In conclusion I note th a t  what Vedanta does provide i s  a v ig i la n t  

defense of the rad ica l  i n t e r n a l i s t  view. I t  takes the respect fo r  the 

le g i t im a te  i n t e r n a l i s t  i n tu i t io n  to i t s  l im i t ,  but leaves us with too 

much metaphysical baggage and too many unanswered ques tions . James'

c r i t i c i s m  is  never r e a l l y  answered. The defense o ffe re d  i s  always th a t  

we need to  stop th in k in g  and simply "Look". And t h i s  i s ,  In a sense,

e x a c t ly  what the Buddhist w ill  try  to  do without the metaphysical

c l u t t e r .

NOTES

1. Ramana Maharshl, The S p i r i tu a l  Teachings of Ramana Maharshi (Boston: 
Shambhala P ub lIca tlons ,  I n c . ,  1972), 83.

2. Robert Nozlck. Philosophic Explanations (Cambridge: The Belknap 
P re ss  of Harvard U n iv ers ity ,  1981), 606.

3. William James,"The One and the Many", in The W ritings of William 
James, ed. John J .  McDermott (Chicago: The U niversity  of Chicago 
P r e s s , 1977), 414.

4. The d o c tr in e  of ' S a t ' ,  'C h i t '  and 'Ananda' Is an " e s s e n t ia l i s t "  
d o c t r in e .  According to  Vedanta ex is ten c e ,  consciousness and b l i s s  are 
e s s e n t ia l  th reads  of each p e r so n 's  ' Atmanic' core and these three 
th re ad s  rep resen t the essence of human d iv in i ty ;  i . e .  the aspect of 
human beings which they share  with the Godhead and by which they
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transcend human l im i ta t io n s  through a p rocess  of id e n tify in g  with th a t  
d iv ine  core.

5. c f .  William James, "The One and the  Many” . I would note one po in t of 
c r i t i c i s m .  James a t ta c k s  Swaml Vlvekananda in th i s  essay. Vivekananda 
was more l ik e  a m in is te r  than a ‘ g re a t  Vedantlc ph ilosopher" . The 
a t ta c k  is  ak in  to  Quine a t tack in g  Jimmy Swaggart. I mention the  point 
because the g r e a t ,  though obscure, Vedantlc philosopher Rama T ir th a  did  
tour many major US co lleg es  in 1905-06 and i f  James r e a l ly  wanted a 
genuine cha llenge  t h i s  i s  where he should  have looked, i . e .  the  
academic r a th e r  than the secu lar  community.

6. The th re e  s t a t e s  of consciousness a re  ch a rac te r ized  by change. They 
rep resen t d e s c r ip t iv e  m odifications of consciousness and thus 
'co n sc io u sn ess ' i t s e l f  i s  a lleged  to  be something beyond i t s  th re e  
primary forms of m odifica tion .

7. 'T u r ly a ' i s  the technical term fo r  t h i s  fourth  "s ta te"  of 
consciousness and i s  t ra n s la te d  and des igna ted  as "the fo u r th " .  I t  is  
th a t  which i s  the substratum of the th re e  o ther  s t a t e s .

8. "Brlhadaranyaka Upanlshad", in The P r in c ip a l  Upanishads, ed . and 
t r a n s .  S. Radhakrlshnan (New York: Humanities Press  In c . ,  1974), IV. 
3 .7 .

9. The l i t e r a t u r e  con ta ins  numerous d e s c r ip t io n s  of how the l i f e  force 
c i r c u la te s  through the body and Vedanta views the "heart cen ter"  as 
being the c r i t i c a l  po in t of emanation from which the l i f e  fo rce  goes 
f o r th .  The d o c tr in e  has some s i m i l a r i t i e s  with c e r ta in  Chinese 
acupuncture and acupressure m erid ians, and i t  i s  grounded in a 
physio log ical exp lanation  of how the a r t e r i a l  system c a r r i e s  and 
c i r c u la te s  the  blood and thus the l i f e  fo rce  throughout the body. c f .  
"Brldaranayaka" IV.2 .3 ,  IV.3.20, I I . 1.19; "Chandogya" V I I I .6 .1 ;  and
"Katha" VI. 1 6 . in The Principal Upanishads.

10. According to  Mosby's Medical, Nursing and A llied  Health Dictionary 
4th E d it io n , the  "•sinoatrial node' i s  defined : "a c lu s te r  of hundreds 
of c e l l s  lo ca ted  in the r ig h t  a t r i a l  wall of the h e a r t ,  near the  
opening of the  su p erio r  vena cava. I t  comprises a knot of modified 
h ea r t  muscle th a t  generates  impulses th a t  t rav e l  sw if t ly  throughout the 
muscle f ib r e s  of both a t r i a ,  causing them to  c o n tra c t .  S pec ia lized  
pacemakers c e l l s  in the node have an i n t r i n s i c  rhythm th a t  i s  
Independent of any s tim ula tion  by nerve Impulses from the b ra in  or 
spinal cord ."  From the Vedantlc p e rsp e c t iv e ,  the in te re s t in g  po in t  
which i s  o f te n  used to  defend the p o s i t io n  of the heart  as the locus of 
"ex is ten ce , consciousness and b l iss*  i s  the  "fact* tha t  t h i s  node 
possesses  an " i n t r i n s i c  rhythm" and th a t  t h i s  " in t r in s i c  rhythm" being 
Innately  Independent of bodily systems could  l i t e r a l l y  be viewed as the 
source of e x is te n c e .  And since the tech n ica l  "Upanishadic" exp lanations  
of the p rev ious  note c o r re la te  q u ite  well with th i s  " fa c t" ,  the 
p o s it io n  does have some grounding beyond mere specu la tive  metaphysical
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a n a ly s is .

11. This  p rogressive  negation  of anything th a t  can appear as an 
epIstem ological ob jec t I s  o f ten  re fe r re d  to  as  the 'n e t I  n e t l '  
d o c t r in e ,  "not t h i s ,  not t h i s " .  I t  rep resen ts  a m ed ita tive  p r a c t ic e  and 
i s  a  primary device used in Jnana Yoga, the yoga of knowledge.

12. I t  ought to  be noted th a t  t h i s  point i s  in d i r e c t  c o n f l ic t  w ith  the 
Buddhist d oc tr ine  of "dependent o r ig ination* and does rep resen t a  
foundational doc tr ina l  d if fe re n c e  between the two schools  of thought. 
'Atman' i s  s e l f - e x i s t i n g ,  permanent and not of dependent o r ig in a t io n ;  
'Atman' i s  'Brahman'. The Buddhist ob jec tions  to  t h i s  view w ill  be 
expla ined  in chapter 6 .

13. " T a l t t l r l y a  Upanishad", In The P rincipal Upanishads. I I . 7 .1 .

14. c f .  Thomas Nagel, "Death", in Applied E th ics :  ed. P e te r  Singer (New 
York: Oxford U niversity  P re ss ,  1986).

15. I b i d . ,  10.

16. c f .  "Kaushltaki Upanishad", in The P r in c ip a l  Upanishads, IV .19.

17. I b id . ,  I I . I . 9.

18. Shankara: Dakshlnamurtl S t o t r a , ed. and t r a n s .  A llad i Mahadeva 
S as try  (Madras: Samata Books, 1978).

19. I b id . ,  V I.21-22.

20. V edanta-paribhasa. ed. M. Ananatakrsna (C a lcu tta :  U niversity  of 
C a lc u t ta ) ,  V III .

21. Panchadashl. t r a n s .  Hari Prasad Shastri (London: Shanti Sadhan, 
1965), XV-17.

22. c f .  A r i s to t l e ,  Nichomachean E th ics . 1100b30-35.

23. I t  cannot be emphasized enough th a t  "detachment" i s  not the 
ap p ro p ria te  t r a n s la t io n  fo r  'v a i r a g y a ' .  Any "detaching" connotation 
w il l  c re a te  an In te rna l ten s io n ,  as noted in the previous ch ap te r ,  and 
any in te rn a l  tension  undermines the Vedantlc o b je c t iv e .  Thus, a 
c r i t i c a l  v ir tu e  cannot con ta in  any element which would work a g a in s t  the 
f in a l  end.

24. The Bhagavad G ita , t r a n s .  Swaml Nlkhllananda (New York: 
Ramakrlshna-Vlvekananda Center, 1979), X I.70-71.

25. T ripu ra  Rahasya. t r a n s .  Swaml Sri Ramanananda Saraswathl (Madras: 
The J u p i te r  P ress  P r iv a te .  L td . ,  1980), XV-85.
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26. I b id . ,  XVI.34-38.

27. Ramana Maharshi, The S p ir i tu a l  Teachings of Ramana Maharshi, 5.

28. Some read ers  might f in d  th i s  notion problematic in the sense  th a t  
i f  someone had eve ry th ing  they t ru ly  wanted and s t i l l  claimed not to  be 
happy, then what they were c a l l in g  'h a p p in e ss '  would resemble the 
normative notion of 'h ap p in ess ' so l i t t l e  as  to  render the term un less .  
In other words, i f  someone claimed to  have everything they wanted and 
s t i l l  claimed to  be unhappy, we might say th a t  t h i s  person d id  not know 
what 'h app iness ' means. The charge i s  p h ilo so p h ica lly  cogent. As 
Ph ilippa Foot has shown we might say th a t  someone who was not fe a rfu l  
in the face of g re a t  danger did not know what ' f e a r '  meant. But the 
f a c t  remains th a t  f o r  'h app iness ' such a s t a t e  of a f f a i r s  can and does 
come about. The person may have a psychological problem, but then th i s  
would simply support the i n t e r n a l i s t  view. There i s  nothing lo g ic a l ly ,  
nor p r a c t i c a l ly ,  impossible about such a condition  in the sense th a t  
the person claim ing not to  be happy in the presence of th e i r  f u l f i l l e d  
d e s ire s  does not understand  'h a p p in e s s ' ,  c f .  P h ilippa  Foot, "Moral 
B e lie fs" ,  in Theories  of Ethics (New York: Oxford University  P re s s ,  
1990).

29. Ramana Maharshi, The S p ir i tu a l  Teachings of Ramana M aharshi, 13.

30. c f .  "Chandogya Upanishad" I I I . 1 .5 , and " T a l t t l r ly a  Upanishad" I I .

31. "Brlhadaranyaka Upanishad", I I . I V .5.

32. c f .  Robert Nozick, P h i1osophic Exp 1a n a t io n s . Chpt. 3.

33. Robert Nozick, Anarchy. S ta te  and Utopia (New York: Basic Books, 
1974),43.

34. P a ta n ja l i ,  The Yoga Sutras  of P a t a n J a l i . ed. and t ra n s .  I .K . Taimni 
(Wheaton: Quest Books, 1981), 11.42.

35. I b id . ,  249.

36. c f .  David Hume, A T re a t ise  of Human Nature (New York: Penguin 
Books, 1987),Book I ,  sec .  V.

37. F ried rich  N ie tzche . A Geneoloqy of M orals, t ra n s .  Francis G olffing  
(New York: Doubleday 8. Company, I n c . ,  1956), Chpt. 13.

38. The Bhagavad G ita ,  I I I . 27.

39. David Hume, A T re a t i s e  of Human N atu re . 300.

40. The Bhagavad G i ta . 11.47.

41. Ib id .

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



204

42. c f .  I b id . ,  V I.5-6 and I I I . 27-30.

43. I b id . ,  18,59-61.

44. I b id . ,  16.1-3.

45. Vedanta uses a u n i f ie d  f i e ld  theory In which a l l  th in g s  ob jec tive  
are  c l a s s i f i e d  as m odifica tions  of one primary substance, ' p r a k r i t l 7. 
The theory Is c o n s is te n t  with quantum mechanics7 reductiv lsm  whereby 
a l l  ob jec tive  phenomena are  reduced to  movements of energy and the 
k inds of movement are  then ca tego r ized  as  being p rim arily  of th ree  
d i s t i n c t  types. The analogy of the  th re e  s t a t e s  of H/2/0, e .g .  s o l id ,  
l ig u id  and gaseous, Is  o f ten  used to  exp la in  the claim.

46. c f .  The Bhagavad G ita .  VI.5-6.

47. S r i  Auroblndo, The Message of G ita  (Pondicherry: S ri  Auroblndo 
Ashram Publica tion  D ept., 1977), 74.

48. The Bhagavad G ita. IV .16-18.
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1987), 87.
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an ego p resen t .  The body cannot su rv ive  without i t .  However, the ego Is 
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ro le -p la y in g  and t h i s  does seem to  d e f la te  the  u ltim ate  value of 
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and th e  'nlyamas7, vows of abs ten tion  In a t t i t u d e s ,  are  akin to  our 
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c o n s is te n t ly  use the language of the " I n f in i t e ,  p e r fe c t  consciousness 
assuming lim ita tions*  and t h i s  t a c t i c  according to  my understanding of 
Vedanta Is  to  m isunderstand the  doc tr ine .
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Chapter 6 'N irvana7: Transconceptual Happiness

207

1. 'N irvana7

I t  has always s tru c k  me as somewhat strange th a t  mainstream 20th 

century  Western Philosophy has not been more inc lined  to  examine and 

eva lua te  bas ic  Buddhist d o c tr in e .  The core of the o r ig in a l  Buddhist 

d o c tr in e  i s  an ti-m etaphysica l ,  a n t i - e s s e n t ia l  1st, an ti-concep tua l  and 

deeply in te re s te d  in the "bewitching power of language". The Buddhist, 

however, i s  not content merely to  answer questions about language and 

i t s  power. Buddhism, much l ik e  the p ic tu re  Nussbaum p a in t s  of 

Seneca1, sees  ph ilosophic  a n a ly s is  as a w orth less  a c t iv i ty  u n le ss  

i t  changes the way one l ives  and experiences l i f e .  For example, suppose 

one read Richard Rorty7s "The contingency of selfhood"2 or Derek 

P a r f i t 3 on the in su b s tan t ia l  na tu re  of personal id e n t i ty  and 

b e liev ed  what one had read. From the Buddhist p e r sp e c t iv e ,  th i s  

experience would be fundamentally w orth less  unless  the ra d ic a l  in s ig h ts  

which the new b e l i e f  brought changed the way l i f e  was experienced . In 

f a c t ,  from the Buddhist p e rsp ec t iv e ,  u n less  these kinds of "deep 

tru ths*  cause a major " tu rn ing  about in the deepest s e a t  of

consciousness"71, one has merely "word knowledge" which to  the 

Buddhist i s  worth about as much as the paper upon which one can p r in t  

i t .

Once I was In a seminar in which Hume7s  theory of "no-self"  

was being d iscussed . The p ro fesso r  asked i f  anyone could exp la in  the 

argument and one s tuden t o f fe red  an explanation of the argument. The 

p ro fe sso r  then commented tha t the s tuden t was convincing and asked the
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s tu d en t i f  he b e liev ed  th a t  Hume was co rrec t  in th a t  o n e 's  empirical 

ego-sense was a mere thought co n s tru c t io n  and th a t  the ego-sense was a 

based upon a f a l s e  b e l i e f .  The s tuden t r e p l ie d  th a t  he d id .  The 

p ro fe s so r  then complimented the s tuden t for h is  d isp lay  of philosophic 

acumen. The s tuden t then turned to  a f r ie n d ,  and in a ges tu re  of g reat 

p r id e  smiled and pointed h is  thumb a t  h im self. From the Buddhist 

p e rsp e c tiv e  t h i s  i s  a c le a r  case of much learn ing  and no insigh t 

because anyone who re a l ly  _be1ieved th a t  the ego-sense was a fa lse  

b e l i e f  could n o t ,  i f  they r e a l ly  believed i t ,  be proud of what h is  

f i c t i t i o u s  ego had done.

As I noted In the l a s t  chap te r ,  v i r t u a l ly  a l l  of Eastern 

thought p iv o ts  around the ego issu e .  However, the p erspec tives  of 

Vedanta and Buddhism are very d i f f e r e n t .  From the Vedantlc viewpoint, 

the o b jec t iv e  i s  to  id en tify  with th a t  which inheren tly  transcends 

e g o i s t i c  l i f e .  From the Buddhist perspective  the Vedantlc view Is 

problem atic  because i t  r e q u ire s  the tru th  of the metaphysical 

hypo thesis  th a t  th e re  i s  "something" which " in h eren tly  transcends* 

e g o i s t i c  l i f e .  For the Buddhist, the metaphysical hypothesis  i s  not 

necessary  and the ob jec tiv e  i s  simply the transcendence of e g o is t ic  

l i f e .  This p o s i t io n  should not be construed to  imply th a t  no Buddhist 

does any metaphysics. There is  a developmental problem w ith in  Buddhism 

and many versions of Buddhism do con ta in  metaphysical doctrines.®

For my purposes, I w ill  take the  conservative rou te  and use prim arily  

sources  which rep resen t and m aintain  the rad ica l  anti-m etaphysical 

approach found in the ea r ly  o r ig in a l  m a te r ia l .  I w ill  assume in the 

s p i r i t  of the e a r ly  doctr ine  th a t  "the house is  on f i r e " ,  i . e .  e g o is t ic
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l i f e  i s  f u l l  of s u f fe r in g ,  and tha t  I t  does one l i t t l e  good to  

specu la te  on who designed the b u i ld in g  or of what m ate r ia l  I t  Is  made.

The culm inating d e p ic t io n  of the supremely happy l i f e  Is 

u sua lly  des igna ted  by some use of the term 'N irv a n a ' .  Since Buddhism In 

I t s  p u res t  form eschews conceptual a n a ly s is ,  e x p l ic a t in g  'N irvana ' Is a 

problem.

But Nirvana has no ta n g ib le  fo rm C 'n lm itta ')  and I t  
n e i th e r  comes in to  ex is tence nor ceases  from 
working. To a t t a i n  Nirvana, th e re fo re ,  i s  to  see 
in to  the  t ru th  of th in g s ,  'ya thabhutam ', th a t  i s ,  
as  unborn, as not a f fe c te d  by c a te g o r ie s  of 
in te l l e c tu a l  c o n s tru c t io n .*

The term 'N irvana ' l i t e r a l l y  means ' t o  e x t in g u ish ' or ' t o  blow o u t ' .  

And what the attainm ent of 'N irv an a ' ex tingu ishes  or blows out i s  the 

psychological s u f fe r in g  inheren t In e g o is t ic  l i f e .  The notion of 

e g o is t ic  l i f e  as ' in h e re n t  s u f fe r in g ' stems from some simple 

observa tions .  These observa tions  represent foundational " tru th s"  In 

Buddhist d o c t r in e .  One observa tion  is  th a t  s u f f e r in g  in the form of 

psychological discomfort e x i s t s .  Another observation  Is  the " tru th "  of 

impermanence. The " t ru th  of Impermanence" i s  the fa c t  th a t  a l l

phenomenal o b je c ts ,  be they s t a t e s  of mind or o b je c t iv e  " f a c t s " ,  do not 

l a s t .  And in r a th e r  S to ic  fash ion  when the two observ a tio n s  a re  wedded 

to g e th e r ,  we reach the h ea r t  of the doc tr ine . Psychological su ffe r in g  

is  cau sa lly  r e l a t e d  to  the den ia l of the t ru th  of impermanence; the 

cause of t h i s  su f fe r in g  i s  some kind of e i th e r  acknowledged or t a c i t  

denial of the t r u th  of Impermanence.

The s u p e r f ic ia l  exp lanation  of these observ a tio n s  and the 

remedy for the problem Is  u su a lly  couched in terms of the ordinary
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conceptions o f happiness and t h e i r  dependence upon attachm ents to  

o b je c ts ,  be they th ings  or s t a t e s  of mind. What happens next In the 

"ordinary* Buddhist argument Is  th a t  I t  Is noted th a t  given the g rea t  

t ru th  of Impermanence, the l i f e  of attachment and d es ire  fu lf i l lm e n t  as 

a  means to  happiness Is doomed to  f a i lu r e .  Whatever one wants or 

d e s ire s  In o rder  to  be happy w il l  not la s t  and In the end a l l  th a t  one 

w ill  f ind  I s  s u f fe r in g .  In f a c t ,  the whole l i f e  of "seeking to  f u l f i l l  

o n e 's  d e s i r e s " ,  even o n e 's  s ig n i f i c a n t  d e s ir e s ,  Is  simply a l i f e  which 

presupposes unhappiness. And thus the ordinary Buddhist s tr a te g y  Is  to  

ex tingu ish  th e  Impetus which moves one to  conceive of o n e 's  happiness 

as  In any way cau sa l ly  r e l a t e d  to  the fu lf i l lm e n t  of any d e s ir e .  Much 

l ik e  the o th e r  anc ien t th e o r ie s ,  the Buddhist w ill  claim th a t  our 

ordinary i n tu i t i o n s  about happiness are wrong. What i s  somewhat unique 

about the Buddhist view i s  th a t  r a th e r  than presuppose unhappiness and 

then try  to  f in d  out how to  a l l e v i a t e  i t ,  the Buddhist presupposes 

happiness and then looks to  f in d  what we are doing to  undermine I t .

On th e  su rfa c e ,  the s im i l a r i t i e s  between the ordinary Buddhist 

s to ry  and S to ic ism  seem q u i te  c lo se .  However, when one moves from the 

common se c u la r  v e rs io n s  of the Buddhist doc tr ine  to  i t s  ph ilosophic  

co re ,  we f in d  a p o s i t io n  th a t  has a v is ion  which ra d ic a l ly  departs  from 

the  S to ic  view. The c r i t i c a l  d if fe ren ce  between the Buddhist p o s i t io n  

and th a t  of the  S to ic s  w ill  p iv o t around the ro le  of cogn it ion . In the 

"ordinary" Buddhist d o c tr in e ,  cogn itive  in s igh t Into the nature  of 

psychological s u f fe r in g  a c t s  as  a prelim inary m otivator to  minimize 

o n e 's  a ttachm ents. However, High Buddhist d oc tr ine  w ill  not use any 

kind of c o g n it iv e  detaching . The Buddhist w ill u lt im a te ly  not "detach"
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but r a th e r  g lean a measure of in s ig h t ,  i . e .  "the tu rn in g  about In the 

deepest s e a t  of consciousness" , which e ra d ic a te s  any a t ta c h in g  pull on 

a t te n t io n  from the th re ad s  woven by the process  of co n cep tu a liza tio n . 

In t h i s  vers ion  of the  Buddhist argument, the "doc trine  of emptiness" 

w ill  be used to  anchor the argument. The t ru th  of emptiness, 

's h u n y a ta ' ,  e n t a i l s  th a t  a l l  concepts are  empty, I . e .  void of e s sen tia l  

th reads .

I w il l  use a Western analogy to  t ry  to  p resen t a semblance of

the b a s ic  idea behind the d o c tr in e  of emptiness. Suppose th a t  some

version of Q uine 's  or W it tg e n s te in 's  ant I - e s se n t ia l  ism about concepts 

were t ru e ;  our concepts about r e a l i t y  do not rep resen t or correspond to

any "given" o b jec tiv e  f a c t s .  Our in te rp re ta t io n  of the f a c t s  always

con ta ins  concepts derived  from "cu ltu ra l  p o s its "*  and thus Quine's 

p o s it io n  th a t  from an eplstem ologlcal perspective  Homer's gods and the 

t ru th s  of sc ience  are  on the same foo ting  is  the log ica l r e s u l t  which 

must fo llow . There I s  always some element of co n tin g en t,  i . e .  

non-binding, s u b je c t iv i ty  Involved In any conceptual a n a ly s is  of 

fac tua l r e a l i t y .  Our concepts about r e a l i t y  cannot m irro r  r e a l i ty  

because the very na tu re  of conceptual a n a ly s is  co n ta in s  an Inherent 

b ia s .  I want to  make one note about t h i s  "doc trina l"  comparison between 

Qulne/W lttgensteln and Buddhism. Both Quine and W ittgenste in  take the 

ra m if ic a t io n s  of t h e i r  "an ti-conceptual ism" in very d i f f e re n t  

d i re c t io n s  both from each o th e r  and from the Buddhist p o s i t io n .  My 

point in u s in g  them in t h i s  con tex t is  only to introduce the doctrine 

and not to  claim  th a t  e i th e r  Western philosopher has hidden Buddhist 

tendencies . Buddhist d o c tr in e  has l i t t l e  s im i la r i ty  to  Quine's
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pragmatism, nor W it tg e n s te in 's  “ord inary  language* p o s i t io n .  The only 

p o in t  of In te re s t  from my perspective  i s  th a t  both Western ph ilosophers  

support some type of “a n t i - e s s e n t ia l  1st* viewpoint in the sense th a t  

our concepts about the world cannot do “e s s e n t ia l  1st* re p re sen ta t io n a l  

work.

Something akin to  t h i s  p ic tu re  i s  the s t a r t i n g  p o in t  of

Buddhist r e f l e c t io n  on l i f e .  In a c e r t a in  way, the Buddhist pushes t h i s  

d o c tr in e  in much the same manner a s  I had the Vedantln push Hume. I f  

the philosophic p o s i t io n  is  c o r re c t ,  what happens to the way one l iv e s  

o n e 's  l i f e ?  One p o ss ib le  answer would be to  t ry  the Rorty method® 

which might be described  in the following terms. Since

a n t i - e s s e n t ia l  ism i s  t ru e  and a l l  concepts are  contingent by-products 

of ways of ta lk in g ,  and since 'human b e in g s ' a re  e s s e n t ia l ly  language 

u s e r s ,  then the b e s t  kind of human l i f e  would be one in which we each 

uniquely c rea te  our own s e l f - d e s c r ip t io n s .  I b r ing  Rorty in to  p lay  a t

t h i s  po in t because th e re  i s  a p o in t  in R o r ty 's  depic tion  of the  bes t  

kind of l i f e  which needs addressing  and w ill  s e t  the s tage  fo r  the 

Buddhist view.

If  someone " rea lly "  be lieved  R o r ty 's  premises, and then 

a c tu a l ly  engaged in the process th a t  he i s  advocating, th e i r  l i f e  would 

p ossess  a measure of cognitive dissonance which would border on

complete in te rn a l  incoherence. Faced w ith  the p innacle  

a n t l - e s s e n t l a l 1st conumdrum of l iv in g  out o n e 's  l i f e  in a vacuous world 

of contingent f a b r ic a t io n ,  Rorty o p ts  to  be the best f a b r ic a to r  

p o s s ib le .  One's l i f e  becomes a so r t  of nov e l-w rit in g  a c t iv i ty  in which 

the w r i te r  g e ts  to  p lay whatever ro le  s u i t e s  her b e s t .  I do not want to
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deny th a t  the a c t iv i ty  might not be enjoyable . But what I would deny Is  

th a t  anyone could avoid massive co gn it ive  dissonance and be lieve  both 

of R o r ty 's  premises a t  the same time. No one except someone who 

be lieved  R o r ty 's  second premise th a t  "human beings* are  e s s e n t ia l ly  

language u se rs  would opt fo r  R o r ty 's  v is ion  of the 'Summum Bonum", but 

t h i s  Is  exac tly  one of the b e l i e f s  Rorty cannot b e liev e  due to  the 

content of f i r s t  premise. I t  makes for a nice Zen Koan*\ but I 

doubt th a t  Is  what Rorty Intended. The more In te re s t in g  problem w l11 

lead us to  the kind of problem the  Buddhist wants to  con fron t.  I f  the 

a n t l - e s s e n t l a l 1st Is r ig h t ,  what happens when one sees  the "tru th* of 

no n -essen tia l  Ism; even the concept th a t  we are e s s e n t i a l ly  language 

users?  I f  we are  re a l ly  trapped by the p ic tu re s  our use of language 

p a in t s ,  then what does one who l i t e r a l l y  sees  the "p ic tu re  trapping* 

experience? The Buddhist claims the answer to  be a unique l ib e ra t in g  

experience whereby the psychological su ffe r in g  generated  from 

conceptually  driven  experience Is  ex tingu ished . And t h i s  condition  of 

l iv in g  they c a l l  'N irv an a '.

-The Lankavatara Sutra  the e r ro r  involved in tak ing  what

on e 's  concepts represen t to  be what fa c tu a l ly  i s  the case Is  c a l le d

" fa ls e - im a g in a tio n s" .

False-im aginations r i s e  from the considera tion  of 
appearances: th ings  are  d isc r im ina ted  as to  form,
s ig n s ,  and shape; as to  having co lo rs ,  warmth, 
hum idity, m o ti l i ty  or r i g i d i t y .  False-im aginatlon 
c o n s is t s  In becoming a t tach ed  to these appearances 
and th e i r  names. By attachment to  ob jec ts  Is meant, 
the g e t t in g  a ttached  to  inner and outer th ings  as 
If  they were r e a l .  By attachment to  names is  meant, 
the recognition  In these Inner and outer th ings  of 
the c h a r a c te r i s t i c  marks of Indiv iduations and 
g e n e ra l i ty ,  and to  reg ard  them as d e f in i te ly
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The important po in t to  note on t h i s  passage is  tha t the scope of 

" fa lse - lm ag ina tlon"  i s  q u i te  broad. I t  i s  not Ju s t  our in te rp re ta t io n s  

of "the world" which f a l l  under the ru b r ic  but any use of conceptual 

a n a ly s is  which p o s i t s  " c h a r a c te r i s i t c  marks of Indiv iduations and 

g e n e r a l i ty ,  and to  regard  them as d e f in i t e ly  belonging to  names and 

o b je c ts * .  And, u l t im a te ly  on th i s  view, in a  s o r t  of Berkeleyian11 

fa sh io n  the "objects" about which we ta lk  a re  a l leg ed  to be j u s t  names 

w ith conceptual ra m if ic a t io n s .

I o f fe r  the fo llow ing example to  help c la r i fy  t h i s  p o in t .

'U nhappiness7 i s  a name. Let us say th a t  i t  des igna tes  a c e r ta in  s t a t e

of mind. We can define  t h i s  s ta t e  of mind any way we l ik e .  All th a t  

m a t te r s  Is  th a t  I t  could r e f e r  to a s t a t e  of mind and tha t the person 

u s in g  I t  knows what I t  means. The claim w ill  then be tha t  t h i s  s t a t e  of 

mind re p re se n ts  a condition  which i s  connected to  a whole s e r i e s  of 

c o n c e p tu a l iz a t io n s ,  none of which contain  any e s se n t ia l  components. The 

s t a t e  of mind Is thus based upon fa lse - im ag in a tio n  because there  would 

be some conceptual, e .g .  d isc r im ina to ry , content Involved in the  

assessm ent. For example, i t  would be very d i f f i c u l t  to  be unhappy 

u n le s s  one believed some fa c t  to  be the  case . However i f  the

a n t l - e s s e n t l a l  1st premise i s  t ru e ,  then t h i s  fa c t  which one must 

b e l ie v e  and a l l  the f a c t s  which support i t ,  i . e .  the whole network or 

web in which th i s  f a c t  i s  embedded, cannot be e s sen tia l  t r u th s .  In 

o th e r  words, the Buddhist Is  claiming th a t  some essen tia l  1st b e l i e f  

c o n te n t ,  i . e .  "these b e l i e f s  represen t the  f a c t s " ,  is  a necessary
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cond ition  fo r  s u f fe r in g .  And even a t  t h i s  point i f  one o p ts  fo r  an 

i n t e r n a l i s t  view and claims th a t  one could  be unhappy simply because 

one d id  no t " fe e l  good* in te rn a l ly ,  th e re  would remain a Judgment about 

the " fee ling*  which depended upon some kind of conceptual underpinning.

Thus, the  whole g r ip  of the p ic tu re  lo se s  i t s  sub jec tive  s t i n g  because

without some b e l i e f  in the t r u th  of the conceptual content th e re  i s  no 

way fo r  the conceptual content to  a g i t a t e .  And without the su b je c tiv e  

s t in g ,  e . g .  psychological a g i t a t io n ,  th e re  i s  no way in which one could 

en te r  the  c o n d i t io n ,  i . e .  s t a t e  of mind, c a l l e d  "unhappiness".

What the Buddhist i s  cla im ing is  th a t  'unhapp iness ' as

psychological su f fe r in g  is  a conceptual phenomenon which sp ro u ts  from 

th ree  r o o ts .  These roo ts  a re  d e n ia ls  of the g rea t " t r u th s " ,  e .g .  

eg o lessn ess ,  Impermanence and em ptiness. When one s tops  t h i s  denial 

there  Is  the  " tu rn in g  about In deepest s e a t  of consciousness". When one 

s tops  the  a c t i v i t y  of concep tua liz ing  about the impermanent and the 

Indeterm inate  a s  i f  they con ta ined  something e s s e n t i a l , l a s t in g  and 

de te rm ina te ,  something happens and t h i s  something is  the in d esc rib ab le  

experience or condition c a l le d  'N irv a n a ' .  In a c e r ta in  sense the 

Buddhist i s  making a ra th e r  simple and almost t r i v i a l  c la im . I f  the 

a n t l - e s s e n t l a l 1st view is  c o r re c t ,  one cannot generate any reason to  be 

unhappy and t h i s  absence of unhappiness Ju s t  is  happiness. Call "that* 

'N irvana ' and " th is"  concep tua liz ing  about the in e s s e n t ia l  and 

impermanent. When one s tops doing " th is"  what i s  l e f t  i s  " tha t"  and 

" tha t"  J u s t  i s  what i t  is  -  namely the absence of " th i s " .  And In the 

absence of " th is"  one cannot produce s u f f e r in g .

The T a th ag a ta 's  Nirvana i s  where i t  is  recognized
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th a t  th e re  Is  nothing but what Is  seen of the mind 
I t s e l f ;  i s  where, recogniz ing  the nature of 
se lf -m in d ,  one no longer ch e r ish e s  the dualisms of 
d isc r im in a t io n ;  i s  where th e re  i s  no more t h i r s t  
nor g rasp ing; i s  where there  i s  no more attachment
to  ex ternal th ings .  Nirvana i s  where the 
thinking-m ind with a l l  i t s  d isc r im in a tio n s ,  
a ttachm ents , aversions and egoism i s  forever put 
away; i s  where logical measures, as they are seen 
to  be In e r t ,  a re  no longer s ie z e d  upon; is  where
even the notion of t ru th  i s  t r e a te d  with 
Ind iffe ren ce  because i t  Is  causing  bewilderment; i s  
where g e t t in g  r i d  of the four p ro p o s i t io n s ,  there
is  in s ig h t  in to  the abode of R e a li ty .  Nirvana is  
where the twofold passions have subsided and the 
twofold hlnderances a re  c le a re d  away and twofold 
ego lessness  i s  p a t ie n t ly  accep ted ; i s  where by the 
a tta inm ent of the " turn ing-about" in the deepest
s e a t  of consciousness, s e l f - r e a l i z a t i o n  of Noble 
Wisdom i s  fu l ly  en tered  in to  -  th a t  i s  the Nirvana 
of the  T a thagatas . 12

The d e sc r ip t io n  of 'N irvana7 in t h i s  passage i s  given in

purely  n ega tive  terms. I t  is  explained  as the absence of c e r t a in  

a c t l v i t e s .  And the most Important a c t i v i t y  which Is absent i s  the 

a c t i v i t y  of co n cep tua liz ing . In s ta rk  c o n t r a s t  to  the Rorty Method, the

Buddhist does not Iden tify  a bogus a c t i v i t y  and then advocate i t s  use

as a type of "best we can do" p a l l i a t i v e .  I f  the a n t l - e s s e n t la l  1st 

d o c tr in e  Is  t ru e ,  th e re  Is something somewhat unconvincing in

id e a l iz in g  the  pragmatic tu rn .  On the Buddhist view there comes a p o in t  

where the "e sse n t ia l ly *  vacuous p rocess  simply cannot be used to  

p a l l i a t e .  The metaphors which we c a l l  our l iv e s ,  and the circum stances 

in which they un fo ld ,  have to  be c a l le d  in to  question . And the Buddhist 

w ill  argue th a t  " c a l l in g  them in to  question" r a d ic a l ly  a l t e r s  the  way 

one l iv e s  w ith in  the sphere of concep tually -d riven  experience.

What the  Buddhist is  going to  cla im  a t  t h i s  point i s  th a t  any
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condition  produced by a concep tua lly -d riven  thought co n s tru c t io n  Is

empty and void  of binding conten t.  Psychological su f fe r in g  depends upon

the presence of a b e l ie f  about some experience. And I t  a lso  depends

upon a second order b e l ie f  about the f i r s t  b e l i e f .  This second order

b e l ie f  I s  a "value Judgment" about the conten t of the f i r s t  b e l i e f .  The

f i r s t  b e l i e f  conceptualizes  the experience and the second b e l ie f

ev a lu a tes  the conception. The f i r s t  b e l ie f  is  a conceptual

I n te rp r e ta t io n  of an experience and the second b e l ie f  an eva lua tion  of

the I n te rp r e ta t io n .  However, the con ten t of the f i r s t  b e l i e f  has no

e s se n t ia l  th re a d s .  I t  Is  'shunya' or e s s e n t ia l ly  empty. In o rder for

the second o rder  b e l ie f  to  produce any kind of psychological a g i ta t io n ,

the empty na tu re  of the f i r s t  b e l i e f  must be su b jec tiv e ly  denied. And

when one ceases  to  deny the empty nature  of al 1 conceptual

I n te rp r e ta t io n ,  no reason not to  be happy can be generated  and the

absence o f th a t  a c t i v i t y ,  I . e .  genera ting  conceptual reasons not to  be

happy, J u s t  Is  'N irv an a '.

Everything changes, every th ing  passes ,
Things appearing, th ings  d isappearing .
But when a l l  Is over -  every th ing  having appeared 
and having disappeared,
Being and ex tin c tio n  both transcended. -
S t i l l  the basic  emptiness and s i le n c e  abides,
And th a t  i s  b l i s s fu l  P eace .13

One of the po in ts  to  no tice  Is th a t  there  Is  nothing here 

which p rec ludes  the forming and even a c t in g  upon second o rder b e l i e f s .  

What happens i s  th a t  a c e r ta in  su b je c t iv e  c i r c u i t  i s  defused. The 

connection between the experience of l iv in g  and the conceptual r e a l i ty  

in which i t  unfo lds  loses i t s  p u l l .  There is  no tension  between a
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su b je c tiv e  Idealism  and a r e a l i s t  p e rsp e c t iv e  on l i f e .  The world Is  not 

denied, what I s  denied Is  th a t  'w o rld '

re p re se n ts  anyth ing  with e s se n t ia l  c o n te n t .  In contemporary language

what 'w o rld ' r e p re se n ts ,  or th a t  to  which i t  r e f e r s ,  Is e s s e n t ia l ly

empty. This does mean th a t  there  Is  no th ing  there  except an idea. I t

does not mean th a t  the world vanishes when no one Is  perceiv ing  I t .

I t  i s  l ik e  a wheel of f i r e  made by a revolving
f ir e b ra n d  which Is  no wheel bu t which i s  Imagined 
to  be one by the Ignorant. Nor Is  I t  not-a-wheel
because I t  has not been seen by some.l *

What t h i s  passage Is  supposed to  make c le a r  i s  tha t  no conceptual 

content can do any e s se n t ia l  r e p re se n ta t io n a l  or r e fe r e n t ia l  work. I t  

cannot be s a id  th a t  i t  Is  a wheel because no e s se n t ia l  correspondence 

between the concept and the appearance e x i s t s ,  nor can i t  be s a id  th a t  

I t  Is  *not-a-wheel" because I t  has not been perceived  as th a t  would 

presuppose th a t  there  was "something" to  which 'w heel ' did correspond.

The argument I s  making no claim about the  nature  of factual r e a l i t y .  I t

Is only c la im ing th a t  we have no adequate bridge by which to  con tact 

I t .  I t  cannot be s a id  th a t  i t  i s  a 'w hee l ' nor th a t  i t  i s  'no t-a -w hee l ' 

not because o f anything about what i t  i s ,  but because of what 'w heel ' 

I s .  And what 'w heel ' i s  Is  e s s e n t i a l l y  empty; something beyond both 

a ff irm a tio n  and negation. D.T. Suzuki s t a t e s  the view in the following 

terms.

For him the world i s  perce ived  'yathabhutam' 
s t r ip p e d  of a l l  i t s  log ica l p r e d ic a te s  and a lso  i t s  
s o -c a l le d  ob jec tive  t ra p p in g s ;  the world thus 
appearing in i t s  nakedness has been designated 
empty(sunya) by the Mahayanlsts. I t  i s  in th i s  
sense , th e re fo re ,  th a t  i t  can be s a id  there  is  
noth ing  su b s tan t ia l  In the w orld, nothing which has
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ind iv idual Ity(atman), nothing which can be grasped; 
and i t  s l i p s  through the hands, one p re d ic a te
d isappearing  a f t e r  ano ther ,  so i t  cannot be 
d es ig n a ted  as b e in g ( s a t ) ,  nor by i t s  o p p o s i te ,
n o t-b e in g (a s a t ) .  No term th a t  admits of a n t i t h e s i s
can be applied to  the  world, as i t  i s  beyond
lo g ic a l  o p p o s ite s .13

'N irv a n a ' is  simply th e  r e a l iz a t io n  of th e  empty nature of 

conceptual a n a ly s is .  Nothing changes. There i s  n o - th in g  to  change. The 

world does not disappear. What never was cannot no longer be. Does the 

ghost to  which 'g h o s t '  r e fe r re d  no longer e x is t  when the c h i ld  reaches 

the age of reason and Insigh t?  What no longer e x i s t s  i s  a c e r ta in  

su b jec tiv e  p u ll  which b e l ie f  in th e  concep t 's  imagined r e f e r e n t  Imposed 

upon the c h i l d ' s  a t te n t io n .  Extend the analogy to  i t s  l im i t  and what i s  

l e f t  i s  a glimpse of 'N irv a n a ' .  The ghost is  gone and what i s  l e f t  is  

Ju s t  the howl of the wind c lan g in g  the chimney flew . Nothing r e a l ly  

changes, b u t  i t  is  a l l  very d i f f e r e n t .  One f ix e s  the  flew instead  of 

h id ing  from the ghost. 'G host-sound ' produced f e a r ,  'f le w -n o ise ' 

produced annoyance. The o b je c to r  wants to say th e re  i s  a d if fe ren ce .  

'F lew -n o ise ' corresponds to  or r e p re s e n ts  r e a l i t y .  I t  " t ra c k s  tru th* or 

passes r e l i a b i l i t y  t e s t s .  I t  has  pragmatic value. 'G host-sound ' does 

none of th e s e .  The discomfort of being awakened from the flew -noise i s  

leg it im ate  w hile  the fear produced by the ghost-sound i s  a l l  imagined.

Perhaps one r e p l ie s ,  "Call i t  whatever one l i k e s .  'F lew -noise ' 

or 'g h o s t - s o u n d ',  'ch lm ney-w hlstle ' or 'w ind-song ', o f  course , we a l l  

hear i t  and what we a l l  hear i s  the same th in g . I t  makes the ch ild  

a f ra id .  I t  makes the s leeper annoyed. I t  makes the reader  angry and the 

th inker d is tu rb e d ."  And how does the sound do a l l  t h i s ?  How does the
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sound a l t e r  o n e 's  psychological s ta t e ?  How did  the ch ild  move from 

playful t r a n q u i l l i t y  to  the condition of f e a r ,  or the thinker from deep 

concentra tion  to  a g i ta te d  disturbance? We want to  say the sound d id  i t .  

But then one h as  to  ask which sound? Responding c leverly  we say , "That 

sound! That sound d is tu rb ed  my c o n cen tra t io n ."  And the question i s  then 

asked, "Did sound d is tu rb  c o n cen tra t io n ,  or d id  'sound' d i s tu r b  

'c o n c e n tra t io n '? "  The former cannot happen without the l a t t e r  and the  

l a t t e r  cannot happen a t  a l l .  Q u a l i ta t iv e  su b je c t iv e  s ta t e s  cannot be 

produced from pure ly  ob jec tive  r e f e r e n t s  w ithou t conceptual m ediation . 

And when one f la sh e s  in to  tha t r e a l i z a t io n  by see ing  the emptiness of 

concepts, t h e i r  lack of causal e f f ic a c y  w ithout e s s e n t i a l i s t  b e l i e f s ,  

the Buddhist w i l l  claim the experience to  be a glimpse of something 

very specia l and t h i s  they c a l l  'N irv a n a '.

2. External Problems

The ro le  o b je c t iv e  conditions play In the  Buddhist theory is  q u i te  

d i f f e r e n t  from any we have seen. On the su rfa c e  the Buddhist p ro je c t  

has c e r ta in  s i m i l a r i t i e s  to  both the Epicurean and S to ic  views. Desire 

management i s  c le a r ly  c r i t i c a l  to  the Buddhist agenda and there appears 

to  be a r a th e r  S to ic  s tance which i s  assumed in the 'N lrv a n ic ' 

co n d it io n . N onetheless, the Buddhist p o s i t io n  i s  q u ite  d i f f e re n t  from 

e i th e r  of these views. The ro le  ex ternal o b je c t iv e  conditions play Is a 

curious mix. Buddha acknowledges th a t  pain and the su ffe r in g  i t  causes 

are in a sense "problems". The Four Noble T ru th s1* are  framed In a 

quest to  overcome and move beyond the s u f f e r in g  he views as Inherent in 

ordinary ego-bound l iv in g .  However from the Buddhist perspective i t  i s
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not te c h n ic a l ly  o b jec t iv e  cond it ions  which "produce" or "cause" the 

su f fe r in g .  O bjective conditions  are  Indeterm inate , I . e .  "empty", and 

thus n e i th e r  t h e i r  presence nor absence are  re lev an t fo r  genuine

Buddhist happiness. As far  as 'N irv an a ' Is  concerned, ob jective

cond itions  n e i th e r  embellish nor dim inish  I t s  presence. Suffer ing  Is

caused by a c e r ta in  psychological pose towards ob jec tive  cond itions , 

and the Buddhist p ro je c t  c o n s is ts  In "uncauslng" the su f fe r in g  by 

d e f la t in g  t h i s  pose.

From the  Buddhist perspec tive  th e re  i s  no r e la t io n s h ip  between 

'N irv a n a ' ,  supreme happiness, and any ob jec tive  cond ition . The 

ra t io n a le  behind t h i s  p o s it io n  has noth ing  to  do with ob jec tive  f a c ts  

or the experiences  derived from o b je c t iv e  f a c t s .  The problem Is  not 

anything about the  "world". The problem Is  a su b jec tiv e  dependency 

which a r i s e s  from a c e r ta in  psychological posture  or pose. The Inner 

l i f e  of the ego, I . e .  the sense of sep a ra ten ess  and In d iv id u a l i ty ,  Is 

viewed as not much d i f f e re n t  than the " se lf "  which appears In a dream. 

The ' s e l f '  or ego-sense , e .g  the s u f f e r e r ,  Is  an Idea cons truc ted  from 

conceptual In te rp re ta t io n s  of experience . The notion of "self-image" 

might be one way to  explain the is su e .  From the ordinary  common-sense 

perspec tive  "self-im ages" can "get h u r t" .  When a "self-image* ge ts  hu rt 

from the ra m if ic a t io n s  of o b jec tiv e  experience, there  Is  su ffe r in g .  

However, a "self-im age" Is  merely a psychological pose. What exactly  is  

I t  tha t  "gets  h u r t"?  The "self-image" Is  an Idea. I t  i s  a psychological 

posture  towards experience which adds something to  the experience th a t  

Is  not p a r t  of the  o b jec tiv e  co n d it io n s .  From the Buddhist persp ec tiv e ,  

the problem of s u f fe r in g  or unhappiness Is  causa lly  r e la te d  to
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o b je c t iv e  cond itions  not because of anyth ing  about ob jective  

c o n d it io n s ,  but ra th e r  because the "subject" of the experience must 

t a c i t l y  assume a c e r ta in  psychological framework.

What the Buddhist w il l  claim needs to  be done i s  to  challenge

and undermine th i s  framework ra th e r  than su c c e ss fu l ly  manipulate i t s

co n ten t .  By successfu lly  cha lleng ing  the framework, the experience 's

s u b je c t ,  i . e .  the se lf- im age  or ego-sense, d isappears  and what remains

Is  o b je c t iv e  " re a l ity *  void of the causal means to produce

psychological a f f e c t s .

I t  would be b e t t e r  fo r  the unlearned w orld ling  to  
regard  th i s  body, b u i l t  up of the four e lem ents, as 
h is  Ego, r a th e r  than the mind. For I t  Is  evident 
th a t  th i s  body may l a s t  for a year, fo r  two y ea rs ,
fo r  th re e ,  fo u r ,  f iv e ,  or ten years , o r  even fo r  a
hundred years and more; but th a t  which i s  c a l le d  
thought or mind, or mlnd-consciousness, Is
continuously , during  day and n ig h t ,  a r i s in g  as one 
th in g  and passing  away as another t h in g .17

The "psychological pose" i s  to  assume an id e n t i f i c a t io n  with thought, 

or mind or mlnd-consciousness and evaluate from th a t  persp ec tiv e .  And 

the passage c i t e s  the magnitude of the e r ro r  by ad v is in g  th a t  one would 

be b e t t e r  served by Id e n t ify in g  with only the body. Unlike Vedanta 

there  i s  no e s se n t ia l  core which is  concealed by t h i s  process. The

process  does not conceal an inner essence; i t  merely generates  the

impression of an abiding s u b je c t ,  e .g .  the se lf - im age , behind the flow 

of experience.

As noted, Buddhist "therapy" has a c e r ta in  s im i la r i ty  with 

Epicurus ' d e s ire  management program. For Epicurus f a l s e  b e l i e f s  are the 

c r i t i c a l  f a c to r s  In the p rocess  of deciding upon which d es ire s  one
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ought to  a c t .  The f a l s e  b e l ie f s  of concern fo r  Epicurus are  Id e n t i f i e d  

as those b e l i e f s  which support d e s ir e s  whose non-fu lf i l lm en t w il l  not 

r e s u l t  In p a in .  Buddhist doc tr ine  tak es  a very s im ila r  approach, but 

Instead of focusing  the Issue on pa in  the Buddhist w il l  examine 

su f fe r in g .  And what the Buddhist w ill  claim  Is  th a t  su ffe r in g  I s  always 

produced by empty b e l i e f s  because o b je c t iv e  conditions  are concep tually  

Indeterm inate , e .g .  beyond a ffirm ation  and negation, and the su b je c t  of 

the experience , e .g .  the ego-sense or se lf- im age, is  a f a b r ic a t io n .  

Thus, r a th e r  than control and temper d e s ir e s ,  the Buddhist w ill  

undermine the framework which produces the su ffe r in g .

In r e l a t io n  to  ob jec tive  co n d it io n s ,  'su f fe r in g "  Is  bes t 

defined  as  the condition  of not having what one wants and being 

troub led  by t h i s  s i tu a t io n .  By being ' t r o u b le d  by th is  s i tu a t io n "  i s  

meant the presence of some p ro p o s l t io n a l  evaluation about t h i s  

s i tu a t io n  which c re a te s  a sub jec tiv e  dependency. For example, take the 

o b jec tiv e  f a c t  th a t  I do not have a c e r t a in  Job and add to  t h i s  f a c t  

the b e l ie f  th a t  I cannot be happy u n less  I get t h i s  Job. Since I do not 

have t h i s  Job but do have the su b je c tiv e  b e l ie f  about the Job"s causal 

r e la t io n s h ip  towards my happiness, I w i l l  psychologically  s u f f e r .  And 

what the Buddhist w ill claim Is th a t  the most e f f lc a t lo u s  rou te  to  take 

here Is to  e lim ina te  the b e l i e f  r a th e r  than s trugg le  w ith  the 

circum stances. This need not mean th a t  I need no longer want the job , 

nor th a t  I s top  pursuing i t .  All I t  means Is  tha t the s u b je c t iv e  

dependency r e la t io n s h ip  between the job and my happiness is  empty.

An argument could be produced to  s u b s ta n t ia te  the p re lim inary  

s p i r i t  of the claim . There Is no necessary re la t io n sh ip  between the
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*J o b -d e s l r e " , In fac t  any d e s i r e ,  and happiness. Since I t  Is  a lso  

p o s s ib le  fo r  someone to  have u n f u l f i l l e d  d e s ir e s  and s t i l l  be happy,

then the b e l i e f  tha t one cannot be happy w ithout t h i s  Job, or the

o b je c t  of any d es ire ,  i s  empty. As I s a id  t h i s  would only be a

p re lim in a ry  goad, but i t  does cap ture  the message of Buddha's ea r ly  

polem ic. S u ffe r ing  can be a l l e v i a t e d  through understanding and In s ig h t .  

However, the p ro je c t  does not s top  here .  S u ffe r in g  can a lso  be

e l im in a te d  by r a d ic a l ly  undermining the framework r a th e r  than simply 

becoming adept a t  i t s  m anipulation.

An examination of ' s u f f e r i n g '  w ill  reveal the presence of

c e r t a in  f a c to r s  a l l  of which the  Buddhist claims a re  e s s e n t ia l ly  empty.

Two c r i t i c a l  f a c to rs  which must be p resen t fo r  s u f f e r in g  are  the b e l ie f

in an ab id in g  ego-sense and some b e l i e f  in a  correspondence r e la t io n  

between the  proposltional co n ten t and the s t a t e  of a f f a i r s  i t  

d e s ig n a te s ,  be i t  an o b je c t iv e  or su b jec tiv e  c o n d it io n .  These two 

f a c to r s  a re  the foundation fo r  any psychological framework. And what 

the Buddhist i s  claiming i s  t h a t  s u f fe r in g  can be e ra d ic a te d  by simply 

n o t ic in g  th a t  a t  leas t  one of these  foundations of the psychological 

framework i s  empty. When t h i s  in s ig h t  occurs, s u f f e r in g  can no longer

cane about because the mechanism which produces I t  can no longer 

fu n c t io n .

Then s a id  Mahamatl to  the Blessed One: Why is  i t
th a t  the ignornant a re  given up to  d isc r im in a tio n
and the wise are not?

The Blessed One r e p l ie d :  I t  i s  because the ignorant
c l in g  to  names, s ig n s  and ideas; as t h e i r  minds
move along these channels they feed on 
m u l t i p l i c i t i e s  of o b je c ts  and f a l l  in to  the notion
of an ego-soul and what belongs to  i t ;  they make
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d iscr im ina t ions  of good and bad among appearances 
and c l i n g  to the a g r e e a b l e . . .

Because of f o l ly  they do not understand th a t  a l l  
th in g s  are  l ike maya, l ik e  the r e f l e c t i o n  of the 
moon in water, tha t  th e re  i s  no se lf - subs tance  to  
be imagined as  an ego-soul and i t s  belongings, and 
th a t  a l l  th e i r  d e f i n i t e  ideas r i s e  from t h e i r  f a l s e  
d isc r im ina t ions  of what e x i s t s  only as i t  i s  seen 
of the mind I t s e l f .  They do not r e a l i z e  th a t  th ings  
have nothing to  do with  q u a l i f i e d  and qua l i fy ing ,  
nor with the course of b i r t h ,  abiding and 
d e s t ru c t io n ,  and Ins tead  they a s s e r t  that  they are  
born of a c re a to r ,  of  t ime, of atoms, of some 
c e l e s t i a l  s p i r i t .  I t  i s  because the ignorant are  
given up to d isc r im ina t ion  th a t  they move along the 
s tream of appearances, but i t  i s  not so with the 
w i s e . 1*

Objective r e a l i t y  does not  d i r e c t l y  cause s u f f e r in g .  The cause 

of s u f f e r i n g  i s  always based upon a conceptual i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  The 

d e lu s io n ,  I . e .  the Ignorance, Is not P la to n ic .  There i s  no t r a d in g  of a 

lower grade of r e a l i t y  for  a h igher  one. The "object ive problem" i s  one 

of b e l i e f s .  Objective r e a l i t y  can only "cause" su f fe r in g  when c e r t a in  

b e l i e f s  are  p resen t .  The Buddhist i s  making a ra th e r  modest claim. 

"Suffer ing" by d e f in i t ion  i s  a psychological condit ion and without 

c e r t a in  su b je c t iv e  b e l i e f s  s u f f e r in g  cannot occur. I cannot be lonely,  

sad, f e a r f u l ,  or angry unless  I have c e r t a in  b e l i e f s .  And once the 

empty n a tu re  of these b e l i e f s  i s  seen ,  there  i s  no way for the  "normal" 

pyschologlcal  mechanism to  produce d i s tu rb in g  mind s t a t e s .  The doct r ine  

simply p o in t s  out a methodological flaw. The two components which 

c o n s t i t u t e  the framework th a t  produces s u f fe r in g  are  empty. Both the 

b e l i e f  in a correspondence r e l a t io n s h ip  between concepts and the 

o b jec t s  of experience,  and the conceptua l ized  "self-image" or ego-sense 

lack e s s e n t i a l  threads; and without  any essen t ia l  t h re ad s ,  the
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mechanism which produces s u f f e r i n g  is  defused.  We cannot generate  

unhappiness once we glean the  in s igh t ,  i . e .  " the  tu rn ing  about in the 

depths  of consciousness",  t h a t  the b e l i e f s  which are necessary t o  

genera te  i t  a re  empty.

There Is a sense in which the Buddhist seems qui te  c lose  to  

the S to ic  view here as both views seem to be down-playing o b je c t iv e  

value  for  a reason; both views seem to be seeking the transcendence of 

o b je c t iv e  condi t ions  because of something about ob jec t ive  cond i t ions  

which makes them unable to  a f f e c t  the psychological s t a t u s  of the 

person .  However, there i s  one major d i f fe rence  between the two methods. 

The S to ic  attempts to r a t i o n a l i z e  the d l sva lu ing  of ob jec t iv e

c o n d i t io n s  while the Buddhist devalues the co n s t i tu t io n  of the

r a t i o n a l i z a t i o n .  In the former case,  one uses  a cognit ive  process  to  

c o r r e c t  a cognit ive flaw. Conceptual e r ro r  i s  c o r rec ted  by conceptual 

c l a r i f i c a t i o n ;  a "proper* understanding of the o b jec t ive  world produces 

a detaching e f f e c t .  For example, the S toic  might reason along the 

fo l low ing  l in e s .  Since v i r tu e  i s  the only th ing  of rea l  value and s ince  

the  presence of hunger in my l i f e  bears no r e l a t io n s h ip  to my behaving 

v i r t u o u s l y ,  hunger can have no value and thus th e re  i s  no reason to  be 

d i s tu r b e d  by I t .  The _fac t  t h a t  hunger has no "real"  value trumps i t s  

f e l t  a f f e c t .

In the Buddhist case ,  the ins ight  in to  the a l leged  vacuous 

na tu re  of r a t i o n a l i t y ' s  components d i s c r e d i t s  the data  gathered from 

the process .  No evaluat ion about the f i c t i t i o u s  inner e n t i t y ' s

co nd i t ion  derived from the indeterminate ob jec t iv e  condi t ions  can be 

p sycho log ica l ly  binding. In order  for  any psychologica l ly  binding
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condit ion to  be produced, one must b e l iev e  th a t  the Information about 

the ob jec t iv e  condi t ions  i s  accu ra te  and th a t  t h i s  information ap p l ie s  

to a sub jec t  of the experience. And the Buddhist w i l l ,  of course , claim 

th a t  h i s  " in s ig h t"  has demonstrated t h a t  ne i the r  of these cond i t ions  

can be the case .  In a c e r ta in  sen se ,  the Buddhist i s  claiming th a t  i f  

one s tops  be l iev ing  in the framework's foundation, nothing the 

framework genera tes  can have psychological  fo rce .

From the Buddhist p e r sp e c t iv e ,  'Nirvana '  i s  the optimal 

condit ion of human l iv ing .  I t  i s  a  cond i t ion  whose primary in d ica to r  i s  

an in s igh t  in to  the conceptual na tu re  of l ived  experience by which the 

sub jec t ive  s t i n g  of l ived  exper ience i s  "blown-out". Nei ther  the 

presence nor absence of any o b je c t s  of experience can make any 

d i f fe rence  h e re .  A c e r ta in  psychological  pose i s  defused. Nothing 

outward changes but everything i s  d i f f e r e n t .  Perception may s t i l l  

present  us  with an "object ive world"19. We may even continue to 

make o b je c t iv e  evaluations  about t h i s  "world". But what the Buddhist 

claims cannot be done i s  to b r in g  th a t  "world" into conceptual space, 

make e v a lu a t io n s ,  and then l e g i t im a te ly  psychologize about the s t a t u s  

of the sub jec t  unless  we have not had the "insight"  in to  the empty 

nature of the foundat ion.

Looking a t  the object ive  world,  A r i s t o t l e  ac t ive ly  sought the 

successful navigat ion of i t s  i l l  e f f e c t s .  Epicurus sought to  manage and 

minimize them. The Stoic  t r i e d  to deny them and the Vedantln re fused  to 

feel them. The ideal was always the same -  by th e r a p eu t ic a l ly  

Intervening one could overcome the w o r ld ' s  i l l  e f f e c t s  and p o s i t iv e ly
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embell ish  the q u a l i ty  of on e ' s  l i f e .  In each case  the "object ive-world" 

Issue Is  posed In the form of a problem to  be solved.  The Buddhist does 

not f in d  a given "objec t ive  world". 'O bjec t ive  world'  I s  a 

p a r t i c ip a to r y  f l u i d  experience.  "Objective world" can only be Judged 

w i th in  a  c e r t a in  framework. Frameworks a re  non-binding, con t ingent ,  

p a r t i c ip a to r y  exper iences.  They, I . e .  frameworks, are claimed to  be 

noth ing  more than an extens ion of semantic p o s s i b i l i t i e s .

Some of these p o s s i b i l i t i e s  s u b je c t iv e ly  soothe us and some 

s t i n g .  The p o s s i b i l i t y  c a l l e d  ' t h e  o b je c t iv e  world'  does both.  When 

t h i s  p o s s i b i l i t y  Is  p resen t  the framework w l 11 d i c t a t e  the response.  

But s in ce  the framework Is  contingent upon the  semantic p o s s i b i l i t y ,  

t h e r e  Is  now a f i f t h  option for how we might handle the "ob jec t ive  

wor 1 d " .

On the contrary  my teaching Is  based upon the
recognit ion tha t  the ob jec t ive  world, l ike  a 
v is ion ,  Is a manifes ta t ion  of the mind I t s e l f ;  It 
teaches the ces sa t ion  of Ignorance, d e s i r e ,  deed 
and c a u sa l i ty ;  I t  teaches the cessa t ion  of
su f fe r in g  th a t  a r i s e s  from the d i sc r im in a t io n s  of 
the t r i p l e  w or ld .20 ( 'T r i p l e  wor ld '  i s  the
sphere of d e s i r e ,  form and no- fo rm , 'kam a ' , ' r u p a ' ,  
and ' a r u p a ' ,  and simply denotes the realm of 
phenomenal, psychological exper ience .)

This  passage should not be read as  a t h e s i s  about percept ion .

Percep t ion  Is not the problem. The "problem" Is  the b e l i e f  th a t  the  

sense-m lnd 's  conception of an objec t ive  world galvanizes  the semantic 

framework and p resen ts  the subjec t  with o b je c t iv e  data  which can then 

be ex t rapo la ted  via d iscr iminatory  functions  and perform leg it imate  and 

cau sa l ly  e f f ic ac io u s  r o l e s  In the psychologica l context .  In the same 

t e x t  we f ind ,
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By the cessa t ion  of the sense-minds i s  meant, not
the cessa t ion  of t h e i r  pe rce iv ing  functions,  but
the cessa t ion  of t h e i r  d isc r im ina t ing  and naming
a c t i v i t i e s  which a re  c e n t r a l i z e d  In the 
d isc r im in a t in g  mortal-mlnd.21
( 'Sense-minds '  I s  c o r re c t  In t h i s  context.  From the
p e r sp ec t iv e  of t h i s  t e x t  th e re  i s  a "seeing mind", 
a " f e e l in g  mind", e t c .  f o r  each of the senses and a 
s i x t h  mlnd(manovijnana) which p a r t i c u l a r i z e s  and 
coord ina tes  the fu n c t io n s  of the f ive  
"sense-minds".)

The a l l u s i o n  to  " l ike  a vision" needs to  be read in the con tex t  of the 

d isc r im ina to ry  f a c u l t y ' s  a b i l i t y  t o  produce su ffe r ing  from I t s  primary 

func t ions .  These functions are Ignorance,  de s i re ,  act ion and reading 

ob jec t iv e  causal  r e l a t io n s  In a manner which seems to produce binding,  

non-contingent  psychological e f f e c t s ,  e . g .  greed, hatred ,  a t tachments .

The ob jec t ive  world and I t s  r e l a t io n s h ip  to Supreme Happiness 

or 'N irvana '  becomes a moot p o in t ;  not because of anything about the 

ob jec t ive  world, but because every th ing  " th a t  world" does to  us  hinges 

upon a p r i o r  conception which from the 'N lrvanic '  v iewpoint,  I . e .  

non-conceptua l , cannot have any b inding  psychological e f f e c t .  The 

idealism In the above passage should  not be viewed In the manner of 

reducing the  "world" to an " Idea" .  The Buddhist can no more say th a t  

the o b je c t iv e  world is  only an Idea than he can say anything e l s e  about 

" I t " .  The h e a r t  of the claim Is  th a t  "conceptual I n te ra c t io n " ,  e .g .  

psychologiz ing,  with the world I s  the same as conceptua l iz ing  In a 

v is ion .

The only change Is th a t  the conceptual fuse which l inks  

"ob jec t ive  world" to the e g o - sen se ' s  psychological machinery Is 

blown-out. The presence or absence of ob jec t ive  condit ions  can only
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q u a l i t a t i v e l y  a f f e c t  any experience when the experience i s  processed 

through the conceptual web. Like Epicurus, d e s i r e s  a re  problematic 

because t h e i r  mismanagement w il l  produce s u f f e r in g .  Unlike Epicurus, 

the scope of problematic d e s i r e s  i s  much wider for  the Buddhist.  Any 

des i r e  driven by s e l f i s h  craving wil l  cause fu r th e r  su f fe r ing  by 

deepening the dependency upon psychological process ing .  Buddhism Is  not 

a n t i - e m p i r i c a l ,  i t  i s  an t l -psycholog lca l  in the sense t h a t  the p u rsu i t  

of p o s i t i v e  a f f e c t iv e  psychological s t a t e s  v ia  ob jec t ive  dependency i s  

an a c t i v i t y  cons tructed  upon empty b e l i e f s .  The f e t t e r  i s  not ob jec t ive  

need, but sub jec t ive  c rav ing ,  neediness,  c l in g in g  and dependency.

Obviously an o b j e c t i v i s t  w il l  d isagree  with t h i s  p o s i t io n .  The 

s im ples t  object ion would Involve death or p a in .  Object ively  speaking i t  

seems t h a t  both of these  condi t ions  do deserve s e r io u s  psychological 

a t t e n t i o n  and tha t  anyone being psychologica l ly  d is tu rbed  by t h e i r  

presence would c e r t a i n l y  be j u s t i f i e d .  Thus, much l ike  the Sto ics  the 

Buddhist view seems to  force an extreme c o u n te r - in tu i t i v e  pos i t ion  upon 

us .  I bel ieve  tha t  t h i s  i s  one of the most d i f f i c u l t  dilemmas for  the 

Buddhist.  They are  committed to  two theses  which make the re so lu t ion  

tenuous. In the f i r s t  p la c e ,  they are not inc l in ed  to  deny the presence 

of pain but they do want to  claim th a t  psychological a g i t a t io n  about 

pain  can be avoided. The r e a l i s t  s t r an d  in Buddhist thought r ead i ly  

admits the presence of  pain and i t  admits t h a t  pain h u r t s .  Much of 

Buddha's o r ig ina l  polemic i s  d i re c ted  p r im ar i ly  a t  the presence of pain 

in the body and the problems*2 , i . e .  s u f f e r in g ,  which a r i s e  from 

i t .  On the  other  hand, the core of the teachings  i s  focused on 

’’uncauslng* the unnecessary s u f fe r in g  produced by the pa in .  Thus, i t  i s
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bes t  i f  I switch the topical  order a t  t h i s  po in t  and move d i r e c t ly  in to  

the p le a s u re /p a in  Issue leaving m o ra l i t y ' s  r o le  for  sec t ion  4.

3. P leasu re ,  Pain and Transcendence

Undermining the discriminatory  funct ions  has the e f f e c t  of loosening 

c e r t a in  t i e s  to  the ob jec t ive  world. The doc tr ine  has a c l e a r ly  cogent

s ide  from which i t  acquires  the p la u s ib le  side of the i n t u i t i o n .

Following the  thunder-storm as the sun i s  breaking through the clouds ,  

I c l e a r ly  "see" rainbow-like co lo rs  r e f l e c t e d  on the surface  of a

puddle a s  I Jog by i t .  Knowing fu l l -w e l l  th a t  the co lors  I see are  not

"rea l ly"  r ep re s e n ta t io n s  of "colored-water" but simply r e f l e c t i o n s  on 

the w a t e r ' s  su rface  caused by the sun l igh t  s t r i k i n g  the water ,  I do not 

bel ieve  t h a t  the "colored-water" which I "see" i s  r e a l l y  co lored .  

Perceptual i l l u s i o n  i s  overpowered by Insigh t  into the nature of the

event.  The psychological insight  which the Buddhist gleans  from the 

" turn ing  about in the depth of h i s  consciousness" t r i e s  to  push the 

analogy f u r t h e r  and i s  not very d i f f e r e n t  from the above case in which 

the "ghost-sound" is  transformed by the "f lew-noise" .  I f  one can change

the nature  of the "objective" framework, one can cause changes in the

psychological reponse mechanism.

The Buddhist a t  times appears to want to push the analogy to  

the l im i t .

The mental hab i t  of looking outward by the 
d lscr imlnatlng-mind upon an external  objec t ive
world must be given up, and a new hab i t  of 
r e a l i z i n g  Truth within the in tu i t ive-m ind  by
becoming one with Truth i t s e l f  must be e s tab l i shed .
Unti l  t h i s  in tu i t iv e  s e l f - r e a l i z a t i o n  of Noble 
Wisdom i s  a t t a in ed ,  t h i s  evolving mind-system wi11

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



232

go on. But when an ins igh t  Into the f ive  Dharraas, 
the three  s e l f - n a t u r e s ,  and the two-fold 
ego lessness  Is  a t t a in e d ,  then the way wil l  be 
opened fo r  t h i s  " turn ing  about" to  take place.  With 
the ending of p leasure  and pa in ,  of c o n f l i c t in g  
ideas ,  of the d is tu rb in g  i n t e r e s t s  of egoism, a 
s t a t e  of t r a n q u i l l l z a t l o n  wil l  be a t t a i n e d  in which 
the t r u t h s  of emancipation w il l  be fu l ly  understood 
and the re  w il l  be no fu r th e r  ev i l  out-flowlngs of 
the mind-system to  i n t e r f e r e  with the p e r fec t  
s e l f - r e a l i z a t i o n  of Noble Wisdom.23

In passages  l ik e  t h i s  one, what one might c a l l  the " so f t  t ru th"  of 

perceptual  e r r o r  is  s t r e t c h e d  to a l im i t  which seems to  s t r a i n  common 

sense .  I t  easy to understand how perceptual "correct ions"  can cause 

psychological changes, but the magnitude of the framework a l t e r a t i o n s  

In these  kinds of passages pushes th ings  to  a point  which common sense 

may f in d  beyond b e l i e f .

There i s  a sense ,  as the above passage demonstrates,  in which 

the Buddhist does claim tha t  pain ,  as  well as  p leasure ,  can be 

t ranscended.  The s o h l s t i c a t e d  Buddhist w i l l  not be Inc l ined ,  as  the 

S to ic  was, to  deny th a t  pain h u r t s ,  nor w i l l  she claim th a t  pain  can 

" n o t - b e - f e l t " . The presence of pain ,  l ik e  the presence of most 

common-sense r e a l i s t  pe rcep t ions ,  i s  not the problem. And t h i s  

s i t u a t i o n  only seems to deepen the dilemma. Pain does not appear to be 

n e c e s sa r i ly  connected to  concep tua l iza t ion .  However from the Buddhist 

p e r sp e c t iv e ,  t h i s  appearance th a t  pain Is not necessar i ly  r e l a t e d  to 

concep tua l iza t ion  i s  somewhat deceptive.  Pain i s  a psycho-physical 

exper ience.  To ge t  from pain to aversion req u i re s  more than a mere 

physical response .  The Buddhist simply sees  pain  as  a kind of knee- je rk  

rea c t io n  with no necessary psychological reac t io n  at tached to  I t .  In
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f a c t ,  the  Buddhist sees  no problem a t  a l l  h e re .  The problem Is not

pa in ,  r a t h e r  the problem Is  the s u f f e r in g  caused by pa in .

This  Issue may be one In which the r a d i c a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  

frameworks c rea te  an unbridgable  gu l f .  The Western Inc l ina t ion  Is  to 

o b j e c t i f y  ' p a i n '  as an a d j e c t iv e  appl ied  to  a s u b je c t .  The Buddhist 

tends  to  frame the Issue a s  an adverb app l ied  to  an exper ience.  The 

former r eads  the ob jec t ive  cond i t ion  from the  personal sub jec t ive  

p e r sp e c t iv e  while the l a t t e r  reads  the s i t u a t i o n  from the Impersonal 

ob je c t iv e  viewpoint. From th e  viewpoint of the  s u b je c t ,  there Is  a 

problem with the presence of pa in ,  but from the Impersonal viewpoint 

there  a re  only d i f f e r e n t  k inds  of experiences and these can only be 

p e rsona l ly  "psychologized" by changing the framework.

There Is  an I n t e r e s t i n g  asymmetry between the Stoic  and

Buddhist regard ing  the Issue of  pain which wil l  perhaps make the depth

of t h i s  dilemma c le a r .  The S to ic  would claim th a t  pain Is a

d lsp re fe r red< read  bad) i n d i f f e r e n t ,  but a lso  claim th a t  pain does not

h u r t .  The Buddhist claims th a t  pain does hur t  but Is  not bad. From the

conmon-sense perspec t ive ,  the Buddhist seems committed to a b iza r re

th e s i s :  pa in  h u r t s  but Is  not bad. Suzuki p u ts  the point in the

following terms.

When you are  to  s u f f e r  a pain for one reason or 
ano ther ,  you Ju s t  s u f f e r  I t ,  and have no other
thoughts about I t .  When you are to enjoy a p leasure
you j u s t  enjoy i t ,  and have no other  thoughts  about
i t .  By thus exper iencing  what comes to  you, you 
experience ' shunya ta '  In which there  i s  n e i th e r  
dualism nor monism nor t ranscendental ism. This is  
what Is meant by the  statement which makes up the
bas ic  teaching of the 'PraJnaparamlta '  t h a t  "when I 
thus  ta lk  to  you, the re  Is no t a l k ,  nor any 
hear ing;  nor Is  th e re  any t a lk e r ,  and no audience

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



e i th e r "  -  which i s  ' shunyata ' . ZA

234

And as  Westerners we reco i l  from the verbiage.  Suzuki 's  framework i s  

conceptual ly  empty and with no occupant,  i . e .  the concept of pa in ,  in 

the "conceptual" space,  there i s  no way evaluat ive  d iscourse  can get 

s t a r t e d .  Perhaps an example would make t h i s  "c lea r" .  The f e e l i n g  of 

pain or hu r t  i s  one th ing.  The concepts  of 'p a in '  or ' h u r t '  are 

something e l s e .  'Bad'  i s  a conceptual term. In order to  apply 'b a d '  to 

the f e e l i n g  of hur t  or pain,  I have to  br ing the f e e l i n g  into 

conceptual space. This I do by conceptua l iz ing  the experience and t h i s ,  

of course, i s  p rec ise ly  what Suzukl 's  framework will  not allow him to 

do because for  Suzuki conceptual space is  e s s e n t i a l l y  empty, 

' s h u n y a ta ' .  This should not be taken to  mean th a t  Suzuki wil l  not ever 

conceptua l ize .  All i t  implies is  tha t  the 'shunya ta '  insight  w i l l  trump 

the conceptual exp l ica t ion  and thus d e f l a t e  any psychological e f f e c t .  

Notice the d i f fe rence  between the S to ic  and the Buddhist. In the  S to ic  

framework, reasoning about the pain causes a Judgment which renders  the 

pain  va lue-neutra l  and thus over r ides  the normative " f e l t "  d isva lue  

t h a t  i s  usua l ly  a t tached  to the exper ience - reason overwhelms 

physiology and the pain no longer h u r t s  the Sage. For the Buddhist,  the 

framework i s  very d i f f e r e n t .  The pain h u r t s ;  there might even be 

avoidance behavior ,  but there  i s  no judgment about the pain being bad. 

Both frameworks seem to  be denying an o b je c t iv e  fac t  -  namely t h a t  pain 

i s  of ten  a bad th ing  to undergo or t h a t  i t  h u r t s ,  and both frameworks 

seem to be denying something most of us f ind  normative about the 

ordinary  use of ' p a i n ' .
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I t  might be of I n te re s t  to  examine i f  both of the  two possib le  

abuses of langauge are as problematic  as  they appear to  be. One 

s tandard  method used in eva lua t ing  the abuse of ordinary language i s  to 

use a c r i t e r i o n  based upon "ordinary* recogni t ion .  I f  the a l t e r a t i o n  in 

normal use r e s u l t s  in a f a i l u r e  to  be able to recognize t h a t  about 

which we are t a lk in g ,  then the argument can leg i t imate ly  be accused of 

s tak ing  i t s  claim on purely d e f i n i t i o n a l  c r i t e r i a  and in essence merely 

changing the meaning of the terms a t  i s sue .  The issue here  would be an 

example of P h i l ippa  F o o t ' s28 argument t h a t  not to  be f e a r f u l ,  or a t  

l e a s t  apprehensive, in the presence of danger would imply th a t  the 

person a t  issue had changed the meaning of 'd a n g e r ' .  C lear ly  the Stoic  

does have th i s  problem. Anything which d id  not hur t  would no longer be 

considered a ' p a i n ' ,  and c a l l i n g  the ' p a i n '  a d l sp re f e r r e d  in d i f f e ren t  

does seem to be an attempt to  save the theory by use of a change in 

meaning. "Hurt" p r e t ty  c l e a r ly  seems to  be a necessary cond i t ion  for  

the presence of pain and one might s e r io u s ly  wonder what i t  i s  which 

does not hurt or in jure  the sage.

On the other  s ide  of the i ssue ,  i t  does seem p oss ib le  to 

describe  a 'p a i n '  as not being bad and s t i l l  be able to  recognize  and 

respond to  the pain as  a pa in .  A case  could made for  the re  being no 

necessary connection between 'p a i n '  as  o rd in a r i ly  used and ' b a d ' .  Some 

pa ins  could be evaluated as  'g o o d ' ,  e . g .  vigorous ex e rc i se ,  some d i e t s ,  

with no problem to  the uses  of ord inary  language. The ob jec t io n  might 

be made that i t  i s  not the pain which i s  being c a l l e d  'good ' but the 

e f f e c t s  which the pain w i l l  b r ing  about and tha t  in the  absence of 

these e f f e c t s ,  or the primary In te n t io n  behind the a c t i v i t y ,  the pain
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would not be c a l l e d  'g o o d ' .  There are  two poss ib le  r e p l i e s  to  t h i s

o b jec t io n .  One rep ly  Is from the Western perspec t ive  and the o the r  Is  a

more Buddhis t- l ike answer. The f i r s t  would be th a t  the value a t t r i b u t e d

to  pain has to  be Instrumenta l.  The Judgments we make about the good or

bad value of a pain are  always based upon what the pain does to  u s .  For

the objec t ion  to  have fo rce ,  one would have to  claim th a t  ' p a i n '  i s

i n t r i n s i c a l l y  bad, but can lose i t s  " in t r i n s i c "  badness when i t  leads

to  favorable r e s u l t s  which, of course ,  leads  to a  log ica l

c o n t ra d ic t io n .  Thus "pain* cannot be i n t r i n s i c a l l y  bad. The Buddhist

rep ly  to t h i s  ob jec t ion  would be to r e j e c t  the instrumental framework

I t s e l f .  'P a in '  in the Buddhist framework i s  n e i th e r  good or bad; i t

J u s t  i s .  And i f  t h i s  skews ordinary  usage of language the Buddhist w i l l

rep ly  "so much the worse fo r  ordinary language." In f a c t ,  one of  the

primary ob jec t ives  of the whole Buddhist p ro je c t  i s  to go beyond the

semantic and conceptual l im i t s  which the ordinary use of language

Impose upon our psychological condi t ion.

There are  four  kinds  of word d isc r im ina t ion ,  a l l  of 
which are to  be avoided because they are a l ike
unrea l .  F i r s t  the re  are the words ind ica t ing  
individual marks which r i s e  from d isc r im ina t ing  
forms and s igns  as  being rea l  in themselves and, 
then, becoming a t tached  to  them. There are 
memory-words which r i s e  from unreal surroundings 
which come before the mind when i t  r e c a l l s  some 
previous exper ience.  Then there  are words growing 
out of attachment to  the erroneous d i s t i n c t i o n s  and 
specu la t ions  of the mental p rocesses .  And f i n a l l y ,  
there are words growing out of in h e r i t ed  pre jud ices  
as seeds of hab i t -energy have accumulated s ince  
beg inningless  t ime, or which had t h e i r  o r ig in  in 
some long fo rgo t ten  c l ing lng  to  fa lse- imaginat ion  
and erroneous s p e c u la t io n s .24

The Buddhist makes a d i s t i n c t io n  between the experience and
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the concep tua l iza t ion  of tha t  experience.  The concep tua l iza t ion  of an

experience r e q u i r e s  the use of words. Certain words have a perfuming

e f f e c t ;  'v a san a '  Is  the technical  Sanskr i t  term used to  describe  t h i s

e f f e c t .  Conceptualizing p leasan t  experiences tends  to  produce p o s i t iv e

'vasanas '  while conceptual iz ing painfu l  experiences tends  to  generate

negative 'v a s a n a s ' .  'P lea su re '  and ' p a i n '  are packed with p a r t i c u l a r l y

powerful ' v a s a n a s ' .  The 'vasana '  produced by words Is  l ike  the

conceptual wake or t racks  which the experience leaves  behind;

'h a b i t - e n e rg y '  i s  the t r a n s l a t i o n  used in the above passage.  As the

Insight  Into the ' shunya ' ,  e .g .  empty, nature of conceptual r e a l i t y

takes i t s  hold,  the power of the 'v a san as '  i s  defused and one i s  l e f t

confront ing the pain experience f r e e  of conceptual l im i t a t io n s  which

simply means t h a t  i t  may hurt  but i t  does not have to  be bad.

Disc ip les  should be on t h e i r  guard ag a in s t  the 
seduction of words and sentences  and t h e i r  i l l u s i v e  
meanings, for  by them the ignorant and d u l l - w i t t e d  
become entangled and h e lp le s s  as  an elephant 
f loundering about In the mud.27,

I want to  make one f in a l  note .  None of t h i s  precludes  a 

common-sense pragmatic approach to  l i f e .  Neither  p a i n ' s  h u r t  nor any 

ensuing avoidance behavior need disappear .  The Buddhist i s  simply 

claiming th a t  the psychological baggage a t tached t o  the experience Is 

not necessary.  I may be hungry and t ry  to f ind  some food, but I can 

f ind  a way to  undergo that  experience and not psychologica lly  s u f f e r  by 

transcending the conceptual r a m if ic a t io n s  of tha t  experience.

4. The Amoral Dilemma
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The r o le  of mora li ty  and the r e l a t i o n s h i p  between the 'N lrv a n lc '  

cond i t ion  and mora li ty  poses problems in Buddhist "thought".  Once the 

r a d i c a l  ant  I-conceptual do c t r in e  of High Buddhism i s  fu l ly  understood,  

i t  seems tha t  the only e th i c a l  option l e f t  i s  an "amoral" one and there  

can be no r e la t io n s h ip  between mora l i ty  and 'Nirvana".  Though "The 

P recep ts"23 represent  a code of moral behavior ,  there  seems to  be

no sound " theo re t ica l"  way in which the r ad ica l  ant i -conceptual ism can

u l t im a te ly  accomodate a genuine moral theory .  Moral d isc r im ina t ion  

always conta ins  an element of conceptual understanding which has to be 

t h e o r e t i c a l l y  empty, ' s h u n y a ' .  The s tuden t  or novice may be encouraged 

to  be moral a t  the pre l im inary  s tag e s2* as  a "means" towards the

tough ego-crushing work which must be done In order to t ranscend the

o rd ina ry  conceptual framework, but in the f ina l  s tages  of the 

co n f ro n ta t io n  with the conceptual mind the transcendence of " a l l "  

framework-bound Judgments appears  to  s h a t t e r  any poss ib le  binding moral 

foundat ion.

Some t h e o r i s t s 30 propose a hoi 1 s t i c ,  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  view 

in which mutual benef icence a c t s  as  a kind of " f a l l -o u t"  from the

e g o -sh a t t e r in g  'Nlrvanic"  e x t in c t io n  of s e l f i s h  motivat ion. Others,  the 

t r a d i t i o n  In genera l ,  o f f e r  a dep ic t ion  which f inds  the sage engulfed 

In a f lood of compassion, s im i la r  to  Humean sympathy, which holds  the 

f r e e d  pe rso n a l i ty  in check.31 Some opt out of the ad-hoc a ttempts  

and t ry  to  explain the unique amoral p o s i t io n  of the en l ightened sage 

by no t ing ,  as was done in the l a s t  chap te r ,  tha t  in the absence of

groping  e g o i s t i c  d e s i r e s ,  the sage has  no motivation to be immoral.

Thus even though tech n ic a l ly  there i s  no r ig h t  or wrong, the sage
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cannot do anything "wrong" because t h i s  would require  a s e l f i s h  motive. 

F ina l ly  there  Is  the view of Dogen expressed by Hee-Jln Kim which

claims th a t  "Morality and enlightenment* a re  Inseparably r e l a t e d  to 

one another so much so tha t  one without  the other Is  not au th en t ic  as  

f a r  as  Dogen Is  concerned.*32

Whichever explanat ion one p r e f e r s ,  the claim seems to  me to  be 

th a t  there  Is  no tension between morality and the radical

ant i -conceptual  In s ig h ts  which the sage comes to possess .  'N lrvan lc '  

r e a l i z a t i o n  precludes  the normative motivational s t r u c t u r e ,  e .g .

ego-c l lng lng  and s e l f i s h  d e s i r e s ,  which Immoral a c t io n s  appear to  

r eq u i re .  The general tenor of  the moral doct r ines  seems to  be

a t t l t u d l n a l ,  but the re  are consequential  1st views33, and the nature

of moral value simply does not ever rece iv e  the kind of a t t e n t i o n  one

f in d s  In Western t e x t s .  The bes t  defense fo r  morality t h a t  I s  found In

the t r a d i t i o n a l  l i t e r a t u r e  Is In t e x t s  l i k e  The Diamond Sutra  where i t  

Is  shown th a t  m ora l i ty  Is not Incompatible with Nirvana, but no real

argument Is  given as  to why Immorality Is  not unless  one accep ts  the 

view th a t  a l l  Immoral action has to  be s e l f i s h l y  driven. In a sense the 

lack of consensus Is r e f l e c t i v e  of the general an t  I-conceptual

"framework" which supports  the core d o c t r in e .  However, the scope of 

t h i s  issue Is genera l ly  beyond my p re sen t  in t e n t s .

There are  two poin ts  which do m at te r  to the to p ic  of happiness 

or 'N irvana ' .  The f i r s t  concerns the absence of any p o s i t i v e  connection 

between doing morally correc t  a c t io n s  and reaching the 'N lrvan lc '  

condi t ion .  There i s  no reward fo r  behaving morally from the 'N lrvan lc '  

* 'Enlightenment '  should be read as  equal to  the 'N lrvan lc '  condi t ion .
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p e r sp e c t iv e .  The best  one acquires  i s  the diminishing of one 's  'karmic '  

dep t ,  but even t h i s  i s  nebulous as  the ac t ion  cannot be motivated from 

any des ign upon reward. One of the genuine problems with assess ing  the 

d o c t r in e  i s  tha t  the t e x t s  speak to us from the egoless pos i t ion  while 

most of us  have to read these t e x t s  as  ego-bound indiv iduals .  From the 

t h e o r e t i c a l  viewpoint t h i s  makes In te rp re ta t io n  a t  best  very d i f f i c u l t  

and a t  worst Impossible.  One cannot,  as  the  t e x t s  of ten  admit,

unders tand the radical In s igh ts  u n t i l  one has had the radical  In s ig h t ,  

but once one has the rad ica l  ins ight  there  i s  no longer any need fo r

the t e x t .  And then to compound the problem, we are  often to ld  th a t  the

t e x t s  cannot give one the in s ig h t .

On the p os i t ive  s ide  there does seem to  be a genuine at tempt

a t  a rguing  th a t  there i s  something wrong with benevolent ac t ion  which

uses  the ac t ion  as means to  se lf - reward .  In o ther  words, the Buddhist,

l i k e  the Vedantln, i s  very s e n s i t iv e  to  the problem which haunts  the

views of Epicurus and A r i s t o t l e ,  e .g .  the Instrumental use of persons

as  a means to  one 's  happiness.  _The Diamond Sutra  contains numerous

pasages  which s trongly c r i t i c i z e  the "instrumental  use* problem.

Subut l ,  i f  a Bodhlsattva-Mahasattva, in p rac t ic ing  
c h a r i ty  conceives within  h i s  mind any of these 
a r b i t r a r y  conceptions d isc r im ina t ing  himself from
other  se lves ,  he w i l l  be l ike  a man walking in 
darkness  and seeing  nothing. But If  the 
Bodhlsattva-Mahasattva, in h i s  p r a c t i c e  of cha r i ty ,  
has no a r b i t r a r y  conceptions of the attainment of 
the b less ing  or  merit  which he wil l  a t t a i n  by such
p r a c t i c e ,  he w i l l  be like a person with good eyes,
see ing  a l l  th ings  c le a r ly  as  in br ight
s u n l i g h t . 3*

The passage here Is c l e a r ly  the a n t i t h e s i s  of the ancient Greek
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dilemma. Where A r i s to t le  and Epicurus s t ru g g le  to f ind  a place  for  

genuine benevolence within what appears  to  be an egocentr ic  framework, 

the Buddhist devalues any benevolence done from an e g o i s t i c  

p e rspec t ive .

And what i s  the roo t  of demerit? Greed i s  a roo t  of 
demeri t ;  Anger i s  a r o o t  of demer it;  Delusion i s  a 
roo t  of d em er i t . . .

And what is  the Root of Merit? Absence of greed is  
a ro o t  of m er i t ;  absence of anger i s  a roo t  of 
m e r i t ;  absence of delusion i s  a roo t  of 
m e r i t . . . 3S

The 'Root of Merit" is  thus read in a sense which demands the d e f la t io n  

of a l l  e g o i s t i c  In ten ts .  The sage e n t e r s  the moral realm, the sphere of 

conceptual in te ra c t io n s  with o th e r s ,  with nothing to gain and 

everyth ing to  lose .  No e g o i s t i c  ac t io n  r eg a rd le s s  of In ten ts  or 

consequences produces any m e r i t .  Rather than attempt to e s ta b l i sh  a 

r e l a t io n s h ip  between happiness and mora l i ty  which makes immorality 

in t e r f e r e  w ith  the p o s s i b i l i t y  of happiness and then s t rugg le  with the 

problem of genuine benevolence whereby u l t im a te ly  s e l f i s h  In ten ts  may 

produce morally  good r e s u l t s ,  the  Buddhist frames the issue in such a 

way tha t  a l lows no moral m er i t  fo r  s e l f i s h  In te n t s .  Thus meri tor ious  

consequences a re  Just  ap p rop r ia te  ac t io n s  done from non-egolst lc  

In ten ts  and the  intent/consequence d i s t i n c t i o n  co l lap se s .  From the 

perspect ive  of moral mer it  "good consequences" are Ju s t  those r e s u l t s  

which come about when one a c t s  app ropr ia te ly  to  the ob jec t ive  

circumstance in the absence of any of the e g o i s t i c  f a u l t s .  And what the 

sage ga ins  i s  not any p o s i t i v e  embellishment of the qua l i ty  of her 

exper ience. Any such “p o s i t i v e  embellishment" would presuppose a
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concep tua l ized  ego-sense. Thus the sage has no reason to be moral and 

no means to  be Immoral.

However, desp i te  the benevolent sounding veneer, the view Is 

qu ick ly  te s t e d  when the  amoral undercore Is exposed. 'A c t ing  

approp r ia te ly"  Is Intended to  be read In a mild and benign manner, but 

from the radical  an t l -conceptua l  pe rspec t ive  'appropr ia te  a c t i o n '  

cannot  be explIcated with enough, In fa c t  with any, s p e c i f i c  content  to 

do any genuine moral work. Since the u l t im a te  success  of the 'N l rv a n lc '  

p r o j e c t  depends upon the transcendance of the e g o i s t i c  conceptual mind, 

and s ince  mora l i ty ,  a t  l e a s t  ordinary m ora l i ty ,  appears h ighly  

problematic  to frame in a non-conceptual framework, we seem to  be l e f t  

w i th  no way to c r i t i c i z e  an apparent,  a t  l e a s t  from the ordinary  

viewpoint ,  immoral sage. Where the A r i s to t e l i a n  and Epicurean appeared 

to  advocate the instrumental use of persons as  a means to  o n e ' s  

happiness  because of t h e i r  e g o i s t i c  frameworks, the Buddhist conversely 

seems unable to be c r i t i c a l  of apparent normative " inappproprlate* 

a c t io n s  done from the non-ego ls t ic  pe rsp ec t iv e .  The problem Is  very 

r e a l  in contemporary Buddhism. The cur ren t  l i t e r a t u r e  f inds  I t s e l f  

engulfed  in the debate about the "wrongness" of HIV Infected "masters" 

engaging in compromising T a n t r ic  sexual p r a c t i c e s  with s tu d e n t s . 3*

Some contend that  these "masters" can coherently  be c r i t i c i z e d  with in  

the  t r a d i t i o n  while o th e r s  tak ing  the r ad ica l  antl -conceptual  "high 

ground" simply claim th a t  those who c r i t i c i z e  have j u s t  not "seen" the 

t r u t h  of conceptual emptiness  as  in the end there  can be "no r i g h t  or 

wrong*.

The la te  Chogyam Trungpa, an advocate of the "no r i g h t ,  no
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wrong doc t r ine"  poses the problem In the following terms.

Sani ty  l i e s  somewhere between the In h ib i t io n s  of 
conventional m ora l i ty  and the looseness of extreme 
Impulse, but the a r e a  In-between Is  very fuzzy. The 
bodh lsa t tva  d e l i g h t s  In the play between 
h e s t l t a t l o n  and extreme impulsiveness -  i t  i s  
b e a u t i fu l  to look a t  -  so d e l igh t  in i t s e l f  i s  the 
approach to s a n i ty .  Del ight  i s  to open our eyes to 
the  t o t a l i t y  of th e  s i t u a t i o n  r a th e r  than s id in g  
with  t h i s  or t h a t  po in t  of view. The bodhlsa t tva  
does not side with  r e j e c t i n g  convention, mocking 
every th ing  out of shee r  f r u s t r a t i o n ,  t ry in g  to  get  
th e  world to acknowledge him. Nor does he s ide  with 
b l i n d  dogma, ho ld ing  back out of f e a r ,  t ry in g  to 
mold the world to  conform to  r i g i d  ideas and r u l e s .  
The bodhlsat tva t a k e s  d e l ig h t  in p o l a r i t i e s  but 
does not side with e i t h e r  extreme. He accepts  what 
I s  there  as the message and explores  I t  fu r th e r  and 
f u r t h e r ,  and the c o n f l i c t  between the p o l a r i t i e s  
becomes h is  i n s p i r a t i o n .  In order  to be a 
communist, you must have a model of what not to  be, 
which means you must understand cap i ta l i sm ,  so 
c ap i ta l i sm  Is your model . 37

The message In th i s  passage I s  a sharp ,  dual-edged sword which in one 

s t ro k e  can cu t  the knots th a t  t i e  the psychologically  s u f f e r in g  soul to

the source of unhappiness while  a t  the same I t  f ree s  th a t  same soul

from the normative parameters which check and cons t ra in  the "extreme 

Impulses".  The Bodhlsattva d e l i c t s  In the freedom, but we may not 

d e l ig h t  in the Bodhlsattva. Like the r e s t  of us ,  the Bodhlsattva

f r o l i c s  In the  dance of s a n i ty  between the p o l a r i t i e s  of the malicious

and the benevolent;  un l ike  the r e s t  of us the s t e p s  of the 

B o d h l s a t tv a ' s  "sanlty-dance" demand a level of Improvisation which 

seems to  us  not to be ' s a n i t y '  a t  a l l .  Then to make m at te rs  worse

should we not  approve, the Bodhlsa t tva  wil l  f a l l  back onto the doctr ine 

of emptiness  and demand th a t  we supply the e s sen t ia l  d e f in i t i o n  of

' s a n i t y ' .  We might try the "family resemblances route" and then t e l l
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the Bodhlsattva th a t  h i s  dance does not a t  a l l  resemble ours .  But a t  

t h i s  po in t ,  he w il l  only smile and t e l l  us tha t  t h i s  a b i l i t y  to 

Improvise is  exac t ly  what I t  means t o  be ' s a n e ' .

Prom my perspect ive  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  problem, i . e .  r e l a t i n g  

m ora li ty  to happiness,  I s  the most d i f f i c u l t  problem for  the Buddhist 

to  solve within  our framework. On the one hand, I t  seems to  me th a t  

there  can be no way to produce any n o n -s t Ip u la t  Ive doctr ine  which can 

formulate any necessary,  or even s u f f i c i e n t ,  c o n d i t io n a l i ty  upon the 

presence of moral behavior and th e  manifes ta t ion  of happiness  in a 

p e r s o n ' s  l i f e .  On the o ther  hand, i f  we do not r e s t r i c t  Immorality by 

a t  l e a s t  making I t  r e s u l t  In unhappiness,  something seems I n tu i t i v e l y  

wrong and reason wil l  be Inc l ined  to  r e j e c t  the r e s u l t s  as  being

unworkable in p r a c t i c e .  The Buddhist t r i e s  to  "reign th ings  in" by the 

use of the pre l iminary  moral s t r u c t u r e ,  the radical  e g o - sh a t te r in g  and 

i t s  defusing of s e l f i s h  motivat ion.  However, when push comes to  shove 

and we reach th a t  "high" ground where the sage embraces ' s h u n y a ta ' ,  a 

leap of f a i th  i s  demanded which might make many very uncomfortable.  And 

the reply we get wil l  only be "so much the worse fo r  your

'd i s c o m f o r t ' .*

In the f ina l  s tanza  of "The Heart S u t ra " ,  we f ind  the following famous

Buddhist mantra.

Listen to  the Mantra, the Great Mysterious Mantra:
'G a te ' ,  ' g a t e ' ,  ' p a r a g a t e ' , 'p a rasam ga te ' , ' b o d h l ' ,
'svaha ' !  Gone, gone, gone to  th a t  other shore;
sa fe ly  passed to t h a t  o ther  shore,  0 
Prajna-paramita!  So may I t  b e . 3®
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The 'P ra jna-Param lta '  Is  b e s t  understood as  the crowning v i r tu e  of 

Buddhist Wisdom. 'Paramlta '  r ep re sen t s  a p e r fec t io n  or supreme v i r tu e  

and 'p r a j n a '  denotes wisdom of the highest  order  connoting a type of 

syn thes is  between the h ighes t  knowledge and l i m i t l e s s  compassion. On 

the Buddhist view one cannot have real  wisdom unless  one has t h i s  

l i m i t l e s s  compassion towards a l l  o thers ,  and one could not possibly 

have t h i s  l im i t l e s s  compassion unless  one were t ru ly  wise .  Perhaps, 

t h i s  needed and Intimate connection between supreme Buddhist knowledge 

and l i m i t l e s s  compassion Is  the d r iv ing  Ins igh t  for  those who claim 

t h a t  mora l i ty  and '•Nirvana' are  Inseparably connected though I t  may not 

a t  t imes seem so obvious to  those who examine the p o s i t io n  from a 

d i f f e r e n t  conceptual framework. The Buddhist needs compassion In order 

to  account for  any moral commitment by the en l ighten  sage,  but I t  

remains questionable  from my perspec t ive  as  to whether or not he Is 

e n t i t l e d  to  I t .

5. The Other Shore

'N irvana '  Is of ten cha rac te r ized  as  a r r i v in g  a t  the other  

shore.  I t  I s  a conceptually harmless c h a ra c te r iz a t io n  meant only to be 

read In a metaphorical d e s c r ip t iv e  manner. There l i t e r a l l y  Is  no "other 

shore" ,  only an absence of a c t l v l t e s ,  e .g .  e g o i s t i c  a c t io n s ,  s e l f i s h  

d e s i r e s ,  concep tua l iza t ion ,  e s s e n t i a l  1st b e l i e f s ,  e t c . ,  which keep one 

bound to  l iv in g  within the suffer ing-producing  framework. This 

framework Is  the metaphorical shore from which one needs to  move. 

"Leaving t h i s  shore* Is not a movement from one place  to another ,  I t  Is 

an Insight  Into the psychologica l ly  binding nature  of l ived  conceptual
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experience.  And thus  the "Other Shore" c a l l e d  'N irvana '  Is  nothing more 

than what happens when the a c t l v l t e s  which generate  the binding 

framework cease .

Since no p o s i t iv e  depic t ion of 'N irvana '  can be given, nor Is  

any ap p ro p r ia te ,  I t  seems th a t  in assess ing  the Buddhist view of what 

c o n s t i t u t e s  the bes t  poss ib le  kind of l i f e ,  we are l e f t  in a most 

d i f f i c u l t  s i t u a t i o n  -  one cannot say what i t  i s .  However, we can 

c l e a r l y  see what I t  Is  no t .  I t  Is not A r i s t o t e l i a n .  Successful l iv in g  

w i th in  a t e leo log ica l  framework does not get one to the "Other Shore"; 

success  i s  I r r e le v a n t .  I t  Is  not Epicurean. Appropriately nego t ia t ing  

the p leasu re /p a ln  framework does not take one to  the "Other Shore". 

Pain I s  not re lev an t .  I t  I s  not Stoic  -  cogni t ive  detachment from the 

d e t e r m in i s t i c  framework does not br ing  one to  the "Other Shore". Nor 

can I t  be Vedantlc as there  Is  no e s se n t ia l  core to  be reached and thus

the "Other Shore" cannot be reached by f ind ing  one 's  unchanging

essence .  I t  Is not a s t a t e  of mind and I t  Is not a s t a t e  of the world;

yet I t  I s  not "not a s t a t e  of mind", nor not "not a s t a t e  of the 

wor ld .*a4> The culminating Insight i s  expressed  in the famous

Buddhist equation which dec la res  th a t  " ' sam sa ra 'C th is  world) and 

'N irvana '  a re  the same". Perhaps, I t  might be expressed, or a t  l e a s t  

h in te d  a t ,  as  the transcedence of the binding nature  of the semantic 

framework embodied in "the world" and embedded in "the  mind".

"The Other Shore", 'N irvana ' ,  i s  not some other  realm. There 

Is no b a r r i e r  which s epara tes  one from 'N irvana '  other than the 

■conceptual wall* which has been e rec ted  in the imaginary place  one 

might c a l l  "conceptual space". S t i l l ,  metaphors cannot be taken
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l i t e r a l l y .  There Is no "conceptual space" which needs to  be "c leared*.

And the mistake of reading the  metaphor l i t e r a l l y  Is  noted and re fu ted

by Hul Neng when he compares h i s  Ins ight  with the understanding of Wo

Lun a famous "space c l e a r e r " .

Wo Lun has  ways and means
To In su la te  the mind from a l l  thoughts.
When circumstances do not r e a c t  on the mind
The Bodhi t ree  wil l  grow s t e a d i l y .

Hul Neng has no ways and means 
To Insu la te  the mind from a l l  thoughts.
Circumstances of ten  r e a c t  on my mind,
And I wonder how can the  Bodhi t ree  grow?-*0

'Bodhi '  as  noted denotes the knowledge aspect of the 'Prajna-Paramita* 

and Hul Neng Is poin t ing  out  the conceptual nature of Wo Lun's 

understanding.  'Bodhi ' cannot grow; once the Insight  In to  the 

conceptual na tu re  of l ived experience has a r i sen ,  tha t  i s  i t .  The shine 

of the diamond remains In s p i t e  of the dust which c o l l e c t s  upon i t .  I f  

one b e l i ev e s  th a t  removing the  dust  enhances the shine,  then one does 

not unders tand  the nature of the  diamond. From t h i s  s ide  of c louds  the 

sun Is obscured,  from the o th e r  s ide  of the clouds the sun always 

sh ines .  The c la im Is th a t  looking out one sees the c louds ,  I . e .  

concepts and the world, and then hears  the teaching about "emptiness" 

and t r i e s  to  push the clouds away. But the very e f f o r t  of pushing only 

c r e a te s  more c louds,  e .g .  concepts .  The culminating Buddhist not ion Is 

paradoxica l .  The 'Other Shore'  i s  p r io r  to and immanent. I t  i s  not 

"something" t o  be uncovered. I t  i s  simply what Is l e f t  when the 

a c t i v l t e s  which conceal I t  cease .  'The Other Shore' i s  an In s igh t  Into 

the na ture  of the exper iences  of the conceptual mind, not an
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unders tanding  of the conceptual mind. The d i f fe rence  Is  s u b t l e ,  but

c l e a r .  Although I am not deeply versed In W i t tg en s te in ' s  " therapeu t ic"

approach to  solving phi losophic  problems, I want to use one of h i s

" th e ra p e u t ic  Insights" to  br ing  out the d i fference  between

'unde rs tand ing '  and the ' I n s i g h t  e x p e r ien ce ' .

I can know what someone e l se  Is  th ink ing ,  not what 
I am thinking.
I t  Is co r rec t  to  say "I know what you are 
th inking",  and wrong to say " I know what I am 
thinking."
(A whole cloud of philosophy condensed Into a drop 
of grammar.)*1

I f  one understands t h i s  passage, they "see" the technical  dilemma: the 

use of r e l a t io n a l  grammar in the  case of a f i r s t  person u t te rance  tu rn s  

a p rocess  Into an e n t i t y  and c r e a te s  a d u a l l s t l c  framework q u i t e  

s im i l a r  to N ie tzsche 's  Ins igh t  regarding the " l igh tn ing  f la sh ing* .  I t  

I s  c l ev e r  and Impressive and "seeing" and "analyzing* the flaw means 

one has  "understood*. However, from the perspect ive  of " In s ig h t " ,  

something very d i f f e r e n t  happens. A c r i t i c a l  fuse in the psychological

machinery Is  blown. The th ink ing  process  does not s top .  Perception does

not come to  an end. Pain s t i l l  h u r t s .  Circumstances continue to  r e a c t

upon the mind. But they lose a l l  power because the grammatical e n t i t y

upon which they previously l i t  has d isappeared.  'Understanding'  i s  

see ing  why t h i s  must be t ru e  while ' i n s i g h t ' ,  according to  the 

Buddhist ,  Is l iv ing  one 's  l i f e  In tha t  " t r u t h " .

There i s  no p o s i t iv e  e x p l ic a t io n  for  'Nirvana'  because the 

'N I rv an ic '  experience d e f l a t e s  the framework upon which p o s i t i v e  

d e s c r ip t i o n  of experience r e s t s .  The answer i s  sure  to  d i s s a t i s f y  and
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th a t  I s  a l so  c le a r ly  I t s  I n t e n t .  The very notion of wanting conceptual 

a n a ly t i c a l  " sa t i s fac t io n *  from a Buddhist explanation in d ic a te s  tha t  

one has  no " in s ig h t* .  Neither  conceptual ana lys is  nor i t s  q u a l i t y  solve 

the problem; the problem from the Buddhist pos i t ion  i s  the sub t le  

a f f e c t s  which conceptual a n a l y s i s  leave behind; e .g .  the  need to  be 

conceptual ly  s a t i s f i e d .  These s u b t l e  a f f e c t s  are the threads  from which 

s u f f e r in g  i s  sewn. When one “sees" the empty and impermanent nature  of

the th reads ,  the warp and woof, e .g .  ego-sense, of the f a b r i c  begins to

unravel .  As the core un rave ls ,  the means to produce s u f f e r in g ,  e .g .  

unhappiness,  vanishes and from the Buddhist perspect ive  t h a t  Ju s t  is  

'N irvana7.

I want to end on two no tes .  One i s  a reply  to what might appear to  be 

an u n r e a l i s t i c  and n i h i l i s t  undertone which makes the view seem 

f a r - f e tc h e d  and unappealing. The o ther  note is  a more p o s i t iv e  

p o s s i b i l i t y  which might be worth cons ide ra t ion .

On the negative s i d e ,  I am sure tha t  some readers  w i l l  f ind  

the Buddhist depic t ion of 'N irvana7 as  pushing the concept of happiness 

beyond reco g n i t io n .  This k ind of l i f e  does not look l ike  the kind of

l i f e  most people would want to  l i v e .  The el imination of  s u f f e r in g  

c e r t a in ly  has appeal ,  but the lack of any p o s i t iv e  embellishment by the 

successful  outcome of our undertakings  leaves the view in a

motivat ional  void. The dilemma seems to be explaining motivated ac t ion  

tha t  i s  not a t tached  to the r e s u l t ,  expla in ing  the des ire  to  ac t  in the 

absence of the desire  to succeed, or in an even weaker sense 

r eco n c i l in g  the des ire  to ac t  with the r e l a t io n a l  i r re levance  of one7s
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happiness  to the outcome.

The normative dep ic t ion  of happiness i s  one in which the 

c i rcum stan t ia l  outcomes of on e ' s  under taking usually  matter  g rea t ly  

when assess ing  whether or  not one i s  happy. Cer tain ly  th e re  are 

exceptional  people who in s p i t e  of f a i l u r e  and u n f u l f i l l e d  s ig n i f i c a n t  

d e s i r e s  s t i l l  manage to  lead happy l iv es .  However, these kinds of  cases  

a re  j u s t  what I c a l l e d  them, "except ional" .  The normative framework for  

human beings is  one In which ac t ions  matter  and the ac t ions  m at te r  In a 

way which t ig h t ly  connects  the r e s u l t s  of the a c t io n s  to the eva lua t ive  

assessment about the q u a l i ty  of one 's  l i f e .  The Buddhist denies  th a t  

t h i s  i s  the case.  The Buddhist view, as  well as most Eastern views,

w i l l  not r e len t  on t h i s  i s sue .  I f  one Is unhappy, e .g .  s u f f e r in g ,  i t  i s

always because of the presence of a s e l f i s h  des ire  based upon the 

conceptual ram if ica t ions  of denying a t  l ea s t  one of the Great Buddhist

"Tru ths" .  And t h i s  bas ic  t en e t  would seem to  exclude a l l  c i rcum stan t ia l

embellishments given the scope of the d o c t r in e s  of emptiness and

impermanence.

There i s  no doubt t h a t  the view can appear u n a t t r a c t iv e  to  our 

o rd inary  framework. The Buddhist view, l ike  the other  four views,

cha l lenges  the ordinary notion of happiness.  The depic t ion of s u f f e r in g  

as  always being a condi t ion  animated by a s e l f i s h  des ire  might,  on a 

r i g i d  and narrow construal  of ' s e l f i s h ' ,  be t echn ica l ly  t ru e ,  but a 

case could be made fo r  a " l e s s  narrow" construal  of ' s e l f i s h '  which

made a d i s t i n c t i o n  between " ra t iona l  needs" and "unnecessary w an ts" .

The Buddhist,  of course , w i l l  not allow any compromise p o s i t i o n .  The 

" ra t io n a l  need" may r e s u l t  In hur t  or pain and we may even engage In

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



251

behavior to a l l e v i a t e  the s i t u a t i o n .  However given the Buddh is t ' s  

commltment to  the d o c t r in e s  of 'emptiness" and " n o -se l f " ,  n e i th e r  pain 

nor hur t  can be leg i t im ate  s u f f i c i e n t  reasons to be unhappy or  s u f f e r .  

And from a technical  p e r sp e c t iv e ,  I f  there are no leg i t im a te  reasons 

for  s u f f e r in g  there  can be no ro le  for  p o s i t iv e  embellishment to  play 

because g iv ing  any ro le  t o  p o s i t i v e  embellishment would In turn 

leg i t imize  some su f f e r in g .  I f  some readers  are Incl ined to  say a t  t h i s  

point t h a t  i t  Is  poss ib le  to  have a d es i re  for  a b e t t e r  condi t ion  and 

not s u f f e r ,  then those r e a d e r s  would not be a t tached  to  t h e i r  d e s i r e s  

and would be advocating a version of the Buddhist p o s i t i o n .  Anyone 

making such a claim would a l so  have to  be saying tha t  the  absence of 

th a t  d e s i r e ' s  fu l f i l lm e n t  was not s u f f i c i e n t  for  unhappiness as  t h a t  i s  

what "not being a t tached  to  o n e ' s  des ires"  means.

There might be some in c l in a t io n  to  be l ieve  th a t  we a re  r e a l l y  

t a lk in g  about two d i f f e r e n t  concepts  of ' h a p p in e s s ' ,  but I am 

convinced, as  was the case fo r  Vedanta, to note tha t  th e re  are  enough 

s i m i l a r i t i e s ,  a t  l e a s t  in the  ancient  l i t e r a t u r e ,  to b e l iev e  t h a t  the 

notion of the 'supremely happy l i f e '  i s  recognizable  as a shared 

concept.  The problem is  not t h a t  the p a r t i e s  to  the d ispu te  understand 

'supremely happy l i f e '  d i f f e r e n t l y .  The problem Is ,  again ,  the kind of 

l i f e  which each par ty  th inks  f i l l s  the b i l l .  The kind of l i f e  which the 

Buddhist be l iev es  " f i l l s  the  b i l l "  i s  a l i f e  in which the mechanism 

which produces s u f fe r in g  i s  "blown out" .  And unless  one can f in d  

something wrong with the core  d o c t r in e s  of emptiness,  impermanence and 

no-ego, the *una t t ra c t iv e n ess "  generated by the loss  of p o s i t i v e  

embellishment may be something which the ordinary viewpoint cannot
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accept but remains t h e o r e t i c a l l y  sound.

One l a s t  p oss ib le  ob jec t ion  to  the Ins ign i f icance  of p o s i t i v e  

embellishment might concern the r i g i d  happiness/unhappiness p o l a r i t y .  

I t  could seem th a t  the argument depends upon there  being only two 

p oss ib le  op t ions :  e i t h e r  one i s  happy or  one Is  unhappy. I f  there Is  an 

Intermediate  cond i t ion ,  e . g .  n e i the r  happy nor unhappy, between 

happiness and unhappiness,  then the notion of p o s i t iv e  embellishment 

has  a leg i t im ate  ro le  to  p lay .  For example, If  I t  I s  poss ib le  fo r

someone to be n e i the r  happy nor unhappy, then t h i s  person could

le g i t im a te ly  argue th a t  they need something to  make them happy. What 

the Buddhist wants to  claim here Is  tha t  the re  cannot be a neu tra l

co nd i t ion ,  or that  the "neu tra l  condition" j u s t  Is happiness.  Now, In

the example, the presence of the embelli shing d e s i r e  undermines 

happiness  the Instant  the  s u b jec t iv e  r e l a t io n s h ip  between the d e s i r e ' s  

f u l f i l lm e n t  and happiness a r i s e s .  Thus, any neu tra l  condit ion must be 

one of happiness because 'happ iness '  I s  by d e f i n i t i o n  the absence of 

t h i s  su b jec t ive  r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  I . e .  s e l f i s h  d e s i r e  and i t s  r e s u l t a n t  

s u f f e r in g .  There can thus  be no neutral  cond i t ion ,  or a t  lea s t  no 

neu tra l  condi t ion which suppor ts  the Idea of " p o s i t iv e  embellishment* 

because the moment a notion of "pos i t ive  embellishment" a r i s e s  the 

condi t ion  lacks something and Is  no longer n e u t r a l .  I f  the neutral  

condi t ion  needs embel l ishing then the neutral  condi t ion  Is  d e f i c i e n t ,  

and once a def ic iency a r i s e s  the psychological machinery of s u f f e r in g  

wil l  be s e t  In motion. I f  t h i s  were not the case ,  the person would be 

in the p recar ious  p o s i t io n  of claiming th a t  there  i s  nothing wrong with 

her  condi t ion  but I t  could be b e t t e r .
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A case might be made f o r  a neutral  condit ion by c i t i n g  a 

d i s t i n c t i o n  between "not happy" and "unhappy". I t  does seem cogent for 

someone to  c la im th a t  she Is not happy and s t i l l  a lso  claim th a t  she Is 

not unhappy. The Buddhist could be accused of c o n f l a t in g  the two 

not ions .  However t h i s  would only be su s ta in ab le  as long a s  the person 

d id  not mind "not being happy". And again I t  would seem very d i f f i c u l t  

to  exp la in  how t h i s  person could avoid s l id in g  Into the  s u f fe r in g  

cond i t ion .  The neutra l  condit ion would be by d e f in i t io n  a "not happy" 

cond i t ion .  The person would then have to  be aware of a poss ib le  

"bet ter*  co nd i t ion ,  e .g .  happy, and t h i s  would immediately n u l l i f y  

n e u t r a l i t y .  I f  the "neutral condit ion" i s  something the person would 

p re fe r  to  have Improved, then i t  i s  not a neutra l  condi t ion .

On the p o s i t i v e  s id e ,  I bel ieve t h a t  the Buddhist view o f f e r s  a unique 

so lu t ion  to  one of our major problems. This problem has been f ind ing  an 

explanat ion of the legit imate s u b je c t iv e  component. All of ancient  

views examined here envision happiness  as  an end which ought to  be 

f i n a l ,  s e l f - s u f f i c i e n t  and complete.  However ac tua l ly  connecting these 

c r i t e r i a  t o  the legit imate s u b je c t iv e  component has been highly

problematic.  Specifying exact ly  what in terna l  condi t ions  must be 

p resen t  in order  to  be happy seems from the ordinary p e rsp ec t iv e  an

incredib ly  d i f f i c u l t  undertaking. And from the theore t ica l  p e r sp ec t iv e ,  

i f  the a n t i - e s s e n t i a l  1st Is c o r re c t ,  i t  i s  an impossible task .

The Buddhist cha rac te r ize s  t h i s  component as  "the absence of 

the psychologica l  a c t iv i ty  of s u f f e r in g " .  This approach evades the

problem of t ry in g  to  e s ta b l i sh  causal r e l a t io n s  from indeterminate
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data .  Even If  i t  i s  d ispu tab le  whether or not the o b je c t iv e  condit ions  

are  indeterminate ,  i t  cannot be disputed that  one t re ad s  on very 

uns tab le  ground when t ry ing  to  make subjec t ive  cond i t ions  determinate .  

And on the issue of happiness ,  i t  i s  the s u b jec t iv e  element which 

causes the  most d i f f i c u l t  dllemmas. The v i r tue  of the Buddhist pos i t ion  

i s  th a t  by not s t i p u l a t i n g  what must be present  and only noting what 

cannot be p resen t  the view can work a leg i t imate  causal argument. I t  

i d e n t i f i e s  the causal ly  m i t i g a t in g  condit ions  and then says e l iminate  

these and the problem i s  solved.  This approach enables  one to  work with 

the d a ta  present  and f in d  the  causal r e l a t io n s h ip  by examining an 

actual  p resen t  condit ion, I . e .  unhappiness.  Ins tead  of asking,  "What 

w i l l  make me happy?" one asks ,  "What i s  causing me to  be unhappy?" The 

former method requ ires  specu la t ion  while the l a t t e r  only 

o b se rv a t io n .1*3

The Buddhist view of happiness has a paradoxical  look. I t  

i n t e n t io n a l ly  s t r a i n s  the o rd inary  In tu i t io n s  about happiness  and at 

t imes uses  language designed to  d i s tu rb  and upset the logic  of "good" 

reason.  Even the l i f e  of the "happy* Buddhist sage d e f i e s  and s t r a in s  

what we take happy people to  be as  there is  no connection between the 

a f f a i r s  of h i s  l i f e  and the value  ascribed to tha t  l i f e .  Yet when one 

p ee ls  away the dull  and drab appearance, there i s ,  i r o n i c a l l y ,  r ig h t  on 

the su r face  a ra the r  aus te re ,  em pir ica l ,  log ica l ly  sound argument upon 

which the  doctr ine  stands . One i s  e i t h e r  happy or not happy. I f  one is  

happy then t h i s  person does not need any help. I f  one i s  not happy, the 

Buddhist t r i e s  to supply a causal method which i s  grounded in actual 

observat ion to  a l l e v i a t e  t h i s  co n d i t io n .  Nonetheless,  the Buddhist will
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never be able  to s a t i s f y  those who come to the argument with a p r io r  

conception of happiness.  I f  one wants to  f ind  a theory which meets 

t h e i r  conception of happiness ,  the Buddhist cannot supply I t .  The 

Buddhist can only t e l l  us why we are  not happy and if  more i s  needed 

Buddhism wil l  be found sadly  d e f i c i e n t .
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v a r i a n t s  can be found and there  i s  r e a l l y  no "consensus" on which 
p o s i t io n  bes t  r e f l e c t s  the o r ig ina l  doc t r ine ;  although each school w i l l  
argue tha t  " i t s  in te rp re ta t ion*  i s  bes t .

6.  D.T. Suzuki, Studies  in The Lankavatara Su t ra  (Boulder: Prajna 
P re s s ,  1981), 127.

7. see W.V.O, Quine, "Two Dogmas of Empiricism", In From A Logical 
Poin t  of View (Cambridge: Harvard Universi ty  P ress ,  1980).

8. see Richard Rorty, Contingency, irony and s o l i d a r i t y ,  Chapters 1 and 
2 .

9. vKoan' l i t e r a l l y  means puzzle.  I t  Is  a seemly paradoxical r id d le
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th a t  i s  used  as  a mediation device in which the s tuden t  ponders the 
n on-cogn l t lve ly  answerable r i d d l e ;  e . g .  What d id  your face look l ike 
before  you were born? And i f  the e x e rc i se  is  successfu l  the student 
w il l  g lean a measure of ins igh t  in to  the transcendence of the 
conceptual mind. The use of Koan p r a c t i c e  is  o f ten  d ep ic ted  as  a means 
of d e l i b e r a t e l y  undermining the c o gn i t ive  facu l ty .  There i s  
disagreement on t h i s  l a s t  po in t  and some commentators exp la in  the 
Koan7s  r o l e  d i f f e r e n t l y ,  although the explanat ion given here i s  more 
commonly used .  c f .  Hee-Jln Kim, Dogen Kigen Mystical R e a l i s t  (Tuscon: 
Univers i ty  of Arizona Press ,  197§Ti

10. The Lankavatara S u t ra , 289.

11. The Berkeleylan th e s i s  to  which I am r e f e r r in g  in t h i s  passage i s  
the no t ion  th a t  when we t a lk  about ' s e n s ib l e  th in g s7 we are  in fact  
t a l k i n g  about ideas.

12. The Lankavatara S u t ra , 355. The following are rough 
t r a n s l a t i o n s / i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  of some c r i t i c a l  technica l  terms used in 
the passage.  'The Four P ro p o s i t io n s7-  i t  i s ,  i t  i s  n o t ,  I t  ne i the r  is  
nor i s  n o t ,  i t  both is  and i s  no t .  'The Twofold P ass io n s7-  two kinds of 
ev i l  pas s ions  c l a s s i f i e d  as primary and secondary and usua l ly  couched 
in extended explanat ions .  The 'Twofold Hinderances7-  wrong judgments 
and i r r a t i o n a l  passions and given the ex ten t  to which the Buddhist 
plumbs l i f e  the scope here  becomes q u i te  broad. The 'Twofold 
Egolessness7-  n e i th e r  mater ia l  o b j e c t s  nor persons have any abiding, 
e s s e n t i a l  core .

13. The Heart S u t r a , in A Buddhist B ib le , ed. Dwight Goddard (Boston:
Beacon P r e s s ,  1994), 84.

14. The Lankavatara S u t ra , 281.

15. D.T. Suzuki ,  S tudies  in the Lankavatara S u t ra , 115.

16. The Four Noble Truths form the backbone of Buddha7s o r ig in a l  
teachings  and can be found in "Dhammacakkappavattana-sutta" more 
commonly known as  "The Sermon a t  Benares"in The teach ings  of the 
Compassionate Buddha, ed. E.A. B ur t t  (New York: New American Library, 
1955). These four  t ru th s  are  u su a l ly  t r a n s l a t e d  as fo l lows.  1. Life i s  
f u l l  of s u f f e r i n g .  2. The cause of t h i s  s u f fe r in g  i s  s e l f i s h  d es i r e .  3. 
The way to  end the su f fe r ing  Is  to  end s e l f i s h  d e s i r e .  4. And the way 
to  do t h i s  i s  to  follow the Noble E ig h t fo ld  Path.

17. Samyutta-Nlkaya 21.7, In A Buddhist B ib le , ed. Dwight Goddard 
(Boston: Beacon Press ,  1994), 59.

18. The Lankavatara S u t ra . 282.

19. There Is  a  c o n f l i c t  in Buddhism regarding t h e o r i e s  of percept ion .
The ea r ly  Idealism of the "mind-only" doctr ine  as advocated In tex ts
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l ik e  The Lankavatara Sutra and The Surangama Sutra  is  of ten  d ispu ted  by 
a r e a l i s t  s t r a i n  in Buddhist thought .  Since my main In te re s t  i s  not the  
issue of  percept ion  th i s  top ic  i s  beyond my Intended scope. The ea r ly  
t e x t s  seem to  advocate a view s im i l a r  to  Berkeley while the l a t e r  
r e a l i s t  s t r a i n  depar ts  from t h i s  p o s i t i o n .  For my purposes t h i s  issue 
does not r e a l l y  matter .  What makes a  view d i s t i n c t l y  Buddhist i s  the 
b e l i e f  t h a t  the su ffe r ing  "caused* by the ob jec t ive  world can be 
"uncaused* by an insight in to  the na tu re  of sub jec t ive  experience.
Thus, whether the world i s  reduced to  an idea or  not i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  
I r r e l e v a n t  fo r  my purposes. However fo r  those in te re s ted  in the issue I 
recommend the following t e x t s .  Joan Stambaugh, Impermanence Is  
Buddha-nature (Honolulu: University  of  Hawaii Press ,  1990) and Hee-Jin 
Kim, Dogen Kigen Mystical R e a l i s t  (Tucson: The University of Arizona 
P ress ,  1987).

20. The Lankavatara Sutra,  283.

21. I b i d . ,  308.

22. One could view t h i s  issue as  h igh ly  problematic  in the sense th a t  
the primary motivation to following Buddha's teaching seems to  be based 
on the f a c t  tha t  pain "causes* s u f f e r i n g .  Thus i t  could be construed 
th a t  i t  i s  the "badness" of pain which i s  the problem, and the d o c t r in e  
could be viewed as making ' p a i n '  o b je c t iv e ly  negative.  However, as  the 
view u n fo ld s  the psychological exp lana t ion  does appear to  take the 
dominant p o s i t i o n .  The goading provided by " p a in ' s  badness" se rves  more 
to  motivate  the unlearned than as  an ac tua l  Buddhist t h e s i s  as  i t  i s  
u l t im a te ly  the su f fe r in g  caused by the  pain and not the pain per  se 
which i s  Buddha's problem.

23. The Lankavatara S u t ra , 309.

24. D.T. Suzuki,  The Awakening of Zen (Boston: Shambhala P u b l ica t io n s ,  
In c . ,  1987),  83.

25. See P h i l ip p a  Foot, "Moral Bel ie fs"  in Theories of E th ic s , ed. 
Ph i l ippa  Foot (New York: Oxford U nivers i ty  P re ss ,  1990).

26. The Lankavatara S u t ra . 285.

27. I b i d . ,  286.

28. c f .  "The Panca Si la" (The Five P re c e p t s ) ,  in What The Buddha Taught , 
Walpola Rahula (New York: Grove P ress  I n c . ,  1959), 80.

29. The analogy of the "ra f t"  Is o f ten  used here .  One uses the r a f t  to  
reach the  "Other Shore", but upon reach ing  o n e ' s  des t ina t ion  one no 
longer has  any need for  the vehic le  which one used to reach the 
d e s t i n a t i o n .  In o ther  words, I need to  have a moral code and follow i t  
in order  to  r e s t r a i n  and u l t im a te ly  crush my ego and the s e l f i s h  
d e s i r e s  which move i t  to ac t ion .  A f ter  the success  of the ego-crushing
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work, I no longer need mora li ty  because there i s  nothing to  r e s t r a i n .

30. D.T. Suzuki,  The Awakening of Zen, 66.

31. The d ep ic t ion  of Buddha as  a "Bodhlsattva" i s  u su a l ly  used a t  t h i s
po in t  in the  doc t r ine .  The ' Bodh lsa t tva '  i s  one who out of compassion 
d ed ica te s  h i s  or  her  l i f e  to  he lp ing  o thers  see the g rea t  Buddhist 
Tru ths .  Whether t h i s  t a c t i c  so lv e s  the problem seems to me
qu es t ionab le .  On the one hand compassion can be used as  means to
expla in  the motivat ion for  "post-enlightenment" a c t io n .  But the real 
problem i s  t h a t  from a th e o r e t ic a l  p o in t  i f  the compassion does not 
a r i s e ,  the re  remains no way to  c r i t i c i z e  "post-enlighenment" immoral 
behavior u n le s s  one s t i p u l a t e s  a  connection between the two which would 
seem to  r e q u i re  some semblance of b inding  conceptua l iza t ion .

32. Hee-Jln Kim, Dogen Kigen Mystical R e a l i s t , 206.

33. c f .  I b i d . ,  Section Five "Monastic Asceticism: The Way of Ritual and 
M ora l i ty " .

34. The Diamond S u t ra , In A Buddhist B ib le ,ed. Dwight Goddard (Boston: 
Beacon P r e s s ,  1994), 90.

35. MaJJhlma-Nlkaya 9, in A Buddhist B ib le , ed. Dwight Goddard (Boston: 
Beacon P r e s s ,  1994), 34-35.

36. c f .  Stephan B u t te r f ie ld ,  "Accusing the Tiger:  Sexual E th ics  and 
Buddhist Teachers" ,  Tricycle I n o .4 (Summer 1992), 46-51. And 
"Interview with Pema Chodron". T r icy c le  I I I  no . l  (Fal l  1993), 16-24.

37. Chogyam Trungpa, The Myth of Freedom (Boston: Shambhala 
P u b l i c a t io n s ,  I n c . ,  1988), 118.

38. The Heart S u t r a , 86.

39. The double negation is  a cons tan t  Buddhist t a c t i c  which I suspect 
might r an k le  those committed to  log ica l  acumen. But i t  needs to  be 
remembered t h a t  the Buddhist I s  committed to defying the logical  need 
to  c a te g o r iz e  and u l t imate ly  views t h i s  need as  an impediment. In a 
c e r t a in  sense  these kinds of s ta tm en ts ,  qu i te  common in the l i t e r a t u r e ,  
might be viewed as  an ear ly  a t tempt to  "cure" the need for  metaphysical 
an a ly s i s .

40 .Hul Neng, "Temperament and Circumstances", in The Diamond Sutra and 
The Su tra  of  Hul Neng, t ra n s .  A.F. P r ic e  and Wong hou-Lam (Boulder: 
Shambhala Pub1ic a t  ions, In c . ,  1969), 82.

41. Ludwig W it tgens te in ,  Philosophic  I n v e s t ig a t io n s , t r a n s .  G.E.M. 
Anscombe (New York: MacMillan Pub l ish ing  Company, I n c . ,  1968), 222.

42. c f .  Walpola Rahula, What The Buddha Taught, Chpt .VlII .  Rahula
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defends an i n t e rp r e t a t i o n  of Buddha's view which advocates some measure 
of com p a t ib i l i ty  for  ordinary soc ia l  and economic welfare with the 
r ad ica l  "High" Buddhist Ideals.  The i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  uses an 
• ins trumenta l  use* view to reconc i le  some kinds of worldly d e s i r e  
f u l f i l lm e n t  and the radical  an t i -concep tua l  i n t e rp r e t a t i o n s .  However, 
i t  i s  my view th a t  any r e c o n c i l i a t io n  can only be a prel iminary cru tch  
and u l t im a te ly  the radical  view must be e i t h e r  completely accepted or 
t o t a l l y  r e j e c t e d .
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Chapter 7 Conclusion: The Best Chance of Success

One th ing  which emerges from t h i s  study i s  the tension  and c o n f l i c t in g  

i n t u i t i o n s  which surround the major themes. The c o n f l i c t  between 

in te rna l  ism and external ism, the ro le  of m ora l i ty ,  and the place for  

p leasure  and pain in an exp lanat ion  of 'happiness" are  not easy Issues 

to  dec ide .  And, of course, f in d in g  a def in ing e x p l ic a t io n  for  the kind 

of l i f e  which best exemplif ies  'happiness '  i s  the most d i f f i c u l t  task 

of a l l .

Each of these i s su e s  presen ts  a dilemma In which the

comnon-sense perspect ive c la sh es  with the th e o re t ic a l  viewpoint and one 

Is l e f t  having to make a "choice* tha t  cannot completely s a t i s f y  both 

s id e s  of the tension. For example, common sense t e l l s  us that  the 

ob jec t ive  condit ions  of o n e ' s  l i f e  have to m at ter  to some degree. But

then there  i s  no way to  c r e a t e  any necessary connection between any

p a r t i c u l a r  objec t ive  condi t ions  and the m anifes ta t ion  of happiness in 

o n e ' s  l i f e .  Common sense would p re fe r  th a t  m ora li ty  have some

s ig n i f i c a n t  r o le  in the l i f e  of the happy person. Yet i t  Ju s t  has to be 

wrong to claim tha t  immoral people cannot be happy because there i s  no 

logical  r e l a t io n  between m ora l i ty  and happiness th a t  would make the 

l a t t e r  impossible in the absence of the former. F in a l ly ,  the person 

undergoing extreme unnecessary pain does not appear to  be a very 

promising candidate for  a happy l i f e ,  but again formulating the 

s p e c i f i c s  of the re la t io n a l  connection i s  f u l l  of counter -fac tua l  

p o s s i b i l i t i e s .  Common sense w i l l  t e l l  us tha t  ob jec t ive  depr iva t ion ,
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Immorality,  and extreme pain ought to  be condi t ions  tha t  deprive one of 

a happy l i f e ,  but theory shows us  th a t  i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t ,  i f  not 

impossible,  to  make the needed connect ions .  I f  t h i s  i s  c o r r e c t ,  and I 

be l ieve  i t  I s ,  then none of these  views can s a t i s fy  us completely 

because each makes a choice on these  Issues  and thus leaves the door 

open to  cogent object ion.  Perhaps, the  bes t  one can do i s  to  f i n d  the 

view which bes t  charac te r izes  the happy l i f e  and then o f f e r  the  best  

defense p o s s ib l e .

Before o f fe r ing  what I take t o  be the most de fens ib le  view, I 

would l ike  to  r e f l e c t  back on the major thematic issues  to  see what we 

have learned from t h i s  study, a t tempt to  locate any common th reads  

which run through a l l  the views, and note  the s ig n i f i c a n t  p la ce s  where 

the views d i f f e r .

On the e x te rn a l / in te rn a l  i s su e ,  i t  seems that  in the end a l l  

these anc ien t  views opt for some vers ion  of Internal  ism. Even Epicurus 

and A r i s t o t l e ,  who give the most re levance to external  co n s id e ra t io n s ,  

are  u l t im a te ly  driven to an i n t e r n a l i s t  conception of 'h a p p in e s s ' .  

Epicurean ' a t a r a x l a '  and A r i s t o t l e ' s  f in a l  exp l ica t ion  of 'eudaimonla '  

as contemplation in the end simply p la c a te  the e x t e r n a l i s t  i n t u i t i o n s  

and opt fo r  a f ina l  conception of happy l iv in g  which i s  I n te rn a l ly  

grounded. The other  three views have no use a t  a l l  for  e x t e r n a l s  and 

wil l  o u t r i g h t  eschew, ra th e r  than t r y  to  vei l  or temper, t h e i r  

opposit ion to  external dependency. Now, of course, some defenders  of 

external  ism w i l l  not view A r i s to t l e  as  o f f e r in g  an i n t e r n a l i s t  account 

of happiness as  some scholars  do p r e f e r  the A r i s to te l i an  view which 

d ep ic ts  happiness  as  a "kind of l i f e " .  However given what A r i s t o t l e
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does say In NE Book X, I b e l ieve  there  can be no question about the 

kind of  l i f e  which A r i s to t l e  th inks  i s  bes t ,  and th a t  l i f e  i s  a l i f e  of 

contemplat ing Divine Tru ths .  Hence, I would claim th a t  a l l  of these 

views make I n t e r n a l i s t  tu rn s .

I t  Is  ce r ta in ly  t ru e  th a t  the degree of the In te rna l  ism wl11 

vary, but  a l l  these views do t ry  to  explo i t  what I would ca l l  the 

" I n t e r n a l i s t  advantage". I take t h i s  advantage to  have qu i te  a few 

t h e o r e t i c a l  a s se t s .  The f i r s t  a s s e t  i s  that  the i n t e r n a l i s t  can always 

exp la in  f a i l u r e  without the p o s s i b i l i t y  of th e o re t ic a l  r e fu ta t io n .  

Since the mastery to be assessed  i s  not ob jec t ive ly  a s se s sa b le ,  f a i lu r e  

can always be explained by the lack of i n t e r n a l i s t  mastery. Another

i n t e r n a l i s t  advantage i s  t h a t  no e x t e r n a l i s t  view can supply a f i n i t e

l i s t  o f  necessary and s u f f i c i e n t  condit ions  for  happiness .  And any 

e f f o r t  to  do so could be r e fu te d  and, in a l l  l ik e l ihood ,  would be 

r e fu t e d  by a t  leas t  one of our f ive  I n t e r n a l i s t s .  F ina l ly  the 

i n t e r n a l i s t  has on h i s  s id e  what I have c a l l e d  " the  legi t imate  

su b je c t iv e  component". I b e l i ev e  t h i s  element to be the only thing 

c lose to  a necessary cond i t ion  for  happiness and the I n t e r n a l i s t  by 

giv ing  i t  p r i o r i t y  p a l l i a t e s  the most compelling In tu i t i o n  on th i s  

i s sue .  I f  o n e ' s  l i f e  does not "feel  r igh t"  on the Inside i t  Ju s t  seems 

wrong to  be l ieve  that  anyone could be happy. Thus, I would add th a t  not 

only were these ancients  i n t e r n a l i s t s  but that  they were qu i te  clever 

to  be such from the th e o re t ic a l  pe r sp ec t iv e .

On the issue of m ora l i ty  th ings  do not work out qu i te  as  well

fo r  our anc ien t  th inkers .  None of the them want i t  to be the case that

the immoral person becomes a v iab le  candidate for  happiness,  but they
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a l l  have problems In showing why t h i s  must be t rue .  Epicurus cannot 

possib ly  make any connection between mora l i ty  and happiness  given h i s  

s t a t e d  p r i o r i t i e s .  The pu rsu i t  of "pleasure' '  i s  simply not compatible 

with any genuine "other  concern". A r i s t o t l e  t r i e s  to  make the

connection but cannot avoid the "instrumental use of persons problem* 

and thus could be accused of devaluing m ora l i ty  for  the sake of theory. 

Of the Western views, the S to ics  do the bes t  Job here,  but f ind ing  a 

place  fo r  mora li ty  within t h e i r  th e o re t ic a l  s t ru c tu re  r e q u i re s  the

assumption of s t ro n g  metaphysical premises,  e .g .  S to ic  Holism, the 

id e n t i ty  th e s i s ,  and a change of language which leaves much to  des ired .

The Eastern views avoid the s e l f - i n t e r e s t  problem of 

A r i s t o t l e ,  the language problem of S to ic s  and the p leasure problem of 

Epicurus by d e f l a t i n g  the ego and undermining the ordinary conceptual 

framework. They thus  leave us with no reason to be Immoral and no 

motivational s t r u c t u r e  in which immorality can r e s u l t  in happiness 

because immorality g e t s  t i e d  to  s e l f i s h n e s s  and the p r e r e q u i s i t e  for 

Eastern happiness i s  no s e l f i s h n e s s .  However, though the Eastern views 

do avoid the problems which undermine the  Western views, they are  not 

without  th e i r  own d i f f i c u l t i e s .  Both views want to advocate an e th ic  

grounded in the absence of s e l f i sh n e s s .  However once the rad ica l  nature 

of t h e i r  eg o - sh a t te r in g  polemic i s  exposed, there  seems l i t t l e  room 

l e f t  for  mora li ty  being anything more than a crutch which the

enl ightened sage has no reason to use.

What i s  most i n t e re s t in g  here i s  the d i f f e r e n t  d i r e c t i o n s  

taken by the two pe rspec t ives .  The Western views attempt to  connect

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



264

m ora l i ty  to  happiness by making moral behavior causa l ly  e f f icac io u s  In 

the production of happiness while the Eastern views concentrate on

making Immorality c a u sa l ly  e f f i c a c io u s  In producing unhappiness.

Nei ther  a t tempt ,  In my op in ion ,  succeeds and I t  j u s t  may be the case 

th a t  m o ra l i ty ,  though we might p r e fe r  It  to be, cannot be causa l ly

connected to  happiness In a thoroughly s a t i s fy in g  manner.

When we come to  the Issue of pleasure and pa in ,  we f ind  an 

I n t e r e s t i n g  a l l i an ce  as  th e re  i s  a c lea r  break w i th in  the sect ional  

ranks In which the S to i c s  s id e  with the Eastern viewpoints.  Both

Epicurus  and A r i s to t l e  th in k  th a t  the happy l i f e  ought to be a 

p le a su ra b le  l i f e .  Though the technica l  ro le s  which p leasure  plays In 

these two views are q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t ,  th e i r  actual  approaches to

p leasu re  are not t h a t  d i f f e r e n t .  Both view p leasure  as good, 

s i g n i f i c a n t  and Important In t h e i r  conceptions of happiness.  Both are 

c a u t io u s  In the presence of  p lea su re ;  austere  Epicureanism is  not that  

d i f f e r e n t  from moderate A r l s to te l l a n l sm  In p r a c t i c e .  And the crucia l

s i m i l a r i t y  Is  that  they both be l ieve  that  a l i f e  not animated by

Pleasure  Is  an unworthy candidate  fo r  a good l i f e . 1 What i s  most

i n t e r e s t i n g  about t h i s  somewhat unusual a l l iance  Is  t h a t  on so many 

o ther  Issues  A r i s to t l e  and Epicurus have no qualms about bucking common 

sense but here they are  u n r e l e n t in g  in th e i r  need to conform to I t .  In 

f a c t  I t  might even be argued th a t  t h i s  Issue Is the only place where 

any of these views shows real  r e sp ec t  for  the "ordinary common-sense 

v iew po in t" .

The other  three  views c l e a r ly  share the common thread that  

p leasure  Is  not a good to  be pursued and that  pain i s  not a m i t iga t ing
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condi t ion  for  a happy l i f e .  These th ree  views share a c l u s t e r  of theses  

on t h i s  issue .  Pleasure and i t s  pu rsu i t  are problematic in tha t  the 

a c t i v i t i e s  assoc ia ted  with p leasu re  and i t s  p u r su i t  tend to make one 

dependent upon contingent  cond i t ions .  All three p o s i t i o n s  p o s i t

happiness a s  not being dependent upon empirical outcomes and thus 

giving any pos i t ive  value to  p leasure  would run counter to  the core of 

these d o c t r in e s .  Another p o in t  of agreement c e n te r s  around the 

consensus in these views t h a t  pain has no r e l a t io n a l  r o l e  to  play in 

a s ses s ing  happiness.  Though the re  are pragmatic methodological

d i f f e r e n c e s  amongst the th re e  p o s i t io n s ,  they a l l  share the notion of 

devaluing emotive r ea c t io n s  and thus  advocate viewpoints which endorse 

viewing p leasure  and pain from a s tance of ind i f fe rence .  They thus a l l  

take the c o u n te r - in tu i t iv e  s tance  tha t  d i s a s s o c ia te s  p leasure  from 

happiness and does not cons ide r  pain to  be a happ iness -m it iga t ing  

condi t ion .

F ina l ly  the l a s t  major thematic issue concerns the final  

conceptions of happiness.  Each view i s  very d i f f e r e n t  on t h i s  issue 

though there  are s i m i l a r i t i e s  which are shared In varying degrees.  All 

the views seem to  agree t h a t  some measure of in terna l  ism has to play a 

major ro le  in any conception of happiness.  The disagreements  stem from 

the amount of external  Influence th a t  i s  allowed to come in to  play in 

the f ina l  acccounting. The c e n t ra l  confI l e t  stems from p r i o r i t i z i n g  

f i r s t  p r in c ip l e s .  In p a r t i c u l a r ,  the f ive  animating co n d i t io n s ,  e .g .  

' a t a r a x l a ' ,  'ananda ' ,  e t c . ,  a r e  the source of the problem. Comparing a 

l i f e  to a symphony, one might view the condi t ions  rep resen ted  by these 

f ive terms as  the proposed dominant theme of a l i f e .  Thus, the best
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f in a l  conception of  happiness would be t h a t  animating condi t ion  which 

b e s t  represen ted  the  condi tion whose absence from the dominant pos i t ion  

would make happiness  Impossible.  In o the r  words, I s  one of these 

cond i t ions  c l e a r ly  Important enough th a t  we would be i n c l in e d  to  say 

th a t  I t s  absence excludes the p o s s i b i l i t y  of happiness?

Though I w i l l  contend below t h a t  ' J o y '  bes t r e p re s e n t s  t h i s  

con d i t io n ,  there  Is  probably no way to  decide t h i s  Issue In a 

completely s a t i s f a c t o r y  manner. Before one could answer the  question,  

one would f i r s t  have to  define ' h a p p in e s s ' .  And given the  d e f in i t io n  

which each p a r t i c ip a n t  o f f e r s ,  the r e l ev an t  condit ion i s  going to  meet 

the s t i p u l a t i o n s  and c r i t e r i a  which the view advocates.  Thus, In order 

to  a c tu a l ly  accomplish the task In a manner which does not assume what 

needs to  be proven, one would need a theory-neutra l  d e f i n i t i o n  of 

'h a p p in e s s ' .  The question Is  where would one f ind  such a d e f in i t i o n ?

My proposal Is  to Introduce a s ix t h  theory which I s ,  perhaps, 

as  theory-neu tra l  as  one Is  going to f ind  and would have been ava i lab le  

to  a l l  our p a r t i c i p a n t s .  I would ca l l  t h i s  s ix th  view “the ordinary 

notion of happiness" .  I take the following to  be a f a i r  r ep re sen ta t io n  

of t h i s  view. From the ordinary perspec t ive  'happiness '  i s  a s t a t e  of 

mind th a t  Is  causa l ly  r e l a t e d  to  external  condi t ions  and might be 

def ined  as "being pleased  with one 's  l i f e " .  The view accomodates 

ld losyncrac les  while a t  the same time being committed to most

common-sense I n t u i t i o n s .  The view has f l e x i b i l i t y  while remaining 

anchored around a s t a b l e  core. P e r s o n a l i t i e s  can d i f f e r  about the 

causal relevance of many, i f  not most, of l i f e ' s  exper iences,  but there 

Is a c lu s t e r  of condi t ions  which are  "v i r tu a l ly "  necessary for
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happiness.  A rough o u t l i n e  of these condit ions would include,  food, 

water ,  s h e l t e r ,  companionship, a means to make a l i v in g ,  and some 

degree of autonomy and freedom. As one moves away from t h i s  core, 

s ig n i f ic a n c e  will  vary al though one could p r i o r i t i z e .  Perhaps one could 

draw a f ig u re  with concen tr ic  c i r c l e s  to represent  the viewpoint .  Core 

Items or exper iences  are  those which have very high c o r r e l a t i o n s  with 

happiness  ac ross  the p o pu la t ion .  The fu r the r  one moves from the center 

or core ,  the l e s s  l ikely  i t  would be to  f ind  consensus.

As f a r  as the major Issues  are concerned, the view would claim 

th a t  c e r t a i n  externals  do genera l ly  mat ter ,  but there could surely  be 

people for  whom th i s  might not be t ru e .  And the f u r t h e r  removed from 

the cen te r  a p a r t ic u la r  i tem might be, the more l ik e ly  disagreement 

w il l  happen. However, the view remains an e x t e r n a l i s t  view as  on the 

ordinary  conception of happiness  someone s ta rv in g  in poverty i s  not a 

l ik e ly  candidate  for happiness .  On the issue of m o ra l i ty ,  the view 

would be pragna t lc .  The ordinary  view would not deny th a t  the 

successful  cr ime-lord could  be happy. But i t  would in most cases  not 

advocate such a l i f e s t y l e .  The p o s s i b i l i t y  of being caught ,  punished, 

imprlsioned, e t c . ,  would not be worth the r i s k  and thus  being moral 

would be viewed as a pragmatic means towards a happy l i f e .  The ordinary 

view would embrace p lea su re ,  a t  l e a s t  "wholesome" ones and quite 

probably a moderate degree of "unwholesome" p leasu res .  Pain would 

c le a r ly  be viewed as an impediment to  happiness with the degree of the 

impediment being co r re la te d  to  the length of time and I n te n s i ty  of the 

pain .  And, of course, the o rd ina ry  view would recognize the  p o s s i b i l i t y  

of t r a d e - o f f s  In t h i s  a re a .  For example, I t  would make sense for
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someone who bel ieved  the ordinary  view to  a t tend  "p a in fu l ly  dull"  

philosophy c la s se s  for  the sake of o n e ' s  degree and thus a b e t t e r  Job, 

or  to  engage In vigorous "painful* exe rc ise  for the sake of  h e a l th .  

F ina l ly  as a f ina l  exp l ica t ion  of  the kind of l i f e  with which one i s  

most l ike ly  to  be "pleased",  the view would o f fe r  some vers ion  of a 

" s a t i s f a c t i o n  view of happiness" in which important and s i g n i f i c a n t  

d e s i r e s  and needs are  f u l f i l l e d .  And ' f u l f i l l m e n t '  would be construed  

here In both the sense of " f e e l in g  good about what came about" ,  I . e .  

emotive, and i t  a c tu a l ly  being the case th a t  the need or d e s i r e  was 

met.

All of our ancient  t h e o r i s t s  would have disagreed with t h i s

view and would, in f a c t ,  t e l l  anyone l iv in g  a l i f e  based upon these

b e l i e f s  tha t  she was incorrec t  about 'h a p p in e ss ' .  On a t  l e a s t  some 

p o in t s ,  and for  some of the ancient  views on many p o in t s ,  the ordinary  

view Is In d i r e c t  c o n f l i c t  with the ancient  t h e o r i s t s .  This

circumstance a l so  rep re sen ts  a major d i f fe ren ce  between those who hold 

the ordinary viewpoint and the an c ie n t s .  The ordinary viewpoint Is  more 

p l i a b l e  than our ancient  t h e o r i s t s .  Though those who hold the ordinary  

view point may d ispute  the kind of l i f e  which would be the happy l i f e ,  

they are  not as  inc l ined  as the an c ien ts  to  bel ieve tha t  those with 

whom they disagree In t h e i r  conceptions of happiness cannot be happy. 

Some may think a p a r t i c u l a r  conception of happiness to be odd or

p e c u l i a r ,  but the ordinary  tendency i s  to  give great  respect  to  the old 

Latin  dictum "de gus t lbus  nondisputandum e s t " , i . e .  In m at ters  of t a s t e  

l e t  the re  be no d ispu te .

The c r i t e r i a  for  In s t a n t i a t i o n  of the ordinary view are  so
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non -sp ec i f ic  tha t  I t  al lows cons iderable  f l e x i b i l i t y .  I f  a person 

remains within the broad bounds of common sense,  the re  Is  from the 

o rd ina ry  perspect ive  an I n c o r r i g i b i l i t y  about t h e i r  testimony to the

presence or absence of happiness  In t h e i r  l i f e .  One could say tha t  for  

the ord inary  view I t  Is  not abso lu te ly  necessary to  be completely

■right" or In accord about 'h a p p in e ss '  In order to  be happy. While from 

the viewpoint  of our anc ien t  t h e o r i s t s ,  the s p e c i f i c s  of 'happiness '

must be completely c lea r  befo re  the assessment can be beyond d ispu te .  I 

know t h a t  there are gray a reas  here and c h a ra c te r iz in g  "what the 

o rd ina ry  person bel ieves" I s ,  of course ,  to venture Into an area tha t  

Is  both  treacherous and d i sp u ta b le .  However, I th ink I t  I s  defensible

to c la im th a t  the ordinary view of happiness Is qu i te  e c l e c t i c ,  highly

t o l e r a n t  of d i f fe rence ,  and reasonably comfortable In not demanding

s t ro n g  spec i fy ing  c r i t e r i a .  And In t h i s  sense, the view I s  In d i re c t  

c o n f l i c t  with these ancient  p o s i t i o n s .  On a l l  of our anc ient  views, not 

having a completely c l e a r  and co r rec t  conception of happiness

undermines the p o s s i b i l i t y  of f ind ing  happiness no mat ter  how 

"reasonable" one 's  common-sense defense might be .a

The "weakness" of the ordinary  view i s  th a t  I t  cannot 

withstand  the assau l t  of ph i losophic  r ig o r  with which the ancient 

t h e o r i s t s  wil l  a s sau l t  i t .  The view does not s o r t  out necessary and 

s u f f i c i e n t  condit ions  very w e l l .  Success often depends upon

circumstances over which the Individual has l i t t l e  or no c o n t ro l .  And 

I t  s e t s  such an i l l - d e f i n e d  course th a t  we cannot r e a l ly  be sure what 

the o b je c t iv e  is  and how one Is  supposed to go about a t t a i n i n g  It  as

the end seems to d i f f e r  and bend depending upon the

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



270

im poss lb le - to -ca tegor lze  Id iosyncra t ic  whims of the indiv idual .

The ques t ion  we might pose to  b r ing  t h i s  a l l  to a  c lose  I s  the 

following.  Suppose someone in ancient  t imes bel ieved the ord inary  

i n t u i t i o n s  but had f a i l e d  miserably l i v in g  by the c r i t e r i a  o f  the

ordinary view. This person suspects  th a t  something might be wrong with

the ordinary  view, but deep-seated b e l i e f s  cannot be pushed too f a r  

from o n e ' s  core i n t u i t i o n s .  This person i s  w l l 1ing to  bend bu t  not 

break the foundation upon which h i s  l i f e  has been b u i l t .  This person

chooses to  en te r  an e c l e c t i c  Middle-Eastern school in which a l l  f iv e  of

these  d o c t r in e s  a re  taught .

I n i t i a l l y ,  the A r i s to te l i a n  view has  g rea t  charm. Successful 

l i v in g  in which a s u f f i c i e n t  supply of s i g n i f i c a n t  external goods Is

Important does not shake the ordinary foundation very much. Viewing

mora l i ty  as  ins t rum enta l ly  helpful  a l so  agrees  with the ord inary  

viewpoint .  The Idea t h a t  a happy l i f e  must be a p leasurable  l i f e  Is

a l so  appeal ing .  Our p i lg r im  might a t  t h i s  po in t  th ink tha t  perhaps the 

ordinary view was co r rec t  and tha t  he was j u s t  not properly  t r a in e d  In 

executing i t .  And, of course ,  he wil l  f in d  the needed t r a i n i n g  in 

A r i s t o t l e .  Some of  the t r a in i n g  Is r a th e r  r igo rous  and some bas ic  value 

b e l i e f s  r equ i re  adjustment ,  but he had suspected  such a s i t u a t i o n  to  

a r i s e .  He l ik e s  A r i s t o t l e ' s  common-sense approach and, in p a r t i c u l a r ,

the way the system "corrects* h i s  b e l i e f s  without forc ing  ra d ic a l  

a l t e r a t i o n s .  However, eventual ly  our p i lg r im  reaches  NE Book X and the 

foundation Is severe ly  r a t t l e d .  The Idea of spending one 's  l i f e  

contemplating the e terna l  t ru th s  simply does not comport a t  a l l  wi th 

the ordinary deep-sea ted  b e l i e f s  which our p i lgr im  cannot s top
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b e l iev in g .  And then to compound the problem our p i lg r im  remembers tha t  

he was merely a "C" student and hones t ly  wonders how he could possibly 

"succeed".

D i s s a t i s f i e d  with A r i s t o t l e ,  our p i lg r im  approaches Epicurean 

t e x t s .  Again, I n i t i a l l y  there  Is  a c e r t a in  measure of enticement.  A 

l i f e  of p leasu re  and t r a n q u i l l i t y  does not shake the  foundation a t  a l l .  

The t r a in i n g  seems less  s t r e s s f u l  and the road i s  open to a l l  

r eg a rd le s s  of t h e i r  "Innate" a b i l i t i e s .  The d e s i r e  management p ro jec t  

seems l ik e  good common sense and a l i f e  without pain  has grea t  appeal.  

However, as our p i lgr im  plumbs deeper he n o t ice s  the aus te re  nature of 

Epicurean p leasu re .  The Idea of r e t r e a t  Into the garden had a ce r ta in  

charm. But once the fu l l  r a m if ic a t io n s  of t h i s  l i f e s t y l e  are taken Into 

account and the g loss  of the su rface  p ie rced ,  the magic begins to wane. 

Epicurus w r i te s  about f r iendsh ip ,  but given h i s  commitment to  pleasure 

I t  seems d i f f i c u l t  to  r e a l ly  care  about anyone e l s e .  Epicurus Idea l izes  

p leasu re ,  but digging beneath the surface  Epicurean p leasure  Is very 

bland. The ord inary  In tu i t io n s  f i t  qu i te  n ice ly  with the ideas of 

mental t r a n q u i l l i t y  and the absence of pain.  However, he then reads the

death argument and the s tory  about the happy Epicurean on the rack and

th ings  become u n se t t l ed .  The reason the Epicurean view had so 

completely charmed him was the ordinary  appeal to  t r a n q u i l l i t y  and

p lea su re .  But once he unpacks Epicurus '  view of good l iv ing ,  the

t r a n q u i l l i t y  only comes a t  the cos t  of a l l  h i s  ordinary In tu i t io n s  

about the p leasu res  which he thought he would be g e t t i n g .  What Epicurus 

c a l l s  "pleasurable"  simply does not look very p leasan t  to  him and he 

r e j e c t s  the Epicurean view.
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Our p i lg r im  next examines some Stoic  t e x t s .  I n i t i a l l y  these

have some rea l  power. After a l l ,  h i s  ordinary method had f a i l e d  and the 

S to ic s  are c l e a r l y  opposed to  most of the c r i t e r i a  he thought were 

needed for  happiness.  The S to ic s  a re  s t rong  i n t e r n a l i s t s .  Perhaps, t h i s  

i s  where he had gone wrong. He thought happiness,  as the ordinary  view 

would have I t ,  came from without .  He thought p leasure mattered and pain 

was something which the happy person had to avoid. He thought tha t  

v i r t u e  was a  means to an end, though t h i s  was not something openly 

admit ted.  He even ge ts  a bonus as  the S to ics  soothe the deep ve i led  

f e a r  th a t  A r i s t o t l e ' s  e l i t i s m  might be r ig h t  and tha t  he was doomed to 

f a i l u r e .  Anyone can become t r u l y  happy here .  Our p i lgr im  r e a l i z e s ,  of

course ,  tha t  the pos i t ion  wil l  r eq u i re  a major rev is ion  In h i s  b e l i e f s ,  

but he had sensed tha t  for  some time now. However as  he observes 

successful  S to ics ,  he does not l ike  what he sees .  They do not look l ike 

happy people.  'Apathela '  sounded grea t  on papyrus, but I t  does not 

• fee l"  very good. He Is t o l d  i t  Is not supposed to feel good. The 

•negative* Stoicism of Epic te tus  and Marcus Aurelius begins to resemble 

the l i f e  of a l iv in g  corpse .  However before q u i t t i n g  the p ro je c t  he 

stumbles onto some of Seneca 's  more "posi t ive"  views and reads  about 

being "w e l l -a f fec ted " ,  e .g .  ' e u p a t h e l a l ' 3 . Yet much l ike Epicurus

what Seneca c a l l s  being "wel l -a f fec ted"  does not appear very

p leasurab le  to  him. And he concludes tha t  the p r ice  one must pay for  

S to ic  success Is not worth the r e s u l t .  S toic  ' a p a t h e l a ' ,  though giving 

him the grea t  power of being Imperturbable,  takes away much of l i f e ' s  

ordinary  sweetness.  At t h i s  p o in t ,  he Is  w i l l in g  to  s a c r i f i c e  many of 

h i s  ordinary I n tu i t i o n s  about 'happ iness '  but simply cannot l e t  go of
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the notion th a t  there  must be some genuine p o s i t i v e  “f e e l “ to the 

experience and t h i s  the S to ics  cannot provide.

He then tu rns  to  the Eastern t e x t s .  The Buddhists have some 

I n t e r e s t i n g  th ings  to  say. They seem to  h i t  many of the co r rec t  po in ts .  

The Four Noble Truths s t r i k e  him as  very appealing.  The in tu i t i o n s  

which they demand he re le a se  are ones he can s a c r i f i c e .  Life i s  f u l l  of 

s u f f e r i n g  and i f  the cause of t h i s  su f f e r in g  i s  J u s t  s e l f i s h  d es i r e s ,  

the re  i s  some p o s s i b i l i t y  here.  The doct r ine  of “ Impermanence" a lso  has 

some appeal and reminds him of some of the worthwhile po in ts  he had 

found in Stoicism. Though i n i t i a l l y  a staunch e x t e r n a l i s t ,  h i s  b e l i e f  

in ex terna l  ism i s  beginning to wane given the c o n s is te n t  opposit ion to 

i t  he has been f ind ing ,  and thus Buddhist in terna l  ism does not d is tu rb  

him very much. The preliminary Buddhist moral view a lso  seems qui te  

sound. You simply do the r ig h t  th ing  and s ince s e l f i s h  des i re s  cause 

s u f f e r i n g  there  seems to be no reason to do anything wrong. And the 

crowning Buddhist v i r tu e  of compassion gives  him something of genuine 

worth towards which to s t r i v e .  The neutral  s tance towards pleasure  and 

pain Is  a l so  somewhat acceptable .  Pleasure s t i l l  p l e a s e s  and pain s t i l l  

h u r t s ,  but he need not r ad ic a l ly  a l t e r  h i s  language and he sees some 

real  p o s s i b i l i t y  of weaning himself away from h i s  deep b e l ie f  tha t  

p leasu re  i s  connected to happiness.  I f  the p u r su i t  of p leasure comes 

from a s e l f i s h  d e s i r e  then unhappiness w l11 fo llow. However, as our 

p i lg r im  digs  deeper he comes upon t h i s  s trange doc tr ine  of “emptiness*. 

All of h i s  b e l i e f s  are  e s s e n t i a l l y  empty. The Buddhist Is not Jus t  

shaking h i s  ordinary  foundation; the Buddhist i s  demanding tha t  the 

whole s t r u c t u r e  of h i s  b e l i e f s  crumble. The Buddhist i s  demanding
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something which ne i ther  A r i s t o t e l i a n  r ig o r  nor S to ic  extremes demanded; 

the Buddhist i s  u l t im ate ly  c la im ing  th a t  he must give up not only some 

of h i s  ques t ioned  b e l i e f s  but h i s  e n t i r e  ordinary  framework. The th ings  

he had found so charming about the  view are simply c ru tches ,  r a f t s ,  to 

take him t h i s  “other shore*, b u t  In order  to  reach t h i s  "other  shore1 

he must f i r s t  burn the r a f t  i t s e l f .  And thus our p i lg r im  c loses  the 

book on Buddhism. Too much of a  pragmatis t  to take the f ina l  leap and 

too s in c e re ly  Involved a t  t h i s  p o in t  to  opt for  the secu la r  g lo ss ,  he 

r e j e c t s  the Buddhist pos i t ion .

Rather somber and somewhat de jec ted  our p i lg r im  p u l l s  himself 

toge ther  and en te r s  the room where Vedanta Is  taught .  The topic  Is  

about a s t range  word he has  never  heard before .  The word Is 'ananda'

and he Is  to ld  I t  means supreme Joy or b l i s s .  This sounds somewhat

In sp i r in g  to  him and I n i t i a l l y  does  not shake h i s  foundation a t  a l l .  In 

t h i s  system the happy l i f e  Is  a l i f e  animated by a f e e l i n g  of Joy. This

sounds very In te re s t in g .  The view Is  a s trong I n t e r n a l i s t  p o s i t io n .

Happiness comes from within ; e x t e r n a l s  do not m at te r .  This kind of view 

s t i l l  does not s i t  p e r fec t ly  well with him, but i t  does seem to contain

one message which h is  foray Into  self-improvement cont inues  to present

to  him. And then he not ices  something which s t r i k e s  him as  a reasonable 

compromise to  h i s  In tu i t iv e  t r e p i d a t i o n s .  The view does not ac tua l ly  

claim th a t  Joy or  b l i s s  cannot come from ex te rn a l s ,  i t  only claims tha t  

t h i s  i s  not necessary.  As f a r  as  ex ternal  condi t ions  are  concerned,

none are  necessary and any could  be s u f f i c i e n t .  He Is  to ld  tha t  these

r e l a t io n s h ip s  are  very Important because they lead to an I n te rn a l i s t  

explanat ion of Joy.
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He wonders how and why these exp lana t ions  must lead  to  an 

I n t e r n a l i s t  explanat ion of ' h a p p in e s s ' .  The answer he f inds  I s  t h a t  Joy 

or b l i s s  comes from w i th in .  He wonders from where i t  might come. The 

t e x t s  Ind ica te  the b l i s s  or  Joy i s  connected to  the body; I t  i s  a 

bodi ly  “f e e l in g " .  And the t e x t s  claim th a t  any experience animated by 

t h i s  f e e l i n g  Is a happy experience and th a t  a happy l i f e  would be a 

l i f e  animated by t h i s  f e e l i n g ,  a l i f e  whose dominant theme was one of 

Joy. The t e x t s  t e l l  him the f e e l i n g  Is  always p re se n t .  He wonders how

t h i s  could be true s ince  he does not always feel  t h i s  f e e l in g .  The

t e x t s  claim tha t  h i s  thoughts prevent him from fe e l in g  th i s  f e e l i n g  by 

imposing condi t ions  upon I t s  access .  He n o t ic e s  t h a t  when he f e e l s  Joy 

I t  I s  u sua l ly  because the dependent condi t ions  t h a t  h i s  thoughts impose 

have been met. He a lso  n o t i c e s  th a t  sometimes he j u s t  fee ls  Joy fo r  no

reason a t  a l l .  He Is  to ld  t h a t  the only way these  two occurrences can

be exp la ined  Is by the hypothes is  that  the Joy must already be th e re ,  

and s ince  I t  cannot be c o r r e l a t e d  to  any p a r t i c l u a r  external exper ience 

I t  must come from within .

Though the lure of t h i s  s trange Eastern system is  g r e a t ,  our 

p i lg r im  r e j e c t s  I t .  There Is  J u s t  too much th a t  Is  unexplained, and he 

cannot accept the Idea th a t  he i s  already happy, f a l l s  to not ice  t h i s ,  

and Is  somehow responsible  fo r  h i s  apparent  unhappiness.  Though he 

f in d s  the Idea of happiness being connected to Joy quite compelling, 

t h i s  system seems to s t r e s s  and s t r a i n  the foundation of h i s  b e l i e f  

system beyond recogni t ion .

Convinced th a t  none of these methods of happiness w il l  f u l l y  

s a t i s f y  him, our pi lgr im dec ides  to leave the school and continue h i s
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search on h i s  own. However, he does not cas t  as ide  a l l  he has  learned 

and while walking away he begins  to  compile a l i s t  of those In s igh ts  he 

considers  to  be of most value and which might be h e l p f u l .  The l i s t  

rep resen ts  what could be c a l l e d  those In tu i t io n s  which might o f f e r  "the 

best  chance of success*. He Is  convinced th a t  ex ternal  Ism cannot be the 

answer. No mat ter  what he has  or does, i f  l i f e  does not " fee l  r igh t"  on 

the in s ide ,  one cannot be happy. He a l so  f inds  A r i s t o t l e ' s  e a r ly  Ideas 

about 'happ iness '  being an a c t i v i t y  q u i te  convincing. He th inks  the 

happy l i f e  ought to be l ik e  a dance In which the Internal  and external 

are  synthes ized  so completely t h a t  the sub jec t ive  d is tance  between the 

dancer and dance d isso lves .  He b e l ie v e s  th a t  t h i s  “p e r fe c t  dancing" can 

only come about by a l l e v i a t i n g  psychological c o n f l i c t  which he thinks 

r equ i res  careful  a t t e n t io n  to  e x te r n a l s ,  mora l i ty ,  p leasu re  and pain,  

and he notes  tha t  the schooling  on these  Issues alone may requ ire  a 

l i fe t im e  of monitoring. By 'c a r e f u l  a t t e n t i o n '  he means t h a t  though 

there seems to be no logical  connection between these th re e  aspec ts  of 

l i f e  and happiness,  he cannot accept th a t  these three  a r e a s  of l iv ing  

do not matter  a t  a l l .  However, he Is a l so  aware th a t  the more Involved 

he becomes In these aspects  of l i f e ,  the more d i f f i c u l t  i t  becomes to 

remain f ree  of Internal  c o n f l i c t .  Caring about ex te rn a l s ,  m o ra l i ty ,  and 

pleasure  and pain makes him dependent and leaves him prey to  the whims 

of circumstance while not ca r ing  seems Impossible.  He concludes tha t  an 

aus te re  minimalism would be the  bes t  policy and t h a t ,  a t  l e a s t  a t  

times, some In te rnal  c o n f l i c t  cannot be avoided. He senses  tha t  

contentment,  t r a n q u i l l i t y  of mind, has to be p resen t ,  but he also  

be l ieves  th a t  t r a n q u i l l i t y  alone Is  probably not s u f f i c i e n t  for
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happiness .  Something e l se  must present  and he i s  c e r t a in  tha t  t h i s  

"something else" must be Joy or b l i s s  because no l i f e  without i t  could 

p oss ib ly  make him happy. In o the r  words, something l ike  Vedanatlc b l i s s  

must be a major animating force in the happy l i f e .  In f a c t ,  he views 

t h i s  " b l i s s f u l  Joy of l iv ing"  as a c l e a r l y  necessary and s u f f i c i e n t  

condi t ion  fo r  h i s  conception of a happy l i f e .  He wonders i f  he might be 

accused of naively def in ing  'happ iness '  as a l i f e  f u l l  of b l i s s  or Joy. 

He accep ts  the charge, but demands the accuser produce a b e t t e r  

d e f i n i t i o n .

NOTES

1. Some readers  might ob jec t  to  t h i s  c h a ra c te r iz a t io n  by c i t i n g  the 
Epicurean on the rack. However, on my reading  of Epicurus, the mind 
s t a t e  of the Epicurean on the rack would be animated not by r a c k ' s  
pain-producing circumstance, but Instead by, for  example, some fond 
memory of  pas t  p leasures .

2. There are  numerous I n te r e s t i n g  philosophic  problems which a r i s e  from 
th i s  dilemma. For example, to  what extent  i s  i t  l eg i t im ate  to question 
f i r s t  person repor ts  on happiness? Does the concept function l ike 
'p a in '  and possess an app ropr ia te  measure of i n c o r r i g i b i l i t y ?  Or i s  i t  
more l ike  ' f e a r '  in th a t  i t  has  some J u s t i f i a b l e  sub jec t ive  elements,  
but the concept remains a t  l e a s t  minimally t i e d  to  a consensual f ab r ic
by some shared threads? The l a t t e r  seems the more reasonable p o s i t io n ,
but we then have to be w i l l i n g  to t e l l  the drug add ic t  or the Nazi 
guard t h a t  they are not r e a l l y  happy when indulging t h e i r  f av o r i t e  
pastime.  I t  seems tha t  I can t e l l  someone th a t  he i s  incorrec t  in h i s
conception of happiness,  but i t  13 d i f f i c u l t  t o  t e l l  him th a t  he i s  not
happy. However, i f  a "correct"  conception of happiness  Is  necessary for  
happiness ,  then someone without a "correct"  conception cannot be happy. 
Thus i t  may be tha t  in a s i g n i f i c a n t  sense ,  the anc ien ts  were c o r rec t .  
The a b i l i t y  to  co r rec t ly  id e n t i fy  happiness precedes  any p o s s i b i l i t y  of 
f ind ing  i t .  Ultimately so lv ing  t h i s  problem i s  beyond my scope here as  
the only poin t  I want to  make in the above s ec t io n  i s  th a t  the ordinary 
view and the ancients  d isagree  on t h i s  issue -  the ordinary view allows 
much more la t i tu d e  here than any of the our ancient  views allow. One 
source of  i n t e re s t in g  reading on t h i s  top ic  i s  found in William James' ,  
"On a Cer ta in  Blindness in Human Beings", in The Writings  of William 
James, ed . John J .  McDermott (Chicago: The Chicago Universi ty  P ress ,  
1978). I take the hear t  of James' message to  be th a t  we are  a l l  b l ind
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In t h i s  area .  His argument claims tha t  I t  may Ju s t  be a "fact"  of human 
psychology th a t  due to  the extreme su b jec t iv e  nature of "what makes 
l i f e  s ig n i f ic a n t"  o t h e r ' s  claims to  be happy are  beyond d i sp u te .  For
James, the concept of happiness has a legi t imate  measure of
indeterminacy across  persons and thus the "bl indness" .

3. c f .  Seneca, "The Happy Life" In The S to ic  Philosophy of Seneca, 
t r a n s .  and ed. Moses Hades (Gloucester,  Mass.: Peter  Smith Publ ishers ,
1965). In t h i s  t ex t  the sage does appear to  glean a measure of
"p o s i t iv e  affec t*  from h i s  l i f e  of v i r t u e .
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